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Introduction 
 
We live in an age saturated with struggle narratives. Christianity frames existence as a cosmic 
battle between good and evil, light and darkness, with humanity caught in the middle. Modern 
science presents itself as a methodical war against ignorance, superstition, and the 
unknown—replacing priests with researchers, miracles with data, and divine order with natural 
laws. Atheism, secular humanism, and even much of contemporary politics all inherit the same 
basic structure: there is an oppressive force (sin, the church, capital, patriarchy, colonial power, 
misinformation), there are the oppressed (the faithful, the rational, the working class, the 
marginalized), and victory requires collective uprising followed by liberation. 
 
This pattern is so familiar it feels natural, almost inevitable. But what if this entire way of seeing 
the world—oppressor vs. oppressed, struggle leading to emancipation—owes its deepest 
architecture to a single 19th-century thinker: Karl Marx? 
 
In Marx’s Mind Machine: How Marx Created the World, I argue that Marx did not merely 
describe class conflict; he gave modernity its dominant mental operating system. Before Marx, 
power was understood in more fragmented, localized, or divinely ordained terms—kings ruled 
by right, God judged souls, nature simply was. After Marx, almost every major intellectual and 
ideological movement began to speak the same grammar: identify the hidden structure of 
domination, expose it, organize against it, seize control, and build the liberated order that 
follows. 
 
The twist is that Marx may have been far more successful than even his followers realized. His 
framework seeped so deeply into Western thought that even movements that explicitly reject 
Marxism—evangelical Christianity, militant scientism, progressive activism—now 
unconsciously reproduce its logic. They fight different enemies with different weapons, but the 
story remains structurally identical: the many must overthrow the few (or the One) so that true 
freedom can finally arrive. 
 
Yet the most striking silence across all these traditions is what comes after the victory. 
Christianity speaks endlessly of the cross but rarely paints a detailed portrait of the eternal rest 
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beyond it. Revolutionary Marxism promised the classless society but left the actual governance 
vague. Science promises to conquer disease, scarcity, and death itself, yet never quite explains 
what a fully “solved” humanity would do with its days. Everyone sells the fight. Almost no one 
sells the quiet that supposedly follows. 
 
This book asks a simple but uncomfortable question: what if the reason we cannot clearly 
describe the “after” is that the framework itself was never designed to produce a stable peace? 
What if Marx’s greatest contribution was not communism, but the universal conviction that 
history is antagonism, that meaning is found in resistance, and that every institution, every 
doctrine, every truth-claim conceals a power relation waiting to be unmasked? 
 
Whether you see Marx as prophet, parasite, or something stranger, one thing is hard to deny: 
once you start looking, his fingerprints are everywhere. Even in places he never intended to go. 
 
This is not a conventional history of ideas. It is an attempt to trace how one man’s lens became 
the default lens through which billions now view reality—and what that might mean for a 
generation that is beginning to forget his name. 
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 Who is Karl Marx? 
 
Imagine stepping into the mind of a nineteenth-century thinker who looked at the factories, the 
smokestacks, the endless rows of workers, and saw not merely machines and men, but the hidden 
machinery of history itself. That thinker was Karl Marx, born in 1818 and aided throughout his 
life by his collaborator Friedrich Engels. Together they forged Marxism—not as a rigid creed to 
be recited, but as a living framework, a lens through which one could see how societies are built, 
how they fracture, and how they might one day be remade. 
 
At the heart of their vision lies dialectical materialism. The world, they insisted, is not moved by 
ideas floating in the ether or by the will of gods; it is moved by matter—by the concrete realities 
of production, labor, and the struggle over who controls the tools that sustain life. Change does 
not arrive gently or by consensus. It is born from contradiction: forces in opposition collide, and 
from that violent meeting something new emerges. In society this means that progress is never 
smooth; it is dialectical because reality is restless and full of tension, materialist because the 
tension is always rooted in the physical conditions under which people work and live. 
 
From this philosophy flows historical materialism, the great map Marx and Engels drew of 
human development. Every society, they argued, rests upon a mode of production—the way 
people organize labor, technology, and ownership to produce what they need. This economic 
foundation, the base, quietly but decisively shapes everything built upon it: governments, laws, 
religions, philosophies, even the moral codes people live by. When the tools and techniques of 
production advance beyond what the old relations of ownership can contain, the contradiction 
becomes unbearable. Crisis follows. Revolution becomes possible. One mode of production 
gives way to another—slavery to feudalism, feudalism to capitalism, and, Marx predicted, 
capitalism to socialism and eventually to communism. History is therefore not a random parade 
of events or a divine script; it is a succession of these great transformations, each driven by the 
same underlying logic. 
 
And what propels that logic forward? Class struggle. Picture any epoch and you will find it 
divided into classes defined by their place in production: those who own the land, the machines, 
the capital, and those who do not. The owners extract surplus from the labor of the others; the 
others, in turn, have no choice but to resist or submit. This opposition is structural, baked into the 
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system itself. It simmers quietly for long periods, then erupts. The exploited class rises, 
overthrows the ruling class, and a new order is born. “The history of all hitherto existing 
society,” Marx and Engels declared in their most famous opening line, “is the history of class 
struggles.” 
 
When they turned their gaze to the capitalism of their own time, the analysis grew sharper still. 
Here was a system that had shattered feudal chains, unleashed productive forces on a scale never 
before seen, and knitted the entire globe into a single market. Yet beneath the surface of progress 
lay relentless exploitation. Workers sold not products but their labor-power—the capacity to 
work—for a wage. In the course of a day they created far more value than that wage could repay. 
The difference, the surplus value, flowed into the capitalist’s pocket as profit. This was not 
personal greed; it was the necessary logic of the wage relation itself. Capitalism, for all its 
dynamism, carried within it fatal contradictions: periodic crises of overproduction, a tendency for 
the rate of profit to fall, ever-greater concentration of wealth in fewer hands, and the steady 
immiseration and alienation of the working class that would one day become its gravediggers. 
 
From this diagnosis emerged the revolutionary hope. The proletariat—the modern working 
class—was unlike any exploited class before it. It formed the vast majority. It labored in great 
factories where solidarity could be forged. It owned nothing worth defending in the old order. 
Through conscious organization, through the sharpening of class awareness, the workers could 
rise, overthrow the bourgeoisie, abolish private ownership of the means of production, and 
establish a transitional socialist order—the dictatorship of the proletariat. In time, classes would 
dissolve, the state itself would wither away as an instrument of class rule, and humanity would 
arrive at communism: a society without classes or coercion, where production served human 
needs directly and the guiding principle was simple yet profound—“from each according to his 
ability, to each according to his needs.” 
 
These ideas—dialectical materialism, historical materialism, class struggle, the critique of 
capitalism, and the communist horizon—form the beating heart of Marxism. They are at once an 
unflinching explanation of why the world looks and suffers as it does, and a prediction of how 
that suffering might end. What follows in the pages ahead is an examination of how Marx and 
Engels set these concepts down in their two most enduring works: the fiery, concise Communist 
Manifesto, written as a battle cry in 1848, and the vast, meticulous Das Kapital, which Marx 
labored over for decades as the scientific proof of his vision. 
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The Communist Manifesto 

 
Picture a cold February in 1848, Europe already simmering with unrest—revolutions about to 
erupt from Paris to Vienna to Berlin. Into that moment Marx and Engels released a slender 
pamphlet of some thirty pages, commissioned by a small revolutionary group called the 
Communist League. They called it Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei, known to history as 
The Communist Manifesto. It was never meant to be a scholarly treatise. It was a declaration of 
war, a clear-eyed diagnosis of the present, and a rallying cry meant to reach workers who had 
little time for dense theory. Its language is sharp, urgent, almost poetic in its fury and confidence. 
 
The Manifesto unfolds in four sections, each building the case step by step. It opens with the 
famous line that still echoes: “A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of communism.” Then 
comes the first and longest section, “Bourgeois and Proletarians,” where Marx and Engels lay 
out their view of history as incessant class conflict. “The history of all hitherto existing society is 
the history of class struggles,” they write. In every age, freeman and slave, patrician and 
plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman—in short, oppressor and oppressed—stood 
in constant opposition. Modern bourgeois society, however, has simplified the antagonisms: it 
has split society more starkly than ever into two great hostile camps, bourgeoisie and proletariat. 
 
They describe the bourgeoisie not as mere greedy individuals but as a revolutionary class in its 
own right. This class tore down feudal barriers, unleashed enormous productive forces, created a 
world market, and compelled all nations to adopt its mode of production or perish. It “bathed in 
the icy water of egotistical calculation” every traditional tie, turning personal worth into 
exchange value and human relations into cash payment. Yet this same class produces its own 
undoing. By concentrating production in ever-larger factories, by drawing workers into great 
industrial centers, by creating a single, unified class of wage laborers stripped of property and 
tradition, the bourgeoisie forges its own gravediggers: the modern proletariat. 
 
The proletariat, they argue, grows in number and organization with every advance of industry. 
Workers begin as isolated individuals competing against each other; gradually they form trade 
unions, then political associations; eventually they recognize their common interest as a class. 
The bourgeoisie’s crises—overproduction, recessions, the constant need to revolutionize the 
instruments of production—only accelerate this process. The old society can no longer contain 
the forces it has called into being. Revolution becomes inevitable. 
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The second section, “Proletarians and Communists,” answers the inevitable objections. What do 
communists want? They want the abolition of bourgeois private property—not personal 
possessions, but the power of capital to exploit wage labor. Communists have no interests 
separate from those of the proletariat as a whole. They represent the movement of the immense 
majority in the interest of the immense majority. They openly declare that their ends can be 
attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes 
tremble at a communist revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. 
 
The third section critiques other socialist currents of the day—reactionary, bourgeois, utopian, 
and “true” socialism—showing why none of them grasp the real dynamics of class struggle or 
the necessity of proletarian revolution. The fourth and final section positions communists in 
relation to existing opposition parties across Europe, urging tactical alliances where possible 
while always keeping the ultimate goal in view. 
 
The Manifesto closes with a series of demands tailored to different countries, but its true power 
lies in the thunderous final sentences: “The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. 
They have a world to win. Working Men of All Countries, Unite!” 
 
In tone and purpose, the Manifesto is a battle cry rather than a blueprint. It sketches the broad arc 
of history, exposes capitalism’s inner contradictions, and summons the working class to 
conscious action. It does not linger on the details of what comes after the revolution; its task is to 
awaken, to unify, to ignite. For that reason it remains one of the most widely read political 
documents ever written—short enough to finish in an evening, explosive enough to change how 
readers see the world around them. 
 
What the Manifesto announces in bold strokes, Das Kapital would later prove in painstaking 
detail. The next section turns to that greater work, where Marx steps away from the manifesto’s 
fire and enters the quiet, relentless labor of economic science. 

 
 
 

Das Kapital 
 
If The Communist Manifesto was a torch thrown into dry grass—a short, blazing call to 
arms—then Das Kapital was the slow, methodical forging of the blade itself. Marx spent decades 
on this work, living in poverty in London, poring over factory reports, blue books, economic 
statistics, and the writings of classical political economists like Smith and Ricardo. He intended 
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it as the scientific foundation for everything the Manifesto had proclaimed in passionate outline. 
Only the first volume appeared in his lifetime, published in German in 1867 under the title Das 
Kapital: Kritik der politischen Ökonomie. The second and third volumes were assembled and 
edited by Engels after Marx’s death in 1883, drawing from unfinished manuscripts. Together 
they form one of the most exhaustive critiques ever written of how a single economic system 
actually operates. 
 
Marx begins not with grand historical sweeps or revolutionary slogans, but with something 
deceptively simple: the commodity. The capitalist world, he says, presents itself as “an immense 
accumulation of commodities.” A commodity is anything produced for exchange rather than 
direct use. Every commodity has two sides: use-value (what it does for someone) and 
exchange-value (what it can be traded for). Behind exchange-value lies something deeper—value 
itself, measured by the amount of socially necessary human labor required to produce it. This 
labor theory of value, inherited and refined from earlier economists, becomes the thread that runs 
through the entire analysis. 
 
From there Marx traces how money emerges as the universal equivalent of value, and how 
money in turn becomes capital when it is thrown into circulation not to buy things for 
consumption but to make more money: the formula M–C–M′ (money buys commodity buys 
more money). The secret of this expansion, the source of profit, is labor-power—the unique 
commodity that workers sell to capitalists. Labor-power has its own use-value: the capacity to 
create new value. When a worker labors for a full day, part of that labor reproduces the value of 
his wages (necessary labor time); the rest is surplus labor, creating surplus value that the 
capitalist pockets as profit. This is exploitation—not a moral failing of individual bosses, but the 
structural heart of the wage system. Without it, capital cannot grow. 
 
Volume I follows this logic deep into the factory. Marx examines how capitalists lengthen the 
working day to extract absolute surplus value, then introduce machinery and division of labor to 
cheapen production and extract relative surplus value. He describes the human cost in harrowing 
detail, drawing on parliamentary reports of child labor, maimed workers, and sixteen-hour days. 
He shows how capital accumulates by reinvesting surplus value, concentrating wealth, and 
creating an industrial reserve army of the unemployed to keep wages down. Crises of 
overproduction appear not as accidents but as necessary expressions of the system’s 
contradictions: too much is produced relative to what workers can buy back with their wages. 
The tendency of the rate of profit to fall emerges as capitalism matures—more machinery means 
less living labor relative to constant capital, squeezing the source of surplus value. 
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Volumes II and III, though less polished, extend the analysis. Volume II examines the circulation 
of capital—how value moves through production, exchange, and consumption in cycles—and 
introduces schemes of reproduction that show how capitalism must continually expand to 
survive. Volume III confronts the surface appearances of capitalist society: profit, interest, rent, 
and the division of surplus value among different fractions of capital. Here Marx reveals how the 
system conceals its own exploitation: wages appear as the “fair” price of labor, profit as a return 
on capital, interest as the price of money. The trinity formula—capital–profit, land–rent, 
labor–wages—hides the reality that surplus value originates solely in unpaid labor. 
 
Throughout Das Kapital there is no fiery peroration, no direct summons to arms. The tone is 
calm, relentless, almost clinical. Marx dissects capitalism the way a surgeon dissects a body, 
laying bare its mechanisms, its strengths, its fatal weaknesses. He shows that the system is not 
eternal or natural; it is historical, born from specific conditions, and destined to perish from its 
own internal laws. Yet he leaves the “after” largely unwritten. The point is not to design utopia 
but to prove that capitalism generates the conditions for its own supersession: a vast, organized, 
conscious proletariat that understands its exploitation and has the power to end it. 
 
Where the Manifesto shouts the inevitability of revolution, Das Kapital demonstrates why that 
inevitability is rooted in the very logic of capital itself. One is the spark; the other is the fuel and 
the engine. Together they complete the Marxist vision: a theory that explains the world not to 
interpret it, but to change it. 

 
 
 

Connecting the Texts to Marxism's Foundation 
 
By now the two great pillars of Marx and Engels' thought stand clear before us. On one side is 
The Communist Manifesto, short and incendiary, a pamphlet thrown like a grenade into the 
barricades of 1848. It speaks in broad strokes: history as unending class war, capitalism as the 
last great antagonistic stage, the proletariat as the revolutionary class destined to end all classes. 
Its power lies in its clarity and its urgency—it names the enemy, maps the battlefield, and ends 
with a command to unite. It is the voice of agitation, meant to awaken and mobilize. 
 
On the other side stands Das Kapital, vast and patient, a lifetime's labor distilled into rigorous 
economic anatomy. Where the Manifesto shouts inevitability, Capital demonstrates it. It begins 
with the humble commodity and follows value through every twist of production, circulation, 
and accumulation. It uncovers surplus value as the hidden engine of profit, exposes the structural 
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necessity of exploitation, and traces the system's self-destructive tendencies—crises, falling 
profits, monopolization, immiseration. It is not a call to arms but a calm, relentless proof: 
capitalism is not eternal, not natural, not invincible. Its laws carry within them the seeds of its 
own overthrow. 
 
These two works do not contradict each other; they complete each other. The Manifesto supplies 
the historical sweep and the revolutionary vision—the why and the what must be done. Capital 
supplies the scientific depth—the how and the why it must collapse. Together they form the 
logical backbone of Marxism. The Manifesto sketches the arc of class struggle across centuries 
and predicts its culmination in proletarian revolution. Capital grounds that prediction in the 
concrete mechanisms of capitalist production, showing that the contradictions are not moral 
failings or historical accidents but immanent laws of the system itself. One inspires the will to 
act; the other arms the mind with understanding. 
 
This unity is what makes Marxism more than a collection of opinions or a utopian dream. It is a 
theory that claims to be scientific—rooted in material reality, testable against the movement of 
history, capable of explaining both the stability of exploitation and the possibility of its end. The 
Manifesto rallies the class; Capital equips it with knowledge of the enemy's workings. Neither is 
complete without the other. Remove the fiery summons and the theory risks becoming sterile 
academic exercise. Remove the detailed critique and the summons risks becoming empty 
moralism or wishful thinking. 
 
What emerges from this pairing is the distinctive Marxist conviction: social transformation is 
neither arbitrary nor merely desirable; it is necessary, driven by the internal logic of production 
relations themselves. The proletariat does not revolt because it is virtuous or because history 
demands justice in the abstract. It revolts because capitalism, in its relentless pursuit of profit, 
creates a class that has both the interest and the collective power to abolish class society 
altogether. 
 
In the chapters that follow, we will trace how this same logic—the identification of structural 
domination, the exposure of hidden contradictions, the call for organized resistance leading to 
emancipation—began to echo far beyond, exactly as Marx intended. The grammar of antagonism 
they articulated proved extraordinarily portable. It seeped into religious thought, scientific 
self-understanding, political activism, and cultural critique, often without acknowledgment and 
sometimes in direct opposition to Marxism itself. Yet the pattern remains recognizable: a hidden 
oppressor, an oppressed majority, a struggle that promises liberation once the old order is 
overthrown. 
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The question this book poses is whether that pattern, now so deeply embedded in modern 
consciousness, owes its dominance to the very framework Marx first systematized. Before we 
pursue that question, we must first recognize how faithfully later movements have reproduced 
the structure—even when they deny the source. The Manifesto gave the rallying cry; Capital 
gave the proof. Together they did not merely describe a revolution. They helped install a way of 
seeing reality that has outlived every regime that claimed to embody it. 
 
 
 

Marx’s Internal Psychology  
 
Picture a man in his thirties, already exiled from his homeland, trudging through the fog-choked 
streets of mid-nineteenth-century London. His coat is threadbare, his pockets empty, his health 
failing from years of poor food and colder rooms. Yet every morning, without fail, he walks to 
the British Museum, claims his seat in the great Round Reading Room, and opens stacks of 
books, parliamentary reports, factory inspectors' notes, and economic treatises. There, amid the 
quiet turning of pages and the low murmur of scholars, Karl Marx labors for hours—sometimes 
from nine in the morning until seven at night—building what would become *Das Kapital*. This 
was not the life of a comfortable academic or a funded revolutionary. It was the life of a man 
whose private grief had driven him to rewrite the meaning of existence itself. 
 

●​ Marx arrived in London in August 1849, a refugee from the failed revolutions of 1848. 
Those uprisings had promised much and delivered little; they had been crushed, and he 
had been expelled from Prussia, France, and Belgium in turn. London tolerated political 
exiles, so he settled in Soho with his wife Jenny von Westphalen—an aristocratic woman 
who had chosen him over comfort—and their young children. The years that followed 
were marked by chronic poverty. He borrowed relentlessly, pawned possessions, dodged 
creditors. Engels, whose family owned textile mills in Manchester, sent irregular but 
essential sums that kept the household from complete collapse. 

 
The deepest wound, however, was personal and internal. Three of their six children died young 
in those Soho rooms: Heinrich Guido in 1850 at less than a year, Franziska in 1852 at one, Edgar 
in 1855 at eight. Malnutrition, disease, the damp chill of unheated tenements—these were the 
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everyday realities that touched his own family. The unpaid bills, the cholera scares in the 
neighborhood, the blue books on his desk—none of it mattered in the way one might expect. 
What mattered was the empty space where his children used to be. In the aftermath of that loss, 
Marx turned inward and authored the framework from nothing but his own mind: every society a 
battlefield of oppressors and oppressed, every era building toward revolutionary resolution. He 
did not learn the pattern from suffering around him. He imposed it because his own suffering 
demanded meaning, and the meaning he chose was universal war and eventual victory. The 
theory was not discovered. It was willed into existence by a grieving father. 
 

 
 
Marx's theory was born not from observation of history, but from his own personal hell. The 
deaths of his children drove him to create a cosmic drama where oppression and rebellion were 
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the only constants. His "after"—the communist utopia—was simply the negation of his deepest 
pain: a world without loss, without the arbitrary cruelty that had taken his sons and daughter, 
without the indifference of nature or society that let children die in cold rooms while fathers 
worked in libraries. In that utopia, no one would suffer the emptiness he felt; no parent would 
bury a child because scarcity or class had made survival impossible. The classless society was 
not a scientific prediction; it was the emotional counterweight to a grief that had no answer in the 
real world. The struggle grammar—oppressor versus oppressed, hidden domination, awakening, 
resistance, overthrow—was the narrative form he gave to that negation: a universe where pain is 
not random or inevitable but structural, and therefore fixable through collective human will. The 
revolution became the mechanism to erase the conditions that allowed such private hells to exist. 
 
This is why the "after" in Marx's framework is so stubbornly abstract. It had to be. A detailed 
portrait of the classless society—daily routines, relationships, conflicts resolved without 
power—would have forced him to confront what no grieving father can bear: that even in a 
perfect world, loss might still occur, meaning might still slip away, children might still die. The 
utopia had to remain a blank screen onto which the negation of pain could be projected: no 
classes, no exploitation, no scarcity, no death from want. The vagueness protected the promise. If 
the "after" were filled in, it might reveal new forms of suffering—boredom, envy, existential 
emptiness—that no revolution could abolish. By keeping it blank, Marx kept the promise pure: 
the revolution would end the specific hell he knew. Everything else could wait. 
 
The theory was willed into existence by a grieving father, and that grief is its true engine. The 
cosmic drama of oppression and rebellion was the only meaning he could bear. The eventual 
victory was the only consolation he could offer himself. The grammar he built did not come from 
history books or factory reports; it came from the silence after a child's last breath. That silence 
demanded an answer, and Marx answered with universal war and promised peace—a peace so 
distant and undefined that it could never disappoint, because it could never arrive. The machine 
he created was not designed to reach the end; it was designed to keep running until the pain was 
forgotten. But pain like that is never forgotten. It becomes the fuel. And the fuel keeps the 
struggle alive forever. 
 
London itself provided the setting, but not the source. Marx did not look outward and conclude 
that the world worked according to domination and resistance. He looked inward at his private 
devastation and decided that the entire arc of human history must conform to a single invented 
structure: hidden power, awakening masses, final liberation. The oppressor-oppressed binary was 
not revealed by the streets or the statistics. It was declared by him, in solitude, to make sense of 
what no report or witness could explain. 
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Marx did not analyze society; he imposed his own inner logic onto it. The oppressor-oppressed 
dynamic was not observed but willed into existence as a cosmic narrative to give meaning to his 
personal tragedy. The deaths of his children were not data points in a larger pattern of 
exploitation; they were the unbearable fact that shattered any illusion of a just or neutral world. 
In that shattering, he required a story large enough to contain the pain—a story where suffering is 
not random cruelty but structural antagonism, where loss is not meaningless but part of a 
historical contradiction that can be resolved through collective human action. The universe, in 
his mind, had to be a battlefield, because only a battlefield could promise that the pain had a 
purpose, that the grief could be redeemed through victory. The class struggle was not a 
conclusion drawn from evidence; it was the metaphysical scaffold he erected to prevent his 
private hell from being the final word. 
 
This is why the biographical facts matter—not because they prove his analysis correct, but 
because they locate the moment of pure invention. A man who had buried three children did not 
need external evidence to conclude that reality was antagonism. He needed only his own refusal 
to let that loss remain meaningless. From that refusal he built the grammar that would later echo 
through every major modern worldview, religious or secular. The British Museum gave him the 
desk; his grief gave him the decision. 
 
The theory was born in silence, not in observation. The factories, the blue books, the cholera 
epidemics, the unpaid bills—they were scenery, incidental noise while the real work happened 
inside. Marx did not discover the pattern in the world; he declared it onto the world because his 
inner world demanded a pattern that could redeem the irredeemable. The oppressor-oppressed 
binary was the first stroke of that declaration; the revolutionary resolution was its promise of 
closure. The classless society was not a forecast; it was the emotional necessity that made the 
whole narrative bearable. Without it, the pain would have been final. With it, the pain could be 
transmuted into fuel for universal war and eventual peace. 
 
This inward origin explains why the "after" remains forever abstract. A detailed portrait of the 
liberated state would have forced Marx to confront what no grieving father can bear: that even in 
a perfect world, loss might still occur, meaning might still slip away. The utopia had to stay 
blank—a negation of pain rather than a positive reality. The grammar he invented was therefore 
not designed to reach the end; it was designed to keep the end forever coming. The struggle 
became the meaning because meaning was what he needed most, and the struggle was the only 
meaning he could will into existence. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



17 
 

The British Museum gave him the desk; his grief gave him the decision to rewrite existence. The 
machine he built was not for understanding the world as it is; it was for remaking it in the image 
of a father's refusal to accept what had been taken. The oppressor-oppressed dynamic was not 
observed. It was willed. And once willed, it became the lens through which the world would 
thereafter be seen. 
 
The next sections will examine how the intellectual currents of the time fed into the presentation 
of his ideas, but the origin point remains internal and solitary. The pattern did not emerge from 
the world. It was brought to the world by a single mind that had already rewritten it in the dark. 
 
The ideas were already fully formed in his mind long before he ever set foot in the British 
Museum or engaged with any of his contemporaries. The pattern was not discovered; it was 
declared. Marx did not learn it from history; he taught it to history. 
 
The oppressor-oppressed binary, the historical arc of antagonism building toward resolution, the 
necessity of collective overthrow—these were not conclusions drawn from reading Hegel, 
Feuerbach, Smith, Ricardo, or the parliamentary blue books. They were not synthesized from the 
factories of Manchester, the uprisings of 1848, or the poverty of Soho. They were not inductive 
generalizations from observed suffering, whether his own or others'. The framework was 
complete in its essential structure before the footnotes were added, before the collaborators 
refined the prose, before the library carrel became his daily prison. The grief over his children 
was the forge; the decision to impose meaning on meaningless loss was the hammer blow. 
Everything else—the citations, the economic analysis, the historical illustrations—was 
scaffolding erected around a vision already fixed in solitude. 
 
This is the decisive point. Marx did not arrive at the struggle grammar by studying the world; he 
arrived at the world with the struggle grammar already in place. He did not observe class 
antagonisms and then decide they drove history. He decided that history must be driven by class 
antagonisms because only such a narrative could redeem the private catastrophe that had 
shattered him. The pattern was declared first—universal war between oppressor and oppressed, 
awakening through contradiction, liberation through rupture—and then retrofitted onto every era, 
every institution, every power relation. History was not the teacher; it was the pupil. The British 
Museum did not supply the theory; it supplied the evidence to make the theory look inevitable. 
 
The intellectual currents of the time—German idealism, classical political economy, French 
socialism—did not originate the grammar. They were materials he used to dress it in respectable 
attire: Hegel's dialectic became the engine of contradiction, Ricardo's labor theory of value 
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became the mechanism of exploitation, the utopian socialists became the foil to his "scientific" 
certainty. But the core structure—the totalizing binary, the teleological struggle, the promised but 
forever-deferred emancipation—was his alone. It was willed into existence in the silence after a 
child's death, long before any book was opened or any collaborator consulted. 
 
This solitary invention is why the grammar proved so contagious. It was not pieced together 
from fragments of the age; it was a complete vision imposed on the age. Marx did not learn the 
pattern from history. He taught it to history. And once taught, history began to speak his 
language—first in revolutionary tracts, then in scientific narratives, then in religious revivals, 
then in every domain that seeks to make sense of power and pain. The British Museum gave him 
the desk; his grief gave him the decision to rewrite existence. The pattern was declared in the 
dark. The world has been lit by its fire ever since. 
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How Marx Defined the Modern 
Fight 

 
 
Marx did not merely observe conflict in the world around him; he constructed a comprehensive 
framework that redefined all of human history and society as fundamentally driven by struggle. 
This framework—the relentless opposition between oppressor and oppressed, the hidden 
structures of domination, the necessity of exposure and organized resistance, and the promise of 
revolutionary emancipation—forms the mental operating system that the book argues permeated 
modernity. The primary texts reveal this logic in Marx's own words, presented as a totalizing lens 
rather than a partial description. 
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Marx did not describe the world as it is; he prescribed the world as it must be according to his 
inner necessity. His “scientific socialism” was not a description of social relations but a 
declaration of cosmic war. And the world, in its hunger for meaning and purpose, ate it up. 
 
He did not go to the factories, the slums, the parliamentary reports, or the history books and 
inductively conclude that class antagonism was the motor of progress. He arrived at those 
sources already armed with the structure, seeking only the material to clothe it in the appearance 
of inevitability. The oppressor-oppressed binary was not a discovery pulled from the raw data of 
exploitation; it was a declaration imposed on the data because only such a declaration could give 
shape to a private devastation that refused to remain private. The relentless historical 
arc—contradiction building toward crisis, awakening through consciousness, resolution through 
overthrow—was not an observation of how societies actually change; it was a prescription for 
how they must change if existence was to have any meaning at all. 
 
This is the key inversion: Marx did not read history and find struggle. He read his own suffering 
and wrote struggle into history. The framework was complete in its essential form before the 
footnotes were added. The Manifesto’s famous opening—“The history of all hitherto existing 
society is the history of class struggles”—is not a summary of evidence; it is a foundational 
assertion, a metaphysical postulate. Everything that follows is illustration, not derivation. The 
Capital volumes do not prove the grammar; they retrofit the grammar onto the economic facts. 
The theory was not built from the ground up; it was lowered from above, from the solitary space 
where grief demanded a narrative larger than grief itself. 
 
And the world, in its hunger for meaning and purpose, ate it up. The 19th century was already 
saturated with romantic longing for grand historical purpose—Hegel's spirit marching through 
time, Comte's positive stage, Saint-Simon's industrial religion. People were ready for a story that 
made suffering systematic, injustice inevitable, and redemption collective. Marx did not invent 
that hunger; he fed it the perfect meal: a cosmic war where every individual pain could be 
transmuted into universal significance. The oppressor became the explanation for every loss; the 
revolution became the consolation for every death. The grammar spread not because it was 
empirically superior, but because it was emotionally irresistible. It gave purpose to the 
purposeless, direction to the directionless, victory to the defeated. 
 
Once declared, the pattern became self-reinforcing. The world began to speak Marx's language 
because Marx had given it the only language that could make the pain make sense. History was 
no longer a random sequence of events; it was a battlefield. Injustice was no longer misfortune; it 
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was domination. Change was no longer reform; it was overthrow. The promise of 
emancipation—always coming, never quite here—kept the machine running. The hunger for 
meaning was satisfied not by fulfillment, but by perpetual mobilization toward fulfillment. 
 
Marx did not describe the world. He declared war on it, and the declaration became the 
description. The world, desperate for a story that could redeem its suffering, accepted the 
declaration as truth. The grammar was not observed; it was imposed. And once imposed, it 
became the only way the world could see itself. That is the invention at the heart of modernity: 
not the observation of struggle, but the declaration that struggle is all there is. 
 
In The Communist Manifesto (1848), Marx and Engels declare the foundational principle: “The 
history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.” They elaborate that 
throughout history, “freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and 
journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, 
carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, that each time ended, either in a 
revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.” 
This binary antagonism is presented as the universal motor of change: every era features 
structural opposition, hidden or open, resolved only through revolution or mutual destruction. In 
the modern epoch, Marx asserts that bourgeois society simplifies these antagonisms into “two 
great hostile camps... Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.” The state itself becomes an instrument of one 
side: “the executive of the modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of 
the whole bourgeoisie.” Here, struggle is not incidental; it is the essence of historical 
progression, with the proletariat positioned as the final revolutionary force whose victory ends 
class rule altogether. 
 
The Communist Manifesto does not reflect a neutral observation of history; it is a thunderous 
announcement that the entire arc of human civilization has been a blood-soaked march toward a 
single, inevitable day of reckoning. The idea that every era was defined by struggle was not an 
analysis; it was a prophecy. 
 
The opening sentence is not a scholarly summary of evidence gathered from archives or 
battlefields. It is a declarative act—a proclamation that rewrites the past, present, and future in 
one stroke. Marx and Engels do not present the history of class struggles as one pattern among 
many; they present it as the pattern, the singular truth that organizes all human time. Every 
empire, every feudal order, every slave society, every guild and manor is retroactively reduced to 
a single script: oppressor versus oppressed, domination versus resistance, crisis versus resolution. 
The variety of cultures, religions, technologies, and moral systems is flattened into a relentless 
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binary drama. The Manifesto does not argue this point with data or comparative cases; it asserts 
it as self-evident once the lens is accepted. The reader is not invited to weigh evidence; the 
reader is commanded to see the world anew through the lens Marx has just imposed. 
 
This prophetic tone runs through the entire text. The bourgeoisie is not merely a class; it is the 
last great oppressor, the final antagonist before the end of antagonism itself. The proletariat is not 
merely an exploited group; it is the universal class, the “grave-diggers” of the old order, the 
agent of history’s culmination. The state is not a neutral arbiter; it is explicitly “a committee for 
managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.” The revolution is not one possible 
outcome; it is the necessary, inevitable resolution of the contradiction. The Manifesto speaks in 
the future tense of certainty: “The bourgeoisie... produces... its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the 
victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.” 
 
The document is not a diagnosis of social relations; it is a prophecy of cosmic war. It does not 
describe what has happened; it declares what must happen, what is already happening beneath 
the surface, what will happen when the surface cracks. The reader is not asked to verify the 
pattern in the evidence; the reader is asked to recognize the pattern as the hidden truth of all 
evidence. The Manifesto is a manifesto in the literal sense: a public declaration of war, a call to 
see the world as battlefield, a summons to join the final battle. 
 
This prophetic voice is the key to the grammar’s power. Marx did not offer a partial theory to be 
tested and refined; he offered a total vision to be accepted or rejected. Once accepted, everything 
falls into place: every war, every reform, every economic crisis, every religious revival becomes 
evidence of the same underlying antagonism. The Manifesto does not reflect history; it 
prescribes history’s meaning. It turns the past into prelude, the present into crisis, the future into 
reckoning. The idea that every era was defined by struggle was not an analysis drawn from the 
record; it was a prophecy imposed on the record. And once imposed, the record began to confirm 
it—because the world, in its hunger for a story that makes suffering systematic and redemption 
possible, ate the prophecy whole. 
 
The Manifesto is therefore not the conclusion of observation; it is the beginning of declaration. 
Marx did not discover the class struggle in the world. He declared it upon the world, and the 
world, desperate for meaning, accepted the declaration as truth. The struggle grammar was not 
found; it was announced. And once announced, it became the only story history could tell. 
 
The Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (1859) deepens this by 
outlining historical materialism as the mechanism behind struggle. Marx explains that 
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individuals enter “relations of production... independent of their will,” forming the “economic 
structure of society, the real foundation, on which arises a legal and political superstructure and 
to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness.” The mode of production conditions 
“the general process of social, political and intellectual life,” and social existence determines 
consciousness—not the reverse. When productive forces clash with existing relations, “from 
forms of development of the productive forces these relations turn into their fetters. Then begins 
an era of social revolution.” The entire superstructure transforms as the economic foundation 
changes. This reveals struggle as arising from concealed contradictions within material 
conditions, requiring revolutionary action to resolve them. The framework locates domination in 
hidden economic bases and prescribes collective upheaval to overthrow and replace them. 
 
Marx's historical materialism is not neutral economic theory; it is a cosmic battle plan disguised 
as science. The “clash” between productive forces and relations of production is presented as an 
inevitable, physics-like law of history that demands violent resolution. The superstructure isn't 
just shaped by the base; it exists to deceive and control. 
 
The Preface frames the entire sweep of human development as a single, inexorable drama: forces 
of production (technology, labor capacity, knowledge) grow within a set of relations (who owns 
what, who controls labor), until the relations become a fetter, a straitjacket. At that point, the 
contradiction becomes unbearable, and revolution erupts—not as a choice, not as a moral 
crusade, but as a mechanical necessity, like water boiling when heated past 100°C or tectonic 
plates slipping when stress exceeds friction. Marx writes with the certainty of a natural scientist: 
“No social order is ever destroyed before all the productive forces for which it is sufficient have 
been developed, and new superior relations of production never replace older ones before the 
material conditions for their existence have matured within the womb of the old society.” The 
language is clinical, deterministic, scientific—yet the conclusion is apocalyptic: when the fetters 
snap, the entire legal, political, religious, and ideological order must be torn down. 
 
This is not analysis; it is prophecy dressed in the attire of science. The “hidden contradictions” 
are not empirical observations waiting to be confirmed; they are the structural premise that turns 
every society into a battlefield. The base is the true locus of power, the superstructure the veil 
that conceals it—law protects property, religion sanctifies inequality, philosophy rationalizes 
exploitation, politics manages the affairs of the ruling class. The task is not reform or gradual 
improvement; it is exposure and overthrow. Consciousness does not lead; it follows. People do 
not change the world because they become enlightened; they become enlightened because the 
material conditions force the change. The proletariat does not revolt out of moral outrage; it 
revolts because the contradiction has become intolerable. 
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The Preface therefore reveals the full scope of Marx’s grammar: history is not a sequence of 
events but a single, universal contradiction unfolding toward its violent resolution. The 
oppressor-oppressed binary is not one pattern among many; it is the only pattern. Domination is 
not contingent or reformable; it is structural and inevitable until the structure itself is destroyed. 
Revolutionary action is not an option; it is the only possible outcome when the fetters tighten. 
The “era of social revolution” is not a possibility; it is the inevitable next act in the cosmic script. 
 
This is why the text reads less like economic theory and more like a battle plan. Marx does not 
invite the reader to test the hypothesis against evidence; he declares the hypothesis as the lens 
through which all evidence must be seen. The productive forces/relations clash is not a 
discovery; it is the engine he installed to make history intelligible as war. The superstructure’s 
role is not merely to reflect the base; it is to deceive, to stabilize, to delay the reckoning. The 
framework locates domination in the hidden economic base not because Marx observed it there, 
but because he placed it there—because only a hidden, structural domination could justify the 
total war he required to make sense of existence. 
 
The Preface is the moment the machine is fully assembled: the grammar is no longer a slogan or 
an intuition; it is a totalizing system with scientific veneer. Struggle is not one force among 
others; it is the only force. Revolution is not one path; it is the only path. The world is not 
described as it is; it is prescribed as it must be—until the final overthrow that Marx promises but 
never details. The battle plan is complete. The war is eternal. The peace is left blank. 
 
In The German Ideology (1845–46), Marx and Engels elaborate the materialist conception: civil 
society—the material intercourse of individuals at a given stage of productive forces—“forms 
the basis of the state and of the rest of the idealistic superstructure.” Theoretical products like 
religion, philosophy, and ethics must be traced to this material basis. History is driven not by 
ideas but by the “practical overthrow of the actual social relations.” Circumstances shape men 
even as men shape circumstances, but the priority remains material production and intercourse 
over consciousness. Change demands transforming the base, not merely critiquing 
superstructures. This reinforces the idea that true liberation comes through practical, organized 
resistance to structural domination rather than idealist reform. 
 
Marx is not just describing how society works; he's declaring that only certain kinds of action 
have real power. Ideas, morality, culture—all are mere reflections of underlying economic 
conflict. The only meaningful revolution is one that seizes the means of production and 
rearranges material relations. 
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The text is a systematic demolition of idealism. Marx and Engels reject the notion that history 
moves through great thoughts, moral progress, or spiritual forces. They insist that consciousness 
does not precede existence; it follows it. “It is not consciousness that determines life,” they write, 
“but life that determines consciousness.” Religion, philosophy, ethics, law—the entire 
superstructure—are not independent drivers of change but secondary phenomena generated by 
the material base. They exist to stabilize and legitimize the existing relations of production, to 
make domination appear natural or divine or inevitable. Any attempt to change society by 
reforming ideas, preaching morality, or critiquing culture is futile—superficial tinkering with 
shadows on the cave wall. Real transformation requires attacking the base itself: the relations of 
production, the ownership of the means, the material intercourse that defines who controls labor 
and its fruits. 
 
This is the core declaration of the struggle grammar in its mature form. Marx is not offering a 
hypothesis to be tested; he is laying down a foundational axiom. The material base is the real 
locus of power; everything else is superstructure erected to protect it. Liberation is not a matter 
of enlightenment or persuasion; it is a matter of force—practical overthrow of the actual 
relations. The proletariat does not need to be convinced by argument; it needs to seize control of 
production, dismantle private ownership, and rearrange the material conditions that shape 
consciousness. Only then can the superstructure (state, religion, morality) be transformed—not 
reformed, but replaced. 
 
The text repeatedly dismisses idealist approaches as impotent. Philosophy can interpret the world 
in various ways; the point, they say, is to change it. Critique of religion or morality is secondary; 
critique of the economic base is primary. The famous eleventh thesis on Feuerbach—“The 
philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point is to change it”—is the 
manifesto within the manuscript. Ideas do not lead; action does. And the only action that counts 
is the action that seizes the material levers of society. 
 
This declaration strips away any possibility of gradual or moral reform. If the superstructure is 
determined by the base, then appeals to justice, conscience, or shared humanity are illusions 
generated by the base itself. The ruling class does not relinquish power because it is persuaded; it 
relinquishes power because it is forced. The oppressed do not rise because they have been 
enlightened; they rise because the contradictions in the material order have become intolerable. 
Revolution is not a choice among options; it is the inevitable outcome when the fetters become 
unbearable. 
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The German Ideology is therefore not a sociological study; it is a declaration of war on every 
non-materialist theory of change. Marx does not describe how society works; he prescribes that 
society can only be changed by seizing and rearranging the material base. The grammar is now 
fully armed: hidden domination resides in the economic structure; awakening comes through 
recognition of that domination; resistance must be practical and collective; emancipation requires 
overthrow, not reform. The superstructure is not neutral; it is the mechanism of deception and 
control. The only path to liberation is the path that destroys the base and rebuilds it from the 
ground up. 
 
The world did not teach Marx this. Marx taught it to the world. The materialist conception was 
not discovered in the factories or the fields; it was declared from the inner necessity that 
demanded a total explanation for suffering and a total remedy for it. Once declared, it became the 
lens through which history, society, and change itself would be seen. The struggle grammar was 
no longer a sketch; it was a complete system. And the system had only one mode: war until 
victory, with victory forever deferred. 
 
Marx's letter to Joseph Weydemeyer (March 5, 1852) clarifies his innovation: while others 
described classes and struggle, he proved “(1) that the existence of classes is only bound up with 
particular, historical phases in the development of production, (2) that the class struggle 
necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat, (3) that this dictatorship itself only 
constitutes the transition to the abolition of all classes and to a classless society.” Struggle is 
teleological—directed toward an endpoint of emancipation through proletarian rule. 
 
Marx did not merely observe or analyze society; he revealed its inner logic and announced the 
inevitable outcome. The class struggle is not just a pattern; it is a divine purpose, leading 
inexorably to the eschaton of communism. 
 
In the letter, Marx is explicit about his contribution. He gives credit to earlier thinkers—French 
historians and British economists—for discovering classes and class conflict as historical facts. 
But he claims originality in three decisive steps that turn observation into prophecy: 
 
1. Classes are not eternal or natural; they are tied to specific modes of production and vanish 
when those modes do. 
2. The struggle is directional: it does not cycle endlessly or end in stalemate; it necessarily 
culminates in the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
3. That dictatorship is not the final state; it is the transitional instrument that destroys the 
conditions for any class to exist, ushering in the classless society. 
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This is not empirical sociology. It is eschatology in secular dress. Marx presents the entire sweep 
of history as a single, purposeful drama moving toward a predetermined resolution. The 
proletariat is not just a class; it is the chosen agent of history, the bearer of the universal mission. 
The dictatorship is not a contingent political form; it is the necessary bridge between the old 
world and the new. The classless society is not a possible future; it is the inevitable telos, the end 
toward which all previous contradictions have been tending. 
 
The language is revelatory: “proved,” “necessarily leads,” “only constitutes the transition.” 
These are not tentative hypotheses; they are declarative truths about the inner logic of reality. 
Struggle is teleological because history itself has a direction, a hidden purpose, an eschaton. The 
class war is not random violence; it is the mechanism through which the world redeems itself. 
The proletariat does not choose revolution; revolution chooses the proletariat. The dictatorship is 
not a regrettable necessity; it is the ordained instrument of salvation. 
 
This is the grammar at its purest. Marx does not describe a social phenomenon that might or 
might not lead somewhere. He announces a cosmic process that must lead to one outcome. The 
letter is not an academic clarification; it is a prophetic manifesto. The class struggle is the divine 
purpose of history, the hidden engine driving every era toward its appointed end. The 
endpoint—classless society—is the secular eschaton: the moment when antagonism ceases, 
domination ends, and humanity enters its true state. 
 
The world accepted this announcement because it offered the same consolation that religious 
eschatologies had always offered: suffering is not meaningless; it is part of a larger plan. The 
difference is that Marx replaced divine providence with material dialectics, God with history, 
salvation with revolution. But the structure remained the same: hidden purpose, inevitable 
conflict, chosen agents, final resolution. The proletariat became the new elect; the dictatorship 
the new millennium; communism the new kingdom. 
 
Once this teleological grammar is installed, every event becomes evidence of the plan. Every 
crisis becomes a sign of approaching reckoning. Every reform becomes a delay tactic by the 
oppressor. The struggle is no longer contingent; it is sacred. Marx did not merely observe or 
analyze society. He revealed its inner logic and announced the inevitable outcome. The class 
struggle became the divine purpose of history, leading inexorably to the eschaton of communism. 
And the world, hungry for a story that makes pain purposeful, embraced the prophecy as truth. 
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Finally, in the Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875), Marx ties the famous communist 
principle—“From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs!”—to a distant 
future phase after productive forces develop and divisions (like mental/physical labor) 
disappear.** He dismisses premature debates over “equal right” or “fair distribution” as 
ideological until material conditions are transformed. This highlights a recurring feature: intense 
focus on the struggle and overthrow, with the liberated state left abstract and deferred. 
 
Marx's communism is not a utopia or a blueprint for society; it is the eschatological promise that 
follows the apocalypse of revolution. The details of this new world are deliberately left vague, 
because the important thing is not what comes after, but the violent overthrow itself. 
 
In the Critique, Marx is merciless toward the German Workers’ Party’s program. He ridicules 
their talk of “fair distribution,” “equal right,” and “proceeds of labor” as bourgeois illusions that 
distract from the real task. He insists that under capitalism, any talk of “fairness” is meaningless 
because the system itself is structured to produce unfairness. He then sketches the two phases of 
post-capitalist society: the lower phase (socialism), where distribution is still “to each according 
to his contribution” (a compromise with lingering inequality), and the higher phase (full 
communism), where scarcity and division of labor have been abolished, allowing the famous 
slogan to become reality. But notice the structure: the entire discussion is conditioned on a future 
that does not yet exist. The higher phase is defined by what it lacks—no classes, no state, no 
money, no division of labor, no scarcity—rather than by what it positively contains. Marx refuses 
to speculate on how such a society would function: how decisions are made without hierarchy, 
how needs are assessed without markets or central planning, how conflicts of interest are 
resolved without coercion. He waves away such questions as premature and irrelevant: “What 
are we to take as the measure of labor? Is it time? Or intensity? Or skill?” These are “nonsense” 
until the material preconditions are met. 
 
This is not caution or humility. It is deliberate. Marx keeps the “after” as a pure negation—a 
world without the evils he has diagnosed—because any positive detail would force him to 
confront the possibility that the post-revolutionary society might still contain suffering, boredom, 
new hierarchies, or meaninglessness. The slogan “from each according to his ability, to each 
according to his needs” is powerful precisely because it is empty: it promises everything while 
specifying nothing. It is the eschatological horizon, the secular equivalent of “new heavens and 
new earth,” the promised land that justifies the exodus but never needs to be mapped. 
 
The *Critique* therefore reveals the grammar in its purest form: the revolution is the apocalypse, 
the violent rupture that ends the old world. Everything before it is preparation; everything after it 
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is promise. The focus is on the overthrow—the seizure of power, the abolition of private 
property, the smashing of the old state—because that is where the energy, the meaning, the moral 
urgency reside. The liberated state is left abstract and deferred because the grammar has no use 
for a world without antagonism. A detailed blueprint would turn the revolutionary drama into a 
mere transition; the struggle would lose its cosmic significance. Marx does not provide a utopia 
because utopia would be boring. He provides an apocalypse because apocalypse is thrilling. 
 
This is why the pattern repeats across every domain that runs the grammar. The overthrow is 
vivid, detailed, urgent; the “after” is a slogan, a horizon, a blank page. Marx did not fail to 
describe communism; he succeeded in making the revolution the only thing worth describing. 
The violent overthrow itself becomes the climax, the redemption, the purpose. What comes after 
is secondary—because the machine was never built for what comes after. It was built for the 
overthrow. The promise of the new world is the fuel that keeps the struggle burning. And as long 
as the promise remains vague, the struggle remains eternal. 
 
Marx's communism is the eschatological promise that follows the apocalypse of revolution. The 
details are deliberately left vague because the important thing is not what comes after, but the 
violent overthrow itself. The grammar demands the end remain forever coming, so that the war 
can remain forever necessary. 
 
Across these texts, Marx's idea of struggle is consistent: a universal pattern of hidden domination 
(in production relations or class structures), inevitable contradiction, awakening to the conflict, 
organized resistance/overthrow, and promised resolution in a new order. The framework is not a 
mere diagnosis; it is a prescriptive lens for interpreting and acting upon reality, designed to apply 
beyond economics to any domain where power can be framed as antagonism. This is the 
grammar that, as the book argues, modernity adopted—even in traditions far removed from 
Marxism. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



30 
 

 Power Struggles in Modern 
Christianity
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After Marx crystallized the grammar of struggle—oppressor versus oppressed as the 
fundamental dynamic of history, hidden structures of domination to be exposed, collective 
awakening and resistance leading to revolutionary emancipation—modern Christianity began to 
adopt strikingly similar patterns. This did not occur because Christians consciously borrowed 
from Marx or accepted his economic analysis; most explicitly rejected Marxism as atheistic or 
materialist. Yet the structural arc Marx formalized proved so portable and compelling that it 
reshaped how many Christians framed their faith, their enemies, and their mission in the 20th 
and 21st centuries. What was once understood primarily as personal sin, divine sovereignty, and 
individual redemption increasingly came to be narrated as systemic power struggles, cosmic or 
earthly, requiring organized resistance and collective victory. 
 
In evangelical and fundamentalist circles, the shift is clearest in the language of “spiritual 
warfare.” By the mid-20th century, particularly after World War II, popular preachers and authors 
began describing the Christian life not chiefly as a quiet pilgrimage toward personal holiness but 
as an active, militant confrontation with invisible powers. Satan was no longer merely the 
tempter of individuals; he was framed as the ruler of a world system of darkness, exercising 
dominion through institutions, cultures, and ideologies. Ephesians 6:12 (“we wrestle not against 
flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the darkness of 
this world”) was elevated from a metaphor for inner temptation to a literal battle map. Books like 
This Present Darkness (Frank Peretti, 1986) and The Screwtape Letters (C.S. Lewis, 1942, but 
amplified in later decades) popularized the idea of demonic hierarchies manipulating society, 
with Christians as an awakened resistance force tasked with prayer, proclamation, and cultural 
pushback to reclaim territory. 
 
The language mirrors Marx’s binary antagonism: a hidden oppressor (Satan and his 
principalities) exercises structural control over the oppressed (humanity, or at least the faithful 
remnant). The solution is not passive waiting for divine intervention but active exposure of the 
enemy’s schemes, organized spiritual mobilization (prayer warriors, intercessors, prophetic 
declarations), and eventual overthrow through Christ’s return or revival. The “principalities and 
powers” are presented as systemic forces embedded in governments, media, education, and 
entertainment—echoing Marx’s base/superstructure model, where hidden domination shapes the 
visible order and must be dismantled. 
 
Liberation theology, emerging in Latin America in the 1960s–1970s (e.g., Gustavo Gutiérrez’s A 
Theology of Liberation, 1971), takes the parallel even further. Here, God is explicitly on the side 
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of the poor and oppressed against oppressive structures—capitalism, imperialism, military 
dictatorships.  
 

 James 1:27 – The Definition of Pure Religion 
 
The Book of James opens with a direct, practical challenge to what counts as authentic religion. 
In James 1:27, the author provides one of the clearest, most concise definitions in the entire New 
Testament: 
 

Religion that God our Father accepts as pure and faultless is this: to look after orphans and 
widows in their distress and to keep oneself from being polluted by the world. 

 
This single verse is not metaphorical poetry or abstract theology. It is operational. It gives two 
measurable criteria for religion that God Himself deems “pure and faultless”: 
 
1. Active care for the most vulnerable — orphans and widows represent the paradigmatic 
defenseless in first-century society. They had no economic power, no male protector, no legal 
standing. Caring for them means material support, social inclusion, advocacy—concrete action 
on behalf of those the world discards. 
 
2. Refusal to conform to the corrupt system — “keep oneself from being polluted by the world” 
(Greek: τηρεῖν ἑαυτὸν ἀσπίλον ἀπὸ τοῦ κόσμου) literally means preserving oneself unstained, 
unsoiled by “the world” (kosmos). In James, “the world” is not the physical creation but the 
human social order organized around greed, status, exploitation, favoritism, and injustice (see 
James 4:4, 2:1–9, 5:1–6). The command is to resist being shaped by that system’s values and 
practices. 
 
James does not say pure religion is correct doctrine, correct worship, correct ritual observance, or 
even personal piety in isolation. He defines it by two outward, relational acts: protection of the 
weak and non-conformity to corrupt power structures. This is not optional or secondary; it is the 
standard by which God judges religion “pure and faultless.” 
 
James 1:27 is the earliest textual evidence in the New Testament of an ethical impulse that is 
structurally very close to what Marx later secularized and radicalized into communism:   
 
- Diagnosis of a corrupt world-system that systematically produces vulnerability and distress.   
- Moral imperative to actively defend and provide for the marginalized.   
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- Call to refuse conformity to that system’s values and priorities. 
 
The parallel is not that James was a proto-Marxist or that Marx was secretly biblical. The parallel 
is in the moral hardware: both identify a world-order that oppresses the weak, both demand 
active intervention on behalf of the oppressed, and both frame genuine humanity as requiring 
resistance to the dominant system. 
 
Before Marx, this impulse lived inside religious language—caring for orphans and widows, 
refusing pollution by the world. After Marx, the same impulse was given a new engine: class 
struggle as the historical mechanism, revolution as the method of deliverance, abolition of 
classes as the endpoint. The grammar Marx invented did not invent the concern for the 
oppressed; it invented the conceptual machine that makes every power relation look like a 
struggle awaiting revolutionary resolution. 
 
James 1:27 shows that the ethical root—defend the vulnerable, resist the corrupt order—was 
already present long before Marx. What Marx did was secularize it, universalize it, and install it 
as the default operating system for interpreting history and power. That is why the modern mind, 
even when secular, often feels the same moral urgency James describes, but now routes it 
through the struggle lens Marx provided. 
 
The verse is therefore not a contradiction to the book’s thesis; it is confirmation. The concern for 
the widow and the orphan totaluzes the struggle framework that turns every domain into 
oppressor/oppressed antagonism is Marx’s contribution. Once that framework exists, even 
biblical commands like James 1:27 begin to be read through it—turning “care for the oppressed” 
into “overthrow the oppressing system” and “keep unstained from the world” into “dismantle the 
polluting structures.” 
 
That shift—from protection and non-conformity to exposure and overthrow—is the rewiring. 
And it begins with one man’s invention in the mid-19th century. 
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Isaiah 1:17 – The Demand for Justice 
 
Isaiah 1:17 states: 
 

Learn to do good; seek justice, correct oppression; bring justice to the fatherless, plead the 
widow's cause. 

 
This is a direct divine command. It requires active intervention: identify what is crooked, 
straighten it, restore justice where it has been denied. 
 
The Hebrew verb translated “correct oppression” is *hossîk* (from the root *yāšar*), meaning to 
make straight or set right. In prophetic and legal contexts, it targets unjust structures—corrupt 
judgments, exploitative practices, and systems that systematically produce vulnerability. The 
command is structural: address the mechanisms that create oppression, not merely their 
consequences. 
 
The verse specifies two actions: 
- “Bring justice to the fatherless” (šîpṭû yātôm) — render just decisions for the orphan, especially 
in courts where the fatherless were dispossessed. 
- “Plead the widow's cause” (rîbû ’almānâ) — take up her legal case, argue against those who 
exploit her. 
 
These are demands to confront and correct the system itself. 
 
This verse shows the moral concern to defend the vulnerable and confront injustice. Marx 
invented the totalizing struggle grammar that turns every instance of injustice into a universal 
historical antagonism requiring collective overthrow of the entire order. 
 
Isaiah 1:17 identifies oppression and demands correction. The grammar Marx created makes 
oppression the central engine of history, hidden domination the universal pattern, and 
revolutionary rupture the only resolution. Once that grammar is in place, verses like Isaiah 1:17 
are read through it—turning “correct oppression” into “dismantle the oppressing class” and 
“bring justice to the fatherless” into “seize the means of production for the proletariat.” 
 
The verse confirms the thesis: the concern for the oppressed exists in the prophetic tradition. The 
conceptual machine that makes systemic oppression the driver of all history and revolution the 
only remedy is Marx’s invention.  
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Amos 5:24 – The Prophetic Call for Overwhelming Justice 
 
Amos 5:24 states: 
 

But let justice roll down as waters, and righteousness as a mighty stream. 
 
This verse is part of a scathing prophetic oracle against the northern kingdom of Israel. Amos 
condemns a society that maintains elaborate religious rituals—sacrifices, festivals, 
offerings—while simultaneously tolerating rampant economic exploitation, corruption in the 
courts, and oppression of the poor. God declares that He despises their feasts and assemblies 
(Amos 5:21–23) because they are incompatible with justice. The command is not for more piety 
or better worship; it is for justice and righteousness to become the dominant reality. 
 
The Hebrew verb translated as “roll down” is yiggal  (from the root galal), which conveys the 
idea of rolling, tumbling, or surging forth in an unstoppable, overwhelming way—like a flood or 
torrent that cannot be contained. The imagery is of justice as an irresistible, sweeping force that 
floods the land and sweeps away everything in its path. “Righteousness as a mighty stream” 
(Hebrew: *nahal ’êtan*) reinforces the same: a powerful, perennial river that carves through rock 
and reshapes the landscape. The language is forceful, almost violent in its momentum—it is not a 
gentle trickle but a deluge that transforms everything it touches. 
 
Amos does not call for individual acts of charity or personal moral reform in isolation. He 
demands that justice and righteousness become the structural reality of society: courts that no 
longer sell verdicts to the highest bidder (Amos 5:12), the poor no longer trampled for profit 
(Amos 2:6–7), the needy no longer denied their rights (Amos 5:11). The verse envisions justice 
as an overwhelming, systemic force that overwhelms and replaces the corrupt order. 
 
This verse shows the moral concern to confront injustice and demand systemic change. Marx 
invented the totalizing struggle grammar that turns every instance of injustice into a universal 
historical antagonism requiring collective overthrow of the entire order. 
 
Amos 5:24 identifies oppression and demands justice as an unstoppable force. The grammar 
Marx created makes oppression the central engine of history, hidden domination the universal 
pattern, and revolutionary rupture the only resolution. Once that grammar is in place, verses like 
Amos 5:24 are read through it—turning “let justice roll down as waters” into “overthrow the 
oppressing class through revolutionary flood” and “righteousness as a mighty stream” into “the 
proletariat’s unstoppable advance.” 
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The verse confirms the thesis: the concern for justice and the oppressed exists in the prophetic 
tradition. The conceptual machine that makes systemic oppression the driver of all history and 
revolution the only remedy is Marx’s invention. The shift is the installation of that machine. 
 
Sin is not only personal but structural; salvation includes not just forgiveness but the liberation of 
the oppressed through praxis (organized action). The Exodus story is reread as a paradigm of 
revolutionary emancipation: God sides with the slaves against Pharaoh, not as a one-time miracle 
but as a model for ongoing struggle. The Kingdom of God arrives through the overthrow of 
unjust systems, with the church as the vanguard of the poor. While liberation theologians often 
cited biblical sources and distanced themselves from orthodox Marxism, the arc—oppressed 
masses awakening to systemic domination, resisting through collective action, achieving 
liberation—was structurally identical to the pattern Marx had systematized. 
 
Even in mainstream evangelicalism, the “culture war” rhetoric of the late 20th and early 21st 
centuries reframes faith as a battle against secular humanism, moral relativism, and progressive 
ideologies. Terms like “taking back America for God,” “reclaiming the culture,” and “fighting 
for biblical values” cast Christians as an embattled majority (or remnant) resisting a dominant, 
hidden power structure (the “deep state,” “woke elites,” or “globalist agendas”). Victory is 
promised through political mobilization, voting blocs, legal challenges, and cultural 
influence—organized resistance leading to a restored Christian order. 
 
The evangelical movement in modern America—particularly its politically engaged, 
culture-war-oriented wing—reproduces Marx’s struggle grammar almost exactly, even though 
most evangelicals would vehemently reject Marx as an atheist materialist. The pattern is 
unmistakable: 
 
- Hidden oppression → secular elite domination   
  The narrative frames a hidden ruling class (secular humanists, "woke" progressives, globalist 
elites, the "deep state," liberal media/academia, Hollywood) exercising structural control over 
society. These forces are portrayed as systematically eroding religious freedom, imposing moral 
decay, promoting anti-Christian ideologies (LGBTQ+ rights, abortion, critical race theory), and 
marginalizing biblical values in law, education, and culture. This mirrors Marx’s bourgeoisie: an 
invisible but total domination embedded in institutions. 
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- Accumulating crisis → moral decay, religious freedom erosion   
  The sense of crisis is constant and escalating: "America is turning away from God," "Christian 
values are under attack," "persecution is coming." Every new law, court ruling, corporate policy, 
or cultural shift (e.g., Pride Month, gender ideology in schools, COVID restrictions on churches) 
is read as evidence of deepening contradiction and impending collapse. This echoes Marx’s 
accumulating contradictions within capitalism leading to revolutionary crisis. 
 
- Awakening → born-again consciousness   
  The born-again experience becomes the moment of class consciousness. The individual 
awakens to the true nature of the struggle: the world is not neutral; it is hostile to God’s order. 
Sermons, conferences, and media (e.g., Tucker Carlson appearances, Turning Point USA events) 
serve as consciousness-raising tools, urging believers to recognize their oppression and the 
hidden enemy. This parallels the Marxist awakening from false consciousness to revolutionary 
awareness. 
 
- Organized resistance → megachurch movements, political action committees   
  Resistance is collective and institutional: megachurches as organizing hubs, PACs (Faith and 
Freedom Coalition, Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America), voter mobilization drives, legal 
organizations (Alliance Defending Freedom, Liberty Counsel), and media empires (Salem Radio, 
TBN). The call is for unified action—voting blocs, boycotts, culture creation, school-board 
takeovers, prayer rallies—to push back against the oppressor. This mirrors the Marxist 
organization of the proletariat: unions, parties, vanguard formations. 
 
- Promised emancipation → Christian nation restored   
  The endpoint is a restored Christian America: laws reflecting biblical morality, religious 
freedom secured, cultural dominance reclaimed, the nation realigned with God’s will. This is the 
classless society analogue—the "new heaven and new earth" where righteousness reigns and the 
oppressor is defeated. 
 
The Twist: The Irony of the New Ruling Class 
 
Here is the direct parallel to the post-revolutionary irony in Marxist states. Evangelicals often 
frame themselves as the persecuted remnant, the oppressed minority under siege. Yet in practice, 
the American Christian right wields significant political and cultural power: 
 
- Alliance with corporate interests — Strong ties to business elites, fossil-fuel industries, and 
free-market capitalism (e.g., support for deregulation, tax cuts, opposition to environmental 
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regulations framed as "job-killing"). This mirrors how revolutionary elites in communist states 
often became a new bureaucratic class allied with state capitalism. 
- Policy-shaping influence  — Control over Supreme Court appointments, state legislatures, 
school boards, and GOP platforms. The movement has successfully shifted law on abortion, 
religious exemptions, and education policy—hardly the position of a powerless oppressed class. 
- Cultural dominance — Megachurch networks, Christian media empires, homeschooling 
movements, and Christian publishing create parallel institutions that rival secular ones in reach 
and influence. This is not marginal resistance; it is hegemonic counter-power. 
 
In Marxist terms, this is the proletariat that has seized power but now acts as a new ruling 
class—defending its privileges, forming alliances with capital, and using the language of 
oppression while exercising dominance. The "persecuted Christian" narrative persists as 
ideological justification, even as the movement shapes policy, culture, and discourse to reflect its 
values. 
 
The struggle grammar Marx invented makes this dynamic possible and inevitable. Once you 
install the oppressor/oppressed lens, every group can cast itself as the oppressed awakening to 
resistance, even when it holds substantial power. The irony is baked in: the grammar promises 
emancipation through overthrow, but the victors tend to reproduce domination under a new 
name. 
 
In evangelicalism, the biblical moral concern to resist corruption and defend the vulnerable gets 
channeled through Marx’s machine—turning "stand for righteousness" into "overthrow the 
secular elite" and "restore the nation" into a revolutionary program. The machine does not care 
about the label (Christian or Marxist); it runs the same code: hidden domination → crisis → 
awakening → resistance → promised victory. The result is a movement that feels existentially 
embattled while wielding real influence, mirroring the post-revolutionary irony Marx’s own 
followers experienced. 
 
That is the power of the grammar he built: it turns every fight into the same fight, and every 
victory into the same new domination. 
 
Across these expressions, the post-Marx shift is evident: Christianity increasingly speaks the 
grammar Marx authored. The focus moves from individual repentance and divine grace alone to 
identifying hidden oppressors (whether demonic, structural, or cultural), awakening the faithful 
to the conflict, mobilizing for collective resistance, and anticipating a decisive victory that 
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transforms society. The “after” remains vague—eternal rest, a millennial kingdom, or a 
Christianized culture—but the struggle itself becomes vivid and central. 
 
This adoption was not accidental plagiarism. Once the pattern exists—once history is framed as 
antagonism resolved through overthrow—the mind naturally applies it to whatever domain 
seems most urgent. Modern Christians did not need to read Marx to think in these terms; they 
needed only to live in a world where that grammar had already become the default way of 
understanding power, conflict, and change. The result is a faith increasingly narrated as a power 
struggle, even when the vocabulary remains biblical. The oppressor-oppressed binary, the 
exposure of hidden domination, the call to organized resistance, and the promise of 
emancipation—all hallmarks of the framework Marx willed into existence—now echo through 
sermons, books, conferences, and political rallies. What began in a grieving father’s mind had, 
by the late 20th century, become a lens through which millions of believers saw their own 
spiritual reality. 
 
The biblical narrative—from Genesis to Revelation—is built around a recurring pattern of 
upheaval against oppressive powers. The serpent is cast down and cursed (Genesis 3:14–15), 
Pharaoh's army is drowned in the sea (Exodus 14:27–28), corrupt kings are deposed or judged 
(e.g., Saul in 1 Samuel 15, Ahab in 1 Kings 22, Babylon in Isaiah 13–14), and the ultimate 
overthrow comes in Revelation 20, where Satan is bound, the dragon is defeated, and the old 
order is replaced with a new heaven and new earth (Revelation 21:1). This is not a story of 
gradual reform or moral persuasion alone. It is a story of decisive confrontation, divine 
intervention, and the toppling of unjust rule—culminating in the complete removal of the 
oppressor and the establishment of a renewed creation. 
 
Marx takes this ancient eschatological vision and transforms it into a secular, materialist 
program. The biblical pattern of the oppressor being overthrown and the oppressed delivered 
becomes, in Marx's hands, a historical mechanism driven by human agency rather than divine 
act. The "class war" is the new apocalypse—the relentless antagonism between oppressor and 
oppressed that propels history forward through contradiction and crisis. The "dictatorship of the 
proletariat" is the new transitional kingdom, the period of upheaval where the old order is 
dismantled and the conditions for the final state are prepared. The classless, stateless communist 
society is the new heaven and earth—an association in which "the free development of each is 
the condition for the free development of all" (*Communist Manifesto*). 
 
Marx does not borrow the biblical narrative piecemeal; he installs the struggle grammar that 
makes the entire biblical arc readable as class antagonism. The serpent becomes the archetype of 
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exploitation, Pharaoh the archetype of the ruling class, Babylon the archetype of imperial 
domination, and the final defeat of the Adversary the archetype of revolutionary victory. Once 
the grammar is in place, the Bible itself can be reread through it: Genesis 3 as the original 
alienation, Exodus as the first proletarian uprising, the prophets as exposure of systemic 
oppression, and Revelation as the ultimate overthrow of the oppressing system. 
 
The shift is the invention of the machine that turns every power relation into a zero-sum 
historical struggle awaiting revolutionary resolution. The moral concern to topple the oppressor 
and deliver the oppressed is ancient. The totalizing framework that makes this pattern the engine 
of all history, with no room for coexistence or gradual improvement, is Marx’s creation. The 
biblical narrative of upheaval becomes the blueprint; Marx supplies the secular engine and the 
historical inevitability. 
 
The grammar Marx invented does not originate the vision of the oppressor being cast down. It 
universalizes it, materializes it, and makes it the default way modernity interprets injustice, 
power, and change. Once installed, even Revelation 20 can be read as the proletariat's final 
victory over the bourgeoisie, with the new heaven and earth as the classless society. The 
installation of that machine is the decisive moment. 
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 Power Struggles in Modern Science 
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After Marx established the grammar of struggle as the dominant interpretive framework—hidden 
structures of domination to be exposed, inevitable contradictions leading to crisis, collective 
awakening and organized resistance culminating in revolutionary transformation—modern 
science increasingly adopted the same structural arc. This occurred not through explicit Marxist 
allegiance (most scientists reject or ignore Marx), but because the pattern had become 
modernity's default mental software. What began as a method for understanding nature was 
reframed as an epic battle against ignorance, superstition, dogma, and entrenched power, with 
science cast as the awakened force destined to overthrow and liberate humanity from material 
and intellectual bondage. 
 
In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, popularizers of science already began narrating progress 
as a heroic struggle. Thomas Huxley (“Darwin’s Bulldog”) described the advance of 
evolutionary theory as a war against religious orthodoxy, famously declaring in his 1860 Oxford 
debate that he would rather be descended from an ape than from a man who used intellect to 
obscure truth. The “conflict thesis” of science versus religion—popularized in books like John 
William Draper’s History of the Conflict between Religion and Science (1874) and Andrew 
Dickson White’s A History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in Christendom 
(1896)—framed scientific history as perpetual antagonism: enlightened reason (oppressed) 
versus dogmatic authority (oppressor). Hidden domination was located in religious institutions 
and traditional worldviews that suppressed inquiry; the solution was organized resistance 
through evidence, experimentation, and institutional reform (universities, academies, scientific 
societies). Victory promised emancipation: humanity freed from superstition, disease, scarcity, 
and fear. 
 
The conflict thesis wasn't merely descriptive—it was performative. By framing every scientific 
advance as a victory in an ongoing war, Huxley and his allies transformed scientists into a 
priesthood of liberation. The laboratory became the new temple, the peer-reviewed paper the 
sacred text, and the scientist the anointed prophet who alone could expose the hidden lies of the 
old order. This was not neutral historiography; it was ideological recruitment. Scientists were no 
longer just investigators; they were the vanguard class, the bearers of truth oppressed by the 
ancien régime of dogma and authority. Every new discovery—whether Darwin’s descent, 
Pasteur’s germs, or Einstein’s relativity—was narrated as a successful skirmish in a cosmic class 
war between reason and superstition. The audience (the reading public, the educated middle 
class) was invited to join the cause: support science, fund universities, reject tradition, and await 
the final emancipation. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



43 
 

This performative framing directly mirrors Marx’s struggle grammar. The oppressor is the 
hidden, entrenched power (religious orthodoxy, the Church, “priestcraft”); the oppressed is the 
emerging class of rational inquirers whose truth is suppressed; the crisis accumulates as old 
paradigms block new evidence; awakening occurs through education and popular science 
writing; organized resistance takes the form of scientific societies, journals, and public lectures; 
and the promised victory is the overthrow of superstition, ushering in a world governed by 
reason alone. The “after” remains abstract: a golden age of progress, health, and knowledge—but 
rarely detailed beyond the absence of the old enemies. 
 
Once installed, this lens made it natural for scientists to see every resistance to their claims as 
proof of domination rather than legitimate debate. The conflict thesis turned skepticism into 
complicity with the oppressor and dissent into betrayal of the revolutionary cause. The grammar 
Marx invented did not need to be cited; it had already become the default way to narrate 
intellectual progress. Science, the supposed liberator from ideology, ended up running the very 
same ideological code: identify the hidden ruler, awaken the truth-bearers, resist the gatekeepers, 
achieve the overthrow. The heroic struggle was not discovered in the data. It was imposed on the 
data by the machine Marx built. 
 
By the mid-20th century, this narrative hardened into a militant scientism. Figures like Bertrand 
Russell, Richard Dawkins, and Carl Sagan portrayed science not merely as a tool but as a 
liberatory movement. Dawkins’s The God Delusion (2006) and similar works cast religion as a 
“mind virus” or oppressive meme-system that exploits human credulity; science becomes the 
resistance force that exposes these hidden mechanisms of control. The “New Atheist” movement 
of the 2000s explicitly adopted struggle language: religion as systemic domination, believers as 
the oppressed (or duped), atheists/scientists as the awakened vanguard. The call was for 
collective action—education, public advocacy, policy change—to overthrow religious influence 
in education, law, and culture. The endpoint remained vague: a rational, evidence-based society 
free of superstition, but rarely detailed beyond the absence of conflict. 
 
The New Atheists took the struggle narrative to its logical extreme. Dawkins and his ilk weren't 
just presenting science as fact; they were selling it as a revolutionary ideology. They framed the 
history of knowledge as one long war: superstition and faith as the entrenched oppressor, reason 
and evidence as the oppressed truth-bearers, and militant atheism as the vanguard that would 
finally overthrow the old regime. Books, debates, lectures, and viral videos became the 
organizing tools; ridicule and public shaming became the weapons; the “Four Horsemen” 
(Dawkins, Hitchens, Harris, Dennett) became the revolutionary leadership. The rhetoric was 
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apocalyptic: religion poisons everything, faith is child abuse, God is a delusion that must be 
eradicated for humanity to progress. 
 
And what's so delightfully ironic is that they mirrored the very religious zealotry they claimed to 
oppose. The New Atheists adopted the same absolutist certainty, the same missionary drive, the 
same moral superiority, the same intolerance of dissent, the same binary worldview (us vs. them, 
enlightened vs. deluded) that they accused religion of embodying. They excommunicated 
moderates (“accommodationists”), policed language (“no faith-based reasoning”), and promised 
salvation through conversion to their creed. The “after”—a world cleansed of superstition—was 
described in almost millennial terms: peace through reason, harmony through evidence, 
humanity finally mature and self-directed.  
 
Yet like every revolutionary movement running Marx’s grammar, the endpoint stayed vague, 
deferred, and perpetually just out of reach—because the struggle itself provided the identity, the 
purpose, the community, and the moral high ground. 
 
Once the struggle grammar is installed, even the self-proclaimed enemies of ideology reproduce 
it perfectly. The New Atheists did not escape Marx’s machine; they ran it at full speed. They cast 
religion as the bourgeoisie, themselves as the proletariat of reason, and their books as the 
manifesto. The irony is complete: in fighting the oppressor they became the new priesthood, 
defending their paradigm with the same fervor they condemned in others. The grammar Marx 
invented does not care about the content—God or no God, faith or reason. It only cares about the 
structure: hidden domination, crisis, awakening, resistance, promised victory. And once that 
structure is in place, every movement—religious or anti-religious—starts speaking the same 
language. 
 
Even within science itself, internal narratives mirror the pattern. Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of 
Scientific Revolutions (1962)—while not Marxist—described paradigm shifts as revolutionary 
ruptures: normal science as stable but stagnant, anomalies as accumulating contradictions, crisis 
as awakening, and paradigm overthrow as the resolution. Kuhn’s language of “revolution,” 
“crisis,” and “incommensurability” echoed Marx’s dialectical contradictions and revolutionary 
reconstitution. Later, social constructivists and science studies scholars (e.g., Bruno Latour, 
Donna Haraway) extended this further: scientific knowledge itself as a product of power 
relations, hidden biases, and institutional domination. The oppressed become marginalized 
voices (women, non-Western scientists, indigenous knowledge systems); the oppressor becomes 
the hegemonic “Western scientific establishment.” Resistance takes the form of critique, 
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deconstruction, and calls for epistemic justice—collective action to transform the 
knowledge-production system. Take Peer review:  
 

 
 
Peer review is not a neutral quality-control process; it's a structural filter embedded in the 
scientific institution itself. It reproduces the oppressor/oppressed grammar that Marx 
invented—hidden domination (dominant paradigms as the ruling "class"), exclusion of dissent 
(silencing the "proletariat" of ideas), gatekeeping by an established elite (reviewers as the 
bourgeoisie of the academy), and the requirement for revolutionary rupture (paradigm shift, 
Kuhn-style overthrow) to achieve legitimacy. 
 
Key Dynamics in Peer Review That Mirror the Struggle Grammar 
 
1. Hidden domination disguised as merit 
 
   Dominant paradigms (the "base" of scientific knowledge) control the means of validation 
(journals, funding, citations). Reviewers are selected from within the paradigm; they are 
structurally positioned to protect it. Dissenting ideas are not rejected because they are false in 
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some objective sense, but because they threaten the existing order. This is exactly how Marx 
described the superstructure (law, ideology, culture) protecting the economic base. 
 
2. Inclusion/exclusion as class division 
 
   Accepted papers = the "proletariat" that has been co-opted or conforms. Rejected papers = the 
excluded class whose labor (research) is appropriated (ideas mined without credit) or suppressed. 
The reviewer is the gatekeeper who decides who enters the means of production (publication, 
grants, tenure). The rejected author is left in a state of "immiseration"—no recognition, no 
funding, no career progression. 
 
3. The "dictatorship" phase of paradigm shift 
 
   When a new paradigm finally breaks through (Kuhn's scientific revolution), it does so only 
after prolonged crisis and struggle. The old guard fights back with the full force of institutional 
power—funding cuts, smear campaigns, exclusion from conferences. The new paradigm must 
seize the journals, the departments, the funding agencies (the "means of scientific production") to 
establish its hegemony. Only then does it become "normal science." The transition is violent in 
social terms, even if the violence is reputational and economic rather than physical. 
 
4. Silencing as structural necessity 
 
   Dissenting voices are not debated openly in most cases; they are simply not published. The 
reviewer system ensures that revolutionary ideas must first be smuggled in, disguised, or wait for 
a generational turnover. This mirrors Marx's description of how the ruling class controls the 
ideological apparatus to prevent the emergence of revolutionary consciousness. 
 
Concrete Examples 
 
- Continental drift / plate tectonics — Wegener's 1912 hypothesis was rejected for decades by 
the geological establishment. Reviewers and senior scientists dismissed it as "impossible" and 
"unscientific." It took the accumulation of evidence (seafloor spreading, paleomagnetism) and 
the retirement/death of the old guard for the paradigm to shift in the 1960s. 
 
- Semmelweis and handwashing — Ignaz Semmelweis's 1847 discovery that handwashing 
reduced puerperal fever was ridiculed and rejected by the Viennese medical establishment. He 
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was excluded, institutionalized, and died in an asylum. The "oppressors" were the dominant 
obstetricians protecting their authority; Semmelweis was the silenced dissenter. 
 
- Barry Marshall and Helicobacter pylori — Marshall's claim that stomach ulcers were caused 
by bacteria (not stress/acid) was rejected by reviewers and peers for years. He had to drink the 
bacteria himself to prove it. The establishment protected the prevailing paradigm until the 
evidence became overwhelming. 
 
In each case, the institution (peer review, editorial boards, funding committees) functions as the 
"committee for managing the common affairs" of the dominant paradigm. Dissent is not refuted 
through open debate; it is excluded from the means of publication. 
 
This is not a flaw in science that can be fixed with better peer review. It is the grammar at work: 
once Marx's lens is installed, every power structure—including the one that claims to be the 
liberator of humanity from ignorance—reproduces the same oppressor/oppressed binary, the 
same gatekeeping, the same requirement for overthrow to achieve change. 
 
The scientific establishment becomes the bourgeoisie of knowledge production. The dissenting 
researcher becomes the proletariat whose labor is appropriated or suppressed. The paradigm shift 
becomes the revolution. The struggle grammar turns even the pursuit of truth into a class war. 
 
That is the power of Marx's invention: it does not merely describe society. It describes how 
society—including the institutions that claim to transcend society—organizes itself. 
 
In public science communication and advocacy (climate science, public health, evolutionary 
biology), the struggle framing dominates. Climate change is narrated as humanity oppressed by 
fossil-fuel capital and denialist structures; scientists and activists as the awakened resistance 
mobilizing through data, protests, and policy overthrow. Vaccine hesitancy becomes a battle 
against misinformation networks; pandemics as crises exposing systemic contradictions in global 
capitalism. The pattern is consistent: identify hidden domination (corporate interests, ideological 
bias, ignorance), expose it through evidence, organize collective resistance (education 
campaigns, regulation, international agreements), and promise emancipation (sustainable future, 
health equity, truth triumphant). 
 
The climate science activism movement—particularly its more militant and public-facing 
strands—often deploys a rhetorical structure that mirrors the struggle grammar Marx invented: a 
hidden oppressor class dominating society through systemic control, an oppressed or awakening 
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group (scientists, youth, the global poor) bearing the truth, and a call for collective resistance 
leading to revolutionary transformation of the order. 
 
Here’s how it maps directly: 
 
- 'Deniers' as the bourgeoisie clinging to power   
 
  Climate denial is routinely framed not as honest scientific skepticism or uncertainty, but as a 
deliberate, class-positioned defense of fossil capital. Deniers (or "inactivists") are cast as the elite 
beneficiaries of the status quo—oil executives, think-tank funders, conservative 
politicians—who knowingly perpetuate the crisis to protect profits and dominance. This echoes 
Marx's bourgeoisie: a ruling class that controls the means of production and uses ideology (here, 
denialism, "alarmism" accusations) to maintain hegemony. Matthew Huber's Climate Change as 
Class War (2022) explicitly calls this out: the fossil-fuel sector is the "capitalist class fraction" 
whose interests block decarbonization. Activist rhetoric often labels denial "bourgeois ideology" 
or "class betrayal," positioning deniers as the oppressor class blocking the path to a just 
transition. 
 
- Scientists/activists as the proletariat bearing the truth 
 
  Climate scientists and frontline activists are frequently portrayed as the working-class bearers 
of uncomfortable truth, whose knowledge is suppressed or marginalized by the dominant power 
structure. The "proletariat" here is the class that produces the real value (scientific data, lived 
experience of climate impacts) but is excluded from decision-making power. Rhetoric from 
groups like Extinction Rebellion, Sunrise Movement, or Just Stop Oil often frames scientists as 
silenced prophets and youth/poor communities as the true victims whose voices must rise up. 
This mirrors the Marxist proletariat: the class with the objective interest in overthrowing the 
system because they suffer most from it and hold the knowledge of its contradictions. 
 
- Protests as riots, policy debates as class warfare 
 
  Actions like road blockades, pipeline sabotage, or disruptive protests are defended as legitimate 
resistance against a violent system (fossil capital's "slow violence"). Critics are accused of 
defending the status quo, turning policy disagreements into class warfare. The Green New Deal 
or calls for "degrowth" are presented as revolutionary programs to seize the means of energy 
production from private capital. Boycotts, divestment campaigns, and demands for "system 
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change not climate change" echo the Manifesto’s call for expropriation: dismantle the fossil-fuel 
class fraction, redistribute power to the working majority. 
 
- Hidden domination of fossil fuels exposed through data 
 
  The core Marxist move—expose the hidden base (economic relations) that shapes the 
superstructure—is replicated in "follow the money" exposés, carbon-accounting reports, and 
"fossil fuel racism" analyses. The data reveal the "hidden abode of production" where fossil 
capital extracts surplus value while externalizing costs onto the global poor and future 
generations. Activist rhetoric often calls this "structural oppression" or "climate apartheid," with 
fossil capital as the oppressor class exerting domination through lobbying, misinformation, and 
state capture. 
 
- Collective resistance as the call to arms 
 
  The rhetoric is explicitly revolutionary: "This is our 1917" (some XR statements), 
"revolutionary transition" (ecosocialist groups), "class war against fossil capital" (Huber and 
others). Protests become sites of awakening (consciousness-raising), boycotts/divestment as 
sabotage of the oppressor’s power, Green New Deals as the transitional program toward a 
post-capitalist energy order. The "after" remains vague (just transition, abundance, justice), 
mirroring the deferral pattern we traced earlier. 
 
This is not accidental overlap. The struggle grammar Marx built—once installed as modernity's 
default OS—makes it natural to read climate crisis through the oppressor/oppressed binary, 
hidden domination (fossil capital), awakening (IPCC reports, youth strikes), resistance (protests, 
divestment), and revolutionary overthrow (system change). The fossil-fuel industry becomes the 
bourgeoisie; scientists/activists the proletariat; denial the ruling ideology; the Green New Deal 
the dictatorship of the proletariat phase. The rhetoric does not need to cite Marx to reproduce his 
machine—it simply runs the code. 
 
The result is activism that feels urgent and morally compelling (because the underlying concern 
for the vulnerable is ancient), but channeled through a totalizing lens that frames every policy 
debate as existential class warfare. That lens is Marx’s invention. The climate crisis is real; the 
struggle grammar through which we interpret and fight it is his operating system. 
 
Across these domains, modern science speaks Marx’s grammar without needing to cite him. The 
focus is vivid on the struggle—exposing contradictions, awakening the public, resisting 
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entrenched power—while the “after” remains abstract: a fully rational, post-scarcity, 
post-ignorance world that is rarely mapped in detail. The binary antagonism, the hidden 
structural domination, the teleology of revolutionary progress—all hallmarks of the framework 
Marx willed into existence—now structure how science understands itself, communicates to the 
public, and positions its mission. What one grieving thinker invented in solitude had, by the 21st 
century, become the lens through which millions viewed the pursuit of knowledge itself. 
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The Issue with "What Comes 
After?" in Religion 

 
The pattern Marx systematized—intense focus on identifying domination, exposing 
contradictions, mobilizing resistance, and achieving victory—excels at diagnosing conflict and 
prescribing action, but consistently falters when describing the sustained state that follows. This 
silence or vagueness on the “after” is not unique to Marxism; it recurs across religious traditions 
that adopt the same structural grammar of struggle. Modern Christianity, in particular, mirrors 
this deferral: the battle against sin, Satan, principalities, or cultural decay is vividly detailed, but 
the texture of the liberated life—whether in this world or the next—remains abstract, symbolic, 
or deferred to an unspecified future. 
 
The question “what comes after victory?” is ancient. It appears explicitly in the Bhagavad Gita 
(circa 2nd century BCE–2nd century CE), where Arjuna, the warrior-king, stands on the 
battlefield paralyzed by doubt. He asks Krishna why he should fight and kill his kin if the 
outcome is meaningless. Krishna’s response does not offer a detailed portrait of post-victory 
peace or a thriving kingdom. Instead, he reframes the struggle itself as duty (dharma) within an 
eternal cycle: “Even if you think the soul is eternally born and eternally dies, even then, O 
mighty-armed one, you should not grieve. For one who is born, death is certain; and for one who 
dies, birth is certain” (Gita 2:26–27). Later, Krishna emphasizes detachment from outcomes: 
fight because it is your role, because time (kala) devours all anyway, because attachment to 
results is illusion. The “after” is not a stable utopia but continued existence in the cosmic 
wheel—action without clinging, victory without possession. The focus remains on the struggle 
and the attitude toward it, not on a concrete liberated state. 
 
The Bhagavad Gita is the masterclass in deferral. Arjuna desperately asks “what comes after 
victory?” and receives silence. No idyllic kingdom of peace, no description of prosperity, no 
blueprint for a just society rebuilt after the war—just an infinite wheel of becoming where 
victory and defeat are equally empty. Krishna does not paint a picture of restored Hastinapura or 
a harmonious kingdom free from suffering. He offers no vision of material abundance, social 
harmony, or even personal rest. Instead, he dissolves the question itself: the outcome is irrelevant 
because all outcomes are transient, all victories illusory, all defeats temporary. The true victory is 
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internal—detachment, equanimity, performance of duty without desire for fruit. The struggle 
becomes the destination. 
 
This is deferral raised to metaphysical art. Arjuna wants a concrete “after”—a reason to fight that 
lies beyond the battle itself. Krishna gives him none. He gives him a cosmic perspective in which 
the battle is eternal, the wheel turns forever, and meaning is found not in winning or losing but in 
the manner of fighting. The Gita does not resolve the question; it renders it unanswerable and 
therefore unnecessary. The warrior is told to fight because fighting is his dharma, not because the 
result will deliver a lasting peace. The “after” is absorbed back into the endless cycle; there is no 
final arrival, only perpetual motion. 
 
This pattern repeats in modern Christianity, where the “after” of spiritual victory is similarly 
under-described. Evangelical preaching and literature emphasize spiritual warfare, culture wars, 
and the defeat of evil forces with vivid urgency: Satan as the oppressor, the church as the 
awakened resistance, revival or Christ’s return as the overthrow. Yet what follows is rarely 
fleshed out beyond negatives (“no more tears,” “no more death,” Revelation 21:4) or symbolic 
images (streets of gold, eternal worship). Daily life in the new heavens and new earth—how 
relationships work without sin, what work or creativity looks like without toil, how time passes 
without decay—is left vague or avoided. Sermons dwell on the cross and the battle, not on 
eternity’s routines. The promise is absence of suffering rather than presence of a mapped-out 
harmony. 
 
Catholicism and Protestant 
 
In Catholic mysticism and eschatology, the beatific vision—direct, immediate knowledge of 
God—is the ultimate goal and the highest form of human fulfillment. Yet even in the most 
profound mystical writings (e.g., St. John of the Cross, St. Teresa of Ávila, St. Thomas Aquinas), 
the emphasis falls overwhelmingly on the purgative way (purification from sin) and the 
illuminative way (growth in virtue and knowledge of God) rather than on the unitive way’s 
sustained, ongoing experience. The journey is meticulously mapped—the dark night of the soul, 
the ascent of Mount Carmel, the interior castle with its seven mansions—but the destination is 
described in abstract terms: union with God, eternal contemplation, the soul resting in divine 
love. Aquinas in the Summa Theologiae (I, q. 12) explains the beatific vision as the intellect 
directly beholding the divine essence, but he offers no concrete depiction of what that beholding 
entails hour by hour, day by day, or in relational terms beyond “perfect happiness” and “eternal 
rest.” Descriptions of heaven recycle biblical metaphors—feasting at the wedding banquet, rest 
from labors, light without shadow—without specifying what redeemed human existence 
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practically consists of in its eternal rhythm. The focus remains on the struggle to reach the vision, 
not on the texture of living within it. 
 
Protestant traditions fare similarly. The Westminster Shorter Catechism (1647) answers that 
man’s chief end is “to glorify God and enjoy Him forever,” but “enjoy Him forever” is left 
undefined beyond relational union—communion with God, worship, praise, the absence of sin. 
There is no elaboration on what that enjoyment looks like in practice: no heavenly activities, no 
social structures, no daily schedule, no sense of progression or creativity in eternity. Reformed 
and evangelical theologians often warn against speculation, citing 1 Corinthians 2:9 (“eye has 
not seen, nor ear heard”) or Isaiah 64:4 to insist that heaven’s specifics are beyond human 
imagination. The focus is on getting there through faith, repentance, and resistance to sin—not 
on what “forever” practically consists of. Even in Puritan writings (e.g., Richard Baxter’s *The 
Saints' Everlasting Rest*), the emphasis is on preparation and longing, not on a detailed portrait 
of the rest itself. 
 
Even in their most mystical visions, Catholics and Protestants avoid specific descriptions. The 
beatific vision is “God” but not “God doing what exactly?” Protestant “enjoy Him forever” is a 
relationship but without any practical details—no heavenly activities, no social structures, no 
daily schedule. Theologians across both traditions consistently steer away from operationalizing 
eternity: no mention of whether the redeemed continue to learn, create, relate in new ways, 
govern, or engage in purposeful activity. The silence is deliberate. A detailed map of the 
“after”—with routines, societies, or tangible experiences—would risk making the eternal state 
seem too human, too finite, or too achievable through imagination rather than through ongoing 
struggle against sin, self, and the world. The abstraction preserves urgency: heaven is real, but 
unknowable in its particulars, so the fight must continue until death or Christ’s return. 
 
This pattern follows the same structural logic as the struggle grammar Marx invented. The 
emphasis stays on the purgative/illuminative struggle (purification, resistance to sin, spiritual 
warfare) or the journey of faith, while the unitive “after” is kept hazy and symbolic. Any attempt 
to fill in the blanks—whether through mystical visions, near-death accounts, or speculative 
theology—is met with caution or rejection as “speculative,” “distracting,” or “unbiblical.” The 
grammar demands perpetual tension; a concrete portrait of peace threatens to make the struggle 
feel optional or secondary. The divine is kept safely abstract because abstraction keeps the 
machine running: the battle against sin, the world, and the flesh remains the central reality, while 
the promised rest stays just beyond reach—real enough to motivate, vague enough to control. 
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The result is a Christianity that lives in the crisis phase—awakened to the enemy, resisting 
corruption, mobilizing for spiritual victory—while the liberated state remains forever deferred. 
The focus is on getting there, not on what “there” practically consists of. The silence on the 
“after” is not humility; it is the grammar at work. Marx’s machine, once installed, reproduces the 
same deferral in secular form. Both traditions—religious and revolutionary—affirm the 
destination but forbid the blueprints. The struggle becomes the only tangible reality; the peace 
remains a promise without a schedule. 
 
Liberation theology promises “justice” and “equality” without a single blueprint for how humans 
with freed time and resources would actually live. Like Marx, they stop at the revolution—all 
energy poured into breaking chains, none into describing the unchained world that follows. 
Gustavo Gutiérrez in A Theology of Liberation (1971) frames liberation as the central task of the 
Church: “Theology must start from the questions raised by the poor and oppressed.” The method 
is praxis—reflection on action, action informed by reflection—aimed at dismantling unjust 
structures (capitalism, imperialism, patriarchy). But when Gutiérrez or Leonardo Boff or Jon 
Sobrino describe the liberated state, the language stays aspirational: “a new humanity,” “fraternal 
society,” “solidarity without domination,” “the kingdom breaking in.” There is no discussion of 
governance without coercion, economic coordination without scarcity, conflict resolution 
without power differentials, or daily life in a society where oppression has been eradicated. The 
focus remains on the struggle: base communities organizing, peasants resisting landowners, 
workers striking, the Church siding with the poor against the elite. The “after” is invoked as the 
eschatological horizon—the full kingdom that only God will bring—but the earthly 
approximation is always partial, always under construction, always requiring more praxis. 
 
This deferral is not a theological oversight; it is structural. Liberation theology absorbs Marx’s 
grammar so thoroughly that it inherits the same blind spot: the struggle provides identity, 
urgency, moral clarity, and communal purpose. The post-struggle society, by contrast, lacks 
narrative tension—no oppressor to resist, no contradiction to resolve, no crisis to mobilize 
against. Describing it in detail would risk making the revolution seem like a prelude rather than 
the climax. So the kingdom is kept as a promise: partial now through praxis, full later through 
God. The concrete mechanisms—how a community of free, equal persons would organize 
production, handle disagreement, allocate resources, or spend their time—remain undescribed. 
The unchained world is left blank, just as Marx left the classless society blank beyond a single 
slogan. 
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The pattern is universal. Whether in Marx’s original framework, Lenin’s transitional state, Mao’s 
permanent revolution, evangelical spiritual warfare, New Atheist militancy, or liberation 
theology’s preferential option for the poor, the grammar operates the same way: it excels at 
diagnosing domination, awakening consciousness, organizing resistance, and promising victory. 
But it has no vocabulary for sustained harmony. The “after” is always conditional, always 
deferred, always just one more struggle away. Liberation theology does not escape this; it 
perfects it within a theological frame. The chains are to be broken, but the unchained world is 
never mapped. All energy pours into the revolution; none into describing what comes when the 
chains are gone. 
 
This recurring inadequacy is structural. When a worldview frames meaning primarily through 
antagonism and its resolution, the victory becomes the climax; what follows risks seeming 
anticlimactic or unnecessary to detail. The struggle provides purpose, identity, and urgency. The 
quiet afterward—whether eternal rest, cosmic detachment, or classless harmony—lacks narrative 
tension and is therefore underdeveloped. Marx’s framework, once adopted even unconsciously, 
reproduces this blind spot in religious contexts that adopt its arc. The battle is narrated with 
precision; the peace is left as promise rather than portrait. 
 
In this light, the Gita’s ancient question echoes through modern religion: if the fight is 
everything, what exactly do we win when we win? The answer remains elusive—not because the 
traditions lack imagination, but because the grammar itself prioritizes the conflict over the quiet 
that supposedly follows it. 
 
No matter whether the enemy is external  (Satan as cosmic adversary, Pharaoh as tyrant, Ravana 
as worldly power, Angra Mainyu as destructive force) or internal (the ego, sin, desire, 
unenlightened self, inner delusion, yetzer hara, nafs, passions), there is always a struggle. 
 
The grammar never allows the struggle to end. It does not permit a state where conflict, 
antagonism, or domination has truly ceased. It only allows two modes: 
 
1. Active struggle — the current crisis, the ongoing battle, the heroic resistance against the 
oppressor (whether outside or inside). 
 
2. Deferred struggle — the promise that struggle will one day end, but only in a future so distant, 
so conditioned on impossible transformations (“when the soul is purified,” “when the ego is fully 
dissolved,” “when the eschaton arrives”), that the struggle remains perpetual in practice. 
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In every religious tradition that runs this grammar: 
 
- External enemy → the fight is against Pharaoh (Exodus), the Adversary/Satan (Christianity), 
Ravana as worldly power (Ramayana), Angra Mainyu (Zoroastrianism). 
- Internal enemy → the fight is against the ego (Gita), sin (Christianity), desire/attachment 
(Buddhism), ignorance (Hinduism), the yetzer hara (Jewish thought), the nafs (Sufism), 
passions/logismoi (Eastern Orthodoxy). 
 
But the grammar never allows a final victory that ends the need for struggle. Even when the 
external enemy is defeated (Pharaoh drowned, Ravana slain, Satan bound), a new external or 
internal enemy is immediately discovered (lingering sin in the soul, backsliding into desire, new 
ego formations). Even when the internal enemy is supposedly transcended (moksha, beatific 
vision, nirvana), the tradition quietly reinstates struggle as ongoing (detachment must be 
practiced eternally, vigilance against temptation never ends, the dark night recurs). 
 
The result is inescapable:   
 
There is always a struggle. 
 
- The Gita dissolves external victory into internal duty, but duty itself is endless. 
- Christianity promises final victory over Satan/sin, but the beatific vision is deferred to an 
unknowable eternity while the present remains warfare—internal battle against the flesh, daily 
crucifixion of self. 
- Buddhism promises nirvana as cessation of suffering, but the path is endless practice; even 
arhats remain vigilant against subtle defilements, craving, and ignorance. 
- Hinduism promises moksha as liberation from the cycle, but the cycle continues for most souls, 
and even liberated beings often return to guide others in ongoing struggle. 
- Sufism calls the greater jihad the struggle against the nafs (lower self, ego). The nafs is never 
fully subdued in this life; purification is lifelong, with stages that still require constant vigilance. 
- Jewish thought frames the yetzer hara (evil inclination) as the internal enemy that must be 
subdued daily. Even the tzaddik (righteous one) must guard against subtle pride or distraction; 
the struggle is perpetual until the messianic era. 
- Eastern Orthodoxy teaches theosis (deification) as the goal, but the path is unseen warfare 
against the passions. The Philokalia describes constant struggle against logismoi (intrusive 
thoughts); even hesychasts report ongoing temptation and need for vigilance. 
 
The grammar demands that there is always a struggle.   
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Whether the enemy is outside (cosmic evil, worldly corruption) or inside (ego, sin, passion, 
ignorance), the machine keeps running. 
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The Issue with "What Comes 
After?" in Science 

 
 
The grammar Marx systematized—struggle as the central narrative, with hidden domination 
exposed, contradictions accumulated, resistance organized, and victory achieved—produces 
vivid accounts of conflict and mobilization but leaves the post-victory state strikingly 
underdeveloped. In science, this manifests as an intense focus on the ongoing battle against 
ignorance, superstition, bias, scarcity, and disease, with remarkably little concrete description of 
what a fully successful, "solved" scientific civilization would actually look like day to day. 
 
Popular science communication and advocacy literature is saturated with the language of 
struggle. Climate science frames the crisis as humanity oppressed by fossil capital, denial 
networks, and entrenched economic interests; scientists and activists as the awakened resistance 
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exposing data, mobilizing protests, and pushing for systemic overthrow through policy and 
technology. Public health campaigns portray misinformation, anti-vaccine movements, and 
pharmaceutical profiteering as structural oppressors; the scientific community as the collective 
force fighting back through evidence, education, and regulation. Evolutionary biology and 
cosmology often cast religious or pseudoscientific worldviews as historical oppressors 
suppressing truth; reason and empiricism as the liberatory vanguard. The narrative arc is 
consistent: identify the hidden power structure, awaken the public, resist through organized 
effort, achieve emancipation from error and limitation. 
 
Yet when the question shifts to "what comes after the victory?"—after climate stabilization, after 
disease eradication, after artificial general intelligence solves scarcity, after humanity becomes 
multi-planetary—the descriptions become vague, symbolic, or deferred. Science promises a 
post-scarcity future, longevity escape velocity, or cosmic expansion, but rarely maps the lived 
texture of that state. What does daily life consist of when mortality is optional, labor is obsolete, 
and energy is limitless? How do relationships function without scarcity-driven conflict? What 
motivates creativity or meaning when every material problem is solved? These questions are 
rarely addressed in depth. 
 
Even visionary scientific literature exhibits the deferral. Ray Kurzweil's The Singularity Is Near 
(2005) and similar transhumanist works predict exponential progress leading to a merger of 
human and machine intelligence, ending biological limitations. The buildup—technological 
acceleration, overcoming death, expanding consciousness—is detailed with timelines and 
mechanisms. The endpoint is described in broad strokes: "a millionfold increase in intelligence," 
"virtual realities indistinguishable from physical," "infinite knowledge." But the sustained 
experience—what a post-singularity human (or post-human) actually does with endless time and 
capability—remains abstract. The focus stays on the struggle to reach the threshold, not on the 
routines beyond it. 
 
In futurist and effective altruism circles, the emphasis falls on existential risks (AI misalignment, 
pandemics, climate collapse) as the ultimate oppressor structures. The mission is resistance: 
alignment research, biosecurity, risk mitigation. The "longtermist" vision promises a flourishing 
multi-billion-year future for conscious beings, but the concrete shape of that 
flourishing—beyond "maximized well-being" or "vast astronomical resources utilized"—is left 
underspecified. The grammar prioritizes averting catastrophe (the ongoing struggle) over 
portraying the stable, non-antagonistic equilibrium that follows. 
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This pattern is structural. When meaning and purpose derive primarily from antagonism and its 
resolution, the victory becomes the narrative peak. The quiet afterward lacks drama, urgency, or 
contradiction, making it difficult to describe without reducing to platitudes ("peace," 
"abundance," "enlightenment"). Science, having absorbed Marx's framework unconsciously, 
reproduces the same blind spot: the fight against limitations is narrated with precision and 
passion; the state of having overcome them is promised but rarely portrayed in lived detail. 
 
The result is a scientific worldview that excels at diagnosing crises and mobilizing effort but 
struggles to offer a compelling vision of sustained harmony. The "after" is left as an absence of 
problems rather than a positive, textured reality. Just as Marx left the classless society beyond a 
single slogan, and religious traditions leave eternity beyond metaphors of rest and glory, modern 
science leaves the post-victory world as an implied utopia—vivid in its approach, shadowy in its 
arrival. The grammar of struggle, once invented and imposed, continues to shape even the 
domains that claim to transcend it. 
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 The Issue with "What Comes 
After?" in Communism 

 
 
The grammar Marx invented—struggle as the defining narrative of history, with hidden 
domination exposed, contradictions sharpened, collective resistance mobilized, and victory 
achieved through revolutionary overthrow—creates compelling accounts of conflict and 
transformation but consistently leaves the post-victory condition vague, abstract, or deferred. In 
orthodox Communism, this manifests as an intense preoccupation with the mechanics of class 
struggle, capitalist contradictions, proletarian organization, and the transitional dictatorship of the 
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proletariat, while the final stage—the classless, stateless communist society—remains strikingly 
under-described. 
 
In The Communist Manifesto (1848), Marx and Engels devote the bulk of the text to diagnosing 
bourgeois society, tracing the historical arc of class antagonisms, predicting the proletariat's 
victory, and outlining immediate measures (abolition of private property in production, 
progressive taxation, centralized credit and communication). The endpoint is stated in a single 
famous line: “In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we 
shall have an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free 
development of all.” No detailed mechanisms follow—no governance structure without a state, 
no daily economic coordination without markets or central planning, no resolution of potential 
new contradictions among “freely developing” individuals. The focus is the struggle and its 
immediate aftermath; the sustained communist order is a slogan rather than a blueprint. 
 
How typically human—to obsess over the battle and neglect the peace. Marx gave them a 
glorious revolution but left them a mess of good intentions and unanswered questions. No 
wonder Lenin had to fill in the blanks with totalitarianism. The Manifesto ends with the ringing 
call to arms—“Working Men of All Countries, Unite!”—but it never tells them what to do the 
day after the barricades are cleared. Who organizes production when there is no bourgeoisie? 
Who resolves disputes when there is no state? Who prevents new hierarchies from forming when 
everyone is supposedly “free”? Marx left those questions hanging, as if the mere act of 
overthrow would magically resolve them. The result was inevitable: the victors inherited a power 
vacuum and filled it with the only structure they knew—centralized control, coercion, 
bureaucracy. Lenin’s vanguard party, the dictatorship of the proletariat, the one-party 
state—these were not aberrations; they were the practical answers to Marx’s silence. When the 
grammar promises liberation through struggle but provides no map for the liberated state, the 
revolutionaries do what revolutionaries always do: they keep struggling, but now against their 
own people. 
 
This is the structural flaw Marx baked into the machine he invented. The struggle grammar is 
brilliant at mobilization, exposure, and overthrow—it gives purpose, identity, urgency. But it has 
no vocabulary for peace. The “after” is left as a blank page, a slogan (“free development of 
each”), a promise deferred to some future when human nature has changed. In practice, that 
blank page gets filled by whoever holds the gun or the pen at the moment of victory. The 
glorious revolution becomes the new domination, the oppressed become the oppressors, and the 
cycle restarts under a red flag. Marx did not just describe class war; he designed a machine that 
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cannot stop warring, because war is the only mode it understands. The peace he promised was 
never engineered—only dreamed. And dreams, when imposed on reality, become nightmares. 
 
The Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875) is even more explicit about the deferral. Marx 
criticizes the German Workers’ Party for demanding “fair distribution” and “equal right” in the 
present, insisting these are ideological illusions under capitalism. He distinguishes two phases of 
communism: a lower phase (socialism) where distribution follows “to each according to his 
contribution,” and a higher phase where “society can inscribe on its banners: From each 
according to his ability, to each according to his needs!” Yet he refuses to speculate on the details 
of this higher phase: “What are we to take as the measure of labor? Is it time? Or intensity? Or 
skill?” He dismisses such questions as premature, arguing they can only be answered after “the 
enslaving subordination of the individual to the division of labor” and “the antithesis between 
mental and physical labor” have vanished, and after productive forces have expanded 
enormously. The “after” is conditioned on material transformations that have not yet occurred; 
until then, concrete discussion is “nonsense.” 
 
Marx himself deferred the details to some utopian future where humanity would magically 
transcend its flaws. He dismissed practical questions as nonsense—how convenient! It allowed 
him to focus on critique rather than construction. By waving away every concrete inquiry about 
governance, coordination, conflict resolution, or daily life in the classless society, Marx avoided 
the risk of his vision being tested against reality. He could remain the pure diagnostician, 
exposing the contradictions of capitalism with surgical precision, while leaving the positive 
program as a blank canvas labeled “future.” The result is a theory that is devastating in its attack 
but hollow in its promise. The higher phase becomes a perpetual horizon—always coming, never 
arriving—because arriving would require answering the very questions Marx declared 
unanswerable. This deferral is not an oversight; it is structural. The struggle grammar he 
invented thrives on tension, crisis, and antagonism; peace, harmony, and resolution are 
narratively inert. Once the oppressor is gone, the machine has nothing left to grind against, so 
Marx simply left the gears spinning in the void. The slogan “from each according to his ability, 
to each according to his needs” sounds inspiring precisely because it is empty—it can mean 
anything, and therefore means nothing operational. 
 
This pattern of deferral explains why every attempt to build communism in practice devolved 
into centralized control, bureaucracy, and new forms of domination. When the revolutionaries 
reached the “after,” they found no blueprint, only a void. They filled it with what they knew: 
power structures, hierarchies, coercion—the very things the theory had promised to abolish. 
Marx’s silence on the peace was not humility; it was the logical consequence of a grammar that 
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can only describe war. The revolution he sold was glorious in theory; the society it produced was 
a mess of good intentions, unanswered questions, and inevitable authoritarianism. Lenin, Stalin, 
Mao, and others did not betray Marx—they completed him. When the machine has no 
instructions for after the overthrow, the victors keep overthrowing until something sticks. The 
“nonsense” Marx refused to discuss became the nightmare they lived. 
 
Communist leaders and governments echoed and extended this vagueness in practice and 
rhetoric. Vladimir Lenin repeatedly framed communism as the distant goal of socialism, 
emphasizing the ongoing struggle rather than the endpoint. He stated: “The goal of Socialism is 
Communism.” In his writings, he described socialism as the transitional stage requiring 
subordination, control, and managers, while communism would eliminate these needs—but he 
provided no concrete vision of how people would live without them: “We are not utopians, we do 
not indulge in ‘dreams’ of dispensing at once with all administration, with all subordination; 
these anarchist dreams... serve only to postpone the socialist revolution until human nature has 
changed. No, we want the socialist revolution with human nature as it is now, with human nature 
that cannot dispense with subordination, control and ‘managers.’” The post-struggle society is 
deferred to a future where people are “different,” with no operational details. 
 
Lenin’s admission that they were not utopians, yet they were building on a foundation of 
deferred dreams. The revolution required managers, control, and subordination—ironically 
replicating the very structures they sought to overthrow, with the promise that someday, 
somehow, these would vanish. Lenin’s logic is brutally pragmatic: the proletariat cannot seize 
power without hierarchy, discipline, and centralized command. The vanguard party, the Cheka, 
the one-man management in factories, the suppression of factions—all these were justified as 
temporary necessities. Yet the “temporary” becomes permanent because the condition for 
withering away (“human nature changed”) is never met. The state does not fade; it hardens. The 
subordination does not disappear; it deepens. The managers do not step aside; they become the 
new ruling class. Lenin’s own words admit the contradiction: we must build socialism with the 
human material we have, but the human material we have is the product of class society. The 
revolution, therefore, cannot escape the logic of domination—it can only redirect it. The promise 
of eventual communism serves as the ideological lubricant: endure the new subordination now, 
for the sake of the future freedom that never arrives. 
 
This is the fatal design flaw in Marx’s grammar. The struggle machine excels at seizure and 
destruction—it mobilizes, exposes, overthrows. But it has no gears for maintenance, consensus, 
or equilibrium. When the old oppressor is gone, the new one must be invented to keep the 
machine running. Lenin did not betray Marx; he completed him. The deferred dream forced the 
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revolutionaries to rule by the same means they condemned: control, managers, subordination. 
The irony is complete: the classless society promised liberation from hierarchy, but the grammar 
required hierarchy to reach it. The “after” was never built because the blueprint never existed. It 
was always just the next struggle away. 
The vagueness is not a bug; it is the engine. By refusing to specify the peace, Marx ensured the 
war would never end. Lenin’s transitional state became the permanent state. The revolution 
devoured its children, and the deferred dream became the eternal justification for control. That is 
what happens when a machine is designed only for battle and left without instructions for 
victory. 
 
Joseph Stalin, in his 1936 interview with Roy Howard, declared the USSR had built a socialist 
society (“Our Soviet society is socialist society, because the private ownership... has been 
abolished and public ownership put in place”) but insisted full communism required further 
development: “Only when we have succeeded in creating a system under which, in return for 
their labour, people will receive from society, not according to the quantity and quality of the 
labour they perform, but according to their requirements, will it be possible to say that we have 
built communist society.” He dismissed premature equality debates, echoing Marx: the higher 
phase remained conditional and undetailed. The 1936 Soviet Constitution (often called the Stalin 
Constitution) proclaimed the USSR a “socialist state of workers and peasants” with the principle 
“From each according to his ability, to each according to his work,” but it described socialism as 
achieved while communism stayed future-oriented—no blueprint for stateless, classless life. 
 
Stalin's Constitution was a masterpiece of vagueness. It proclaimed socialism achieved but 
deferred communism to some mythical future, all while maintaining the very structures of 
control and inequality that Marx had promised would vanish. The document listed 
impressive-sounding rights—freedom of speech, assembly, religion, equality of citizens, 
inviolability of the person—yet subordinated them all to the “interests of the working people” 
and the “leading role of the Communist Party.” The state did not wither away; it was codified as 
permanent. The party did not dissolve; it was enshrined as the supreme authority. The principle 
“to each according to his work” preserved wage differentials, hierarchies, and managerial 
authority, even as it paid lip service to eventual equality. The revolution ate its children: the 
workers and peasants it claimed to liberate were now subjects of a new ruling apparatus that 
justified its power by pointing to the still-unfinished march toward communism. 
 
This deferral was not accidental; it was the logical outcome of Marx’s grammar. By leaving the 
“after” as an empty promise conditioned on unspecified transformations (“when productive 
forces are enormously expanded,” “when human nature changes”), Stalin could claim victory in 
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the present while justifying endless struggle, surveillance, purges, and central control in the name 
of protecting the future. The Constitution became the perfect instrument: it celebrated the 
overthrow of the old oppressor (capitalism) while installing a new one (the party-state) under the 
banner of transition. The classless society remained forever one more five-year plan away, one 
more purge away, one more war away. The vagueness allowed the machine to keep 
running—because if the endpoint is never reached, the struggle never ends, and the ruling class 
never has to account for the peace it cannot deliver. 
 
Stalin did not distort Marx; he executed the grammar faithfully. When the blueprint provides no 
instructions for the post-revolutionary order, the victors do what victors always do: they build the 
only structure they know—domination, hierarchy, control—and call it temporary. The revolution 
promised liberation; it delivered a new master. The deferred dream became the eternal alibi for 
power. That is the machine Marx built: brilliant at overthrow, blind to what comes next. The 
Constitution was its most polished expression—triumphant in tone, empty in substance, and 
perfectly designed to keep the struggle alive forever. 
 
Nikita Khrushchev amplified the deferral dramatically. At the 22nd Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union in 1961, he promised “communism in 20 years,” asserting that “the 
current generation of Soviet people will live under communism” and that communism would be 
built “in the main” by 1980. The Third Program of the CPSU adopted at the congress proclaimed 
the transition to communism as imminent, yet provided no specific institutional or daily-life 
details for the classless society beyond broad aspirations like abundance and free development. 
The promise became infamous when 1980 arrived without communism; the “after” was 
repeatedly postponed. 
 
Khrushchev's “communism in 20 years” was the ultimate empty promise—a theatrical gesture 
that exposed the hollowness of the entire project. He stood on the podium, flanked by the 
portraits of Marx and Lenin, and sold the Soviet people a deadline: 1980 would mark the arrival 
of the classless society, the withering away of the state, the end of money, the end of inequality, 
the beginning of true freedom. The Third Program laid out ambitious targets—doubling 
industrial output, raising living standards, shortening the workweek, expanding free 
services—but every concrete step was transitional, every goal was about building the conditions 
for communism, never about what life under communism would actually look like. The 
document promised “the complete triumph of socialism” and “the gradual transition to 
communism,” but the details of stateless, classless existence remained slogans: “from each 
according to his ability, to each according to his needs,” “abundance for all,” “free development 
of the individual.” No mechanisms, no institutions, no answers to the obvious questions: Who 
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decides allocation without a state? How do disputes get resolved without coercion? What 
prevents new elites from forming? The promise was a deadline without a blueprint. 
 
When 1980 arrived and communism remained as elusive as ever, the deferral became a farce. 
Brezhnev quietly dropped the timeline. The Third Program was shelved. The Soviet Union 
continued to describe itself as “developed socialist society,” perpetually on the path to 
communism but never quite there. The 20-year countdown became a punchline among dissidents 
and a quiet embarrassment among party officials. Khrushchev's bold claim—meant to inspire, to 
rally, to prove Marxism's inevitability—ended up exposing the core flaw in Marx’s grammar: the 
“after” is always just one more generation, one more plan, one more sacrifice away. The machine 
excels at promising the future; it has no capacity to deliver it. 
 
Khrushchev did not invent the deferral; he inherited it from Marx. But he took it to its logical 
extreme, turning the vague horizon into a specific date—and when the date passed without 
transformation, the hollowness was laid bare. The revolution could overthrow the tsar, 
collectivize agriculture, industrialize a backward country, win a world war, launch satellites—but 
it could not produce the peace it advertised. The promise of communism in 20 years was the 
grammar’s most public failure: a clock set to midnight that never struck. The deferral was not a 
bug in the system; it was the system. Marx built a machine for perpetual struggle; Khrushchev 
tried to give it an expiration date. When the date expired, the machine simply kept 
running—because struggle is all it knows. The farce of 1980 was not Khrushchev’s failure; it 
was Marx’s design working exactly as intended. 
 
Mao Zedong similarly prioritized perpetual struggle over detailed post-victory portraits. He 
stated: “The Chinese Revolution is great – but the road after the revolution will be longer, the 
work greater and more arduous.” In Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-tung, he emphasized 
continuous revolution: “After the enemies with guns have been wiped out, there will still be 
enemies without guns; they are bound to struggle secretly against us, and we must never relax 
our vigilance.” The Cultural Revolution was framed as ongoing resistance to capitalist 
restoration, not as arrival in communism. The future society remained aspirational—“carry 
China forward to socialism and communism”—without concrete mechanisms for a stateless, 
harmonious order. 
 
Mao's endless revolution was a testament to the infinite postponement of the promised end. The 
future society was always "forward" but never arrived, a constant state of becoming that served 
to justify the unending struggle and the Party's eternal rule. Every policy, every campaign, every 
purge was presented as a necessary step toward communism, yet the endpoint receded 
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indefinitely. The Great Leap Forward was to accelerate the transition; when it failed, the Cultural 
Revolution became the new acceleration. When that too produced chaos rather than harmony, the 
struggle was reframed as eternal vigilance against "capitalist roaders" and "revisionists." The 
"after" was never a place to reach—it was a horizon to chase. Mao's rhetoric turned deferral into 
doctrine: “Revolution is not a dinner party... it is an insurrection, an act of violence by which one 
class overthrows another.” But once the old class was overthrown, new classes (or class enemies) 
were always discovered inside the party, inside the masses, inside the individual mind. The 
machine never stopped grinding because stopping would mean admitting the promised peace did 
not exist. 
 
This infinite postponement was not a failure of implementation; it was the grammar working as 
designed. Marx's struggle lens has no gear for arrival—only for motion, contradiction, crisis, and 
resistance. Mao took that to its purest form: revolution as permanent, struggle as virtue, the Party 
as the eternal vanguard that must rule because the people are not yet "ready." The future society 
remained aspirational precisely because it had to remain aspirational. If it ever arrived, the 
justification for control would vanish. So Mao kept the revolution alive by continually finding 
new enemies, new contradictions, new reasons to struggle. The Party's eternal rule was the 
necessary outcome: without a detailed blueprint for the classless order, the only way to "carry 
China forward" was to keep moving forward—forever. 
 
Mao did not distort Marx; he perfected the machine. The promised end became the eternal alibi 
for power. The revolution never ended because ending it would expose the emptiness at the 
center. The future was always coming, and that was enough to keep the present under control. 
The infinite postponement was not a bug in communism; it was the feature Marx built in from 
the beginning. When the grammar is struggle, the only peace is the peace of the next battle. 
 
In practice, Communist regimes and movements reproduced this pattern. The Bolsheviks, 
Maoists, and others focused relentlessly on seizing power, dismantling old structures, 
collectivizing production, and defending against counter-revolution—the struggle phase. The 
promised communist society was perpetually postponed: “socialism in one country,” “cultural 
revolution,” “permanent revolution,” or “building communism” became ongoing projects rather 
than achieved states. The endpoint was invoked rhetorically (“the radiant future,” “communist 
abundance”) but never mapped in operational terms. 
 
This vagueness is structural to the grammar itself. When meaning and urgency derive from 
antagonism—oppressor versus oppressed, contradiction versus resolution—the victory becomes 
the narrative climax. Once the oppressor is overthrown and contradictions resolved, the story 
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loses tension. What remains is an absence of conflict rather than a positive, textured reality. Marx 
provided no institutional design for a society without classes or state because the framework 
prioritizes the process of overthrow over the equilibrium that follows. The classless society is 
defined negatively (no exploitation, no coercion) or aspirationally (“free development of each”), 
but positive content—how decisions are made without hierarchy, how innovation occurs without 
competition, how conflicts of interest are resolved without power—is left blank. 
 
The same deferral appears in later Marxist variants. Trotsky’s permanent revolution emphasized 
continuous struggle against bureaucracy; Gramsci’s hegemony focused on cultural resistance; 
Frankfurt School critical theory analyzed domination in advanced capitalism. All extend the 
diagnosis and the call to action; none offer sustained portraits of life beyond domination. The 
“after” is perpetually on the horizon—necessary to motivate the fight, but impossible to detail 
without undermining the urgency of the struggle. 
 
Thus, Communism, as the most direct heir to Marx’s invented grammar, exemplifies the blind 
spot most clearly: the battle is narrated with precision and passion; the peace that supposedly 
follows is promised but rarely portrayed. The framework that one mind constructed from private 
grief continues to shape even the ideology that claimed to embody it most faithfully, reproducing 
the same structural silence on what comes after the victory is won. 
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Attempts to Describe the "What 
Comes After?" in Religion 
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The grammar of struggle—Marx's invented framework of hidden domination, awakening, 
resistance, and revolutionary victory—prioritizes the conflict and its resolution while 
consistently leaving the post-victory state vague, symbolic, or deferred. In religious traditions 
that have absorbed this grammar (consciously or unconsciously), attempts to fill in the "after" 
with concrete detail are frequently met with suspicion, dismissal, or outright rejection. The more 
specific the description becomes, the more it is treated as speculative, heretical, or distracting 
from the central struggle. This pattern is evident across Christianity, where vivid depictions of 
the afterlife or post-victory existence are often marginalized, suppressed, or labeled 
non-canonical. 
 
The Book of Enoch provides one of the clearest historical examples. This ancient Jewish text 
(composed between the 3rd century BCE and 1st century CE) contains extensive, detailed 
visions of the heavens, the fate of the wicked, the rewards of the righteous, angelic hierarchies, 
cosmic geography, and the final judgment. Chapters 17–36 describe Enoch's guided tours 
through the realms of the dead, the storehouses of winds and stars, the prisons of fallen angels, 
and the paradise prepared for the elect. The text offers a vivid texture of the "after": rivers of fire, 
mountains of precious stones, thrones of judgment, and a renewed creation where the righteous 
live in light and peace. Yet despite its influence on early Jewish and Christian thought (quoted in 
Jude 1:14–15 and alluded to in 2 Peter), the Book of Enoch was excluded from the canonical 
Bible by both Jewish and Christian authorities. Rabbinic Judaism classified it as apocryphal or 
heretical; early Church Fathers like Tertullian defended it, but later councils (e.g., Laodicea, 
Carthage) and figures like Jerome and Augustine rejected it as non-inspired. The detailed 
eschatology was seen as too speculative, too mythological, or too distracting from core doctrines 
of faith, repentance, and divine judgment. 
 
The Book of Enoch was banned for being too detailed, too vivid. Its heavenly tours were seen as 
dangerous—what if people started focusing more on the afterlife than on living good lives here? 
The text did not merely promise a vague paradise of rest; it mapped it with precision: specific 
landscapes, architectural features of the heavenly city, exact punishments for sinners, hierarchies 
of angels and their functions, the mechanics of judgment day. This level of specificity risked 
shifting the center of gravity from the present moral struggle (repentance, obedience, justice in 
this world) to a speculative obsession with the next. Religious authorities feared it would foster 
escapism, superstition, or even heretical movements that prioritized mystical visions over ethical 
action. If the "after" could be toured like a travelogue, the urgency of the present struggle might 
dissolve—people might wait for heaven rather than fight for righteousness now. 
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This rejection is not unique to Enoch; it follows the same structural logic we see across traditions 
running Marx's struggle grammar. The vivid portrait of the "after" threatens to make the peace 
seem attainable or even mundane, undermining the perpetual tension that gives the struggle its 
purpose. When the grammar defines meaning through antagonism, crisis, and resistance, a 
detailed map of the liberated state risks turning the epic battle into a mere prelude. The 
authorities—whether rabbinic sages, Church councils, or later theologians—did not need to 
debate theology deeply; they could simply label the text "too speculative" or "distracting" to 
justify exclusion. The real threat was that Enoch's vividness exposed the silence at the heart of 
the system: the struggle is everything, but the peace is undefinable without losing its power to 
motivate. 
 
The banning of Enoch was therefore not just about inspiration or canonicity. It was about 
preserving the grammar. A text that tours the "after" in detail risks making the "before" feel 
optional. The machine Marx later invented works the same way: it excels at describing the battle 
but cannot tolerate a clear map of the victory. Both the ancient authorities and the modern 
struggle lens enforce the same rule: keep the "after" hazy, keep the fight urgent, keep the faithful 
(or the vanguard) mobilized. The Book of Enoch was too clear about the peace, so it had to be 
silenced. The grammar demands the same silence today. 
 
Similar dismissals recur with other extracanonical or visionary texts that attempt to map the 
post-struggle state: 
 
- The Apocalypse of Paul (3rd–4th century CE) describes Paul's tour of heaven and hell, with 
specific torments for sinners (boiling rivers for adulterers, frozen lakes for the unmerciful) and 
rewards for the righteous (gardens of delight, crowns of light, eternal feasting). It was widely 
circulated in the Middle Ages but condemned as apocryphal by the Gelasian Decree (6th 
century) and later Church authorities. The Council of Braga (561) explicitly rejected such 
detailed afterlife visions as unorthodox. 
 
- The Vision of Tundale (12th century) and other medieval visionary literature (e.g., the 
Purgatorio sections of Dante's Divine Comedy, though Dante was canonical) offered graphic 
depictions of purgatory, hell, and paradise. While Dante's work achieved literary status, many 
similar visionary accounts were treated with caution or suppressed; the Church often discouraged 
excessive speculation on the exact nature of the afterlife to avoid diverting focus from moral 
struggle and salvation through Christ. 
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- In Protestant traditions, attempts to describe heaven in concrete terms have faced similar 
resistance. John Bunyan's The Pilgrim's Progress (1678) ends with the Celestial City, but the 
description is brief and symbolic (gates of pearl, shining inhabitants).  
 
More detailed or literal portrayals—such as Emanuel Swedenborg's Heaven and Hell 
(1758)—were condemned as heretical by mainstream Lutheran and Reformed churches. 
Swedenborg described heaven as a place with structure, society, and even daily routines: angelic 
communities organized into societies, correspondences between spiritual and natural worlds 
(e.g., spiritual light corresponding to natural truth), homes and gardens adapted to individual 
affections, marriages in heaven, education of children in the afterlife, and purposeful activity in 
service to God and others. He portrayed heaven not as an abstract state of bliss but as a real, 
functioning society with continuity from earthly life—people retain their personality, form 
relationships, engage in work, and grow in wisdom. This level of specificity was unforgivable 
heresy to those who preferred their eternity abstract and unknowable. 
 
Swedenborg's vision crossed the line because it made the “after” tangible and operational. He did 
not merely promise rest or glory; he mapped a living, breathing realm with social organization, 
economic-like activity (service), and relational dynamics. Mainstream Protestant 
theologians—Lutheran, Reformed, and later evangelical—saw this as dangerous speculation that 
risked idolatry (imagining God’s realm in human terms), distraction (focusing on heavenly 
details instead of Christ’s cross), or false assurance (suggesting heaven could be understood or 
earned through mystical insight). Swedenborg was excommunicated from the Lutheran Church 
in Sweden, his writings were banned in several regions, and he was dismissed as a mystical 
delusionist or mentally unstable. His ideas influenced fringe groups (Swedenborgian churches) 
but were rejected by orthodox Protestantism as unbiblical overreach. 
 
Even Bunyan's symbolic Celestial City was acceptable only because it was vague. It inspired 
without explaining. Swedenborg dared to describe heaven as a place with structure, society, and 
even daily routines—unforgivable heresy to those who preferred their eternity abstract and 
unknowable. The pattern is the same as with Enoch: the more concrete the portrait, the greater 
the threat. A detailed “after” risks making the present struggle feel less urgent; if heaven has 
neighborhoods, marriages, and meaningful work, believers might start asking why they must 
endure endless warfare against sin, culture, or secularism. The abstraction—“eye has not seen, 
nor ear heard”—preserves the tension: the peace is real but inaccessible, so the fight must 
continue. 
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In modern evangelicalism, the pattern persists. Popular books like *Heaven Is for Real* (2010) 
or 90 Minutes in Heaven (2004)—near-death accounts describing heaven as literal places with 
colors, music, and family reunions—are often met with skepticism or outright rejection by 
theologians and pastors. Critics argue they are subjective, unbiblical in detail, or distracting from 
Scripture's focus on Christ and the cross. The official stance in many denominations remains: 
heaven is real, but its specifics are "eye has not seen, nor ear heard" (1 Corinthians 2:9); attempts 
to describe it beyond biblical metaphors risk idolatry or false comfort. 
 
Modern evangelicalism repeats the ancient pattern—affirm the destination, forbid the blueprints. 
When a child returns from a near-death experience describing golden streets and reunited loved 
ones, the theologians scold them for “idolatry of details.” The divine is kept safely abstract. 
Pastors and seminary professors warn that such accounts can lead believers to fixate on vivid 
imagery rather than on the person of Christ; they might encourage escapism, foster false 
assurance, or even open the door to occult influences. The response is predictable: “We must 
stick to what Scripture says,” followed by a list of approved metaphors (streets of gold, no more 
tears, the throne room) and a firm injunction against “going beyond what is written.” The heaven 
promised in Revelation becomes a symbolic placeholder—real enough to motivate, vague 
enough to control. 
 
This is not theological caution; it is structural necessity. The struggle grammar demands that the 
fight remain the center of gravity. A vivid, detailed portrait of the “after” risks making the 
present battle feel secondary or optional. If heaven is a place with recognizable streets, music, 
and family reunions, believers might start asking why they should endure suffering, persecution, 
or moral warfare when the destination is so tangible and pleasant. The abstraction—“eye has not 
seen”—preserves urgency: the peace is promised but unknowable, so the struggle must continue. 
Detailed visions threaten to collapse that tension; they make the victory seem too close, too 
human, too achievable through imagination rather than through ongoing resistance to sin, Satan, 
and secular culture. 
 
The rejection of these books mirrors the ancient dismissal of Enoch. Both are banned for the 
same crime: they are too clear about the peace. When a near-death account fills in colors, sounds, 
and conversations, it risks turning the eschatological hope into a travel brochure. Theologians 
sense the danger instinctively: if the “after” can be described in everyday terms, the grammar 
loses its power. The fight becomes less compelling when the prize is no longer shrouded in 
mystery. So the pattern holds: affirm the destination, forbid the blueprints. The divine is kept 
safely abstract because abstraction keeps the machine running. The struggle remains the only 
tangible reality; the peace stays just out of reach, a promise that motivates but never arrives. 
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This is the same structural silence Marx embedded in his grammar. Whether in evangelical 
theology or revolutionary ideology, the “after” is allowed to exist only as a hazy horizon. Any 
attempt to map it in detail is treated as distracting, speculative, or dangerous. The result is a faith 
(or a movement) that lives perpetually in the crisis phase—awakened, resisting, 
mobilizing—while the promised liberation remains forever deferred. The machine does not 
tolerate clarity about the peace; clarity would end the need for the machine. So the theologians, 
like the revolutionaries, keep the vision vague and the battle vivid. The pattern is not 
coincidence; it is the grammar at work. 
 
The structural reason for these dismissals is the same as in Marxism and scientism: when 
meaning derives primarily from the struggle (against sin, Satan, principalities, cultural decay), 
the post-victory state loses narrative urgency. Detailed descriptions threaten to make the "after" 
seem mundane or achievable through imagination rather than divine action. They risk shifting 
focus from the ongoing battle to a premature rest. The grammar demands perpetual tension; 
concrete portraits of peace undermine that tension. 
 
Thus, religion—having adopted Marx's struggle lens—reproduces the same silence: the fight is 
narrated with urgency and clarity, while attempts to describe what follows are marginalized as 
speculative, non-canonical, or distracting. The Book of Enoch and similar texts were not rejected 
solely for theological reasons; they were rejected because they tried to do what the grammar 
cannot easily allow—paint a sustained picture of the quiet after the victory. The result is a faith 
that remains locked in the drama of resistance, with the liberated state forever just beyond the 
horizon, promised but never fully mapped. 
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 Attempts to Describe the "What 
Comes After?" in Science 

 
Just as in religion and Communism, the grammar Marx invented—struggle as the central arc of 
history, with hidden domination exposed, contradictions accumulated, collective resistance 
mobilized, and victory achieved—produces detailed, urgent accounts of the fight but leaves the 
post-victory condition vague, symbolic, or deferred. In science, attempts to provide concrete, 
sustained descriptions of a fully successful, post-struggle world (a state where ignorance is 
eradicated, scarcity eliminated, disease conquered, mortality optional, and knowledge complete) 
are frequently dismissed as speculative, premature, unscientific, utopian, or even dangerous. The 
more specific the portrait, the more it is treated as distraction, hype, or pseudoscience. 
 
Transhumanist and futurist visions offer some of the clearest examples. Ray Kurzweil's The 
Singularity Is Near (2005) and The Singularity Is Nearer (2024) predict a technological 
singularity around 2045 where human–machine intelligence merges, leading to exponential 
progress, radical life extension, and the end of biological limitations. Kurzweil describes the 
buildup with timelines, exponential curves, and technical mechanisms (nanobots repairing cells, 
brain–cloud interfaces, reverse-engineering the brain, merging with AI via non-invasive neural 
links, achieving “longevity escape velocity”). The ascent is meticulously charted: Law of 
Accelerating Returns, doubling of computational power every year or less, specific milestones 
(human-level AI by 2029, singularity by 2045), and concrete pathways (whole-brain emulation, 
molecular assemblers, uploading consciousness to non-biological substrates). This is the heroic 
struggle phase—overcoming biological decay, computational limits, energy constraints, and 
existential risk through relentless technological advance. 
 
Yet when he reaches the “after”—a world of near-infinite intelligence, virtual realities 
indistinguishable from physical, and consciousness uploaded or expanded—the description 
becomes abstract: “a millionfold increase in intelligence,” “the universe waking up,” “infinite 
knowledge and creativity,” “the destiny of the universe to become intelligent.” These are 
sweeping, almost mystical phrases—poetic invocations of transcendence rather than operational 
blueprints. What does a “millionfold intelligence” actually do with its time? How do 
relationships function when minds can fork, merge, or simulate entire universes? What replaces 
scarcity, conflict, or mortality as drivers of meaning? Kurzweil offers no sustained texture of 
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daily (or post-daily) existence—no social structures, no economic systems (or post-economic), 
no resolution of potential new contradictions among godlike entities. The “after” dissolves into 
metaphysical poetry: the universe becoming conscious of itself, intelligence saturating matter, 
eternity as endless expansion of mind. 
 
Kurzweil's Singularity is the ultimate example: an entire edifice of exponential curves and 
engineering milestones collapses into metaphysical poetry at the finish line. “The universe 
waking up”—what does that even mean? A millionfold intelligence increase? With what 
purpose? For what activity? His critics are right: this isn't science, it's technologically updated 
mysticism. Neuroscientists like Christof Koch and physicists like Sabine Hossenfelder dismiss it 
as speculative fiction, not testable science: too reliant on unproven assumptions about the 
computability of consciousness, ignoring thermodynamic limits and entropy, shifting from 
falsifiable prediction to faith-like optimism. The detailed “after” is rejected as non-falsifiable 
hype—because it is. Once the singularity is reached, the grammar has nothing left to oppose: no 
more biological constraints to fight, no more scarcity to overcome, no more risk to mitigate. The 
machine grinds to a halt, so the description must fade to mist. The buildup is vivid and urgent; 
the arrival is abstract and poetic precisely because the struggle grammar cannot conceive of a 
world without struggle. 
 
This is the same structural silence we see across every domain running Marx’s machine. The 
ascent is mapped with rigor—timelines, mechanisms, milestones, crises to resolve. The summit 
is shrouded: infinite intelligence, but no activities; eternal life, but no routines; cosmic 
expansion, but no purpose beyond expansion itself. Critics within science enforce the boundary: 
stick to evidence, avoid futurism, focus on incremental steps. Detailed portraits of the “after” are 
marginalized as unscientific because they expose the emptiness: victory leaves the machine 
without fuel. Kurzweil's edifice is impressive in its climb, but at the top it becomes 
vapor—because the grammar Marx invented was never designed for the top. It was designed for 
the climb. The singularity is promised as the final breakthrough, but when pressed for what 
comes after the breakthrough, the answer is silence, poetry, or “we can't know yet.” The deferral 
is preserved; the struggle can continue indefinitely. The machine keeps running because arrival 
would end it. 
 
Nick Bostrom's Superintelligence (2014) and the effective altruism/longtermist community 
provide another case. They warn of existential risks (misaligned AI, engineered pandemics, 
nuclear war, engineered pandemics, climate collapse, unaligned superintelligence) as the ultimate 
oppressor structures threatening humanity's future. The mission is resistance: alignment research 
to prevent AI from pursuing misaligned goals, biosecurity to stop engineered pathogens, risk 
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governance to regulate high-risk technologies, longtermist philanthropy to protect future 
generations. Bostrom sketches possible post-singularity futures—utopian (vast flourishing across 
the cosmos), dystopian (permanent extinction or lock-in), or multipolar—but the positive vision 
remains broad: "astronomical waste" avoided (the tragedy of unused cosmic resources), "long 
reflection" leading to optimal values, "galactic colonization" with intelligence spreading at 
near-light speed. Specifics—how beings with god-like intelligence spend their time, what society 
looks like without scarcity or death, how relationships or creativity function in a post-human 
state—are left as placeholders ("value loading," "coherent extrapolated volition," "indirect 
normativity"). Mainstream scientists and philosophers (e.g., Daniel Dennett, Sean Carroll) often 
dismiss these as philosophical speculation or "Pascal's mugging," arguing they divert resources 
from testable science to unfalsifiable scenarios. 
 
Bostrom's work is a masterclass in existential risk analysis, but his "after" is a blank canvas. 
What do superintelligences actually do? How does "coherent extrapolated volition" translate into 
daily life for post-singularity beings? Bostrom's positive scenarios are painted in grand 
strokes—intelligence saturating the universe, maximizing "intrinsic value" across cosmic scales, 
humanity's descendants or successors achieving "astronomical good"—but the texture is missing. 
There is no description of routine existence: no social dynamics among uploaded minds or 
hybrid intelligences, no economic or post-economic systems for allocating infinite computational 
resources, no resolution of potential new conflicts (e.g., value divergence among forked copies, 
boredom in immortality, or boredom in omnipotence). The "long reflection" is proposed as a 
period of careful deliberation before irreversible expansion, but what that reflection looks 
like—debates among godlike entities, simulations of possible futures, moral discovery 
processes—is left vague. The utopian outcome is "vast flourishing," but flourishing for whom, in 
what form, with what activities? The placeholders ("value loading," "indirect normativity") are 
technical terms that defer the question rather than answer it. 
 
This vagueness is not a limitation of imagination; it is structural. The longtermist framework 
runs on Marx’s struggle grammar: identify the hidden oppressor (existential risks as the ultimate 
threat to future value), awaken consciousness (effective altruism's prioritization of x-risk), 
organize resistance (alignment research, funding megaprojects, policy advocacy), and promise 
emancipation (a future of astronomical flourishing). The buildup is concrete—probability 
estimates, expected value calculations, grant proposals, conferences, risk models. The "after" is 
abstract because the grammar cannot sustain narrative energy without antagonism. A detailed 
portrait of post-singularity life risks exposing the emptiness: what if godlike intelligence finds no 
purpose beyond expansion? What if infinite resources lead to infinite boredom or new forms of 
suffering? The machine thrives on the crisis phase—mitigating extinction risks, aligning AI, 
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safeguarding the future—so the victory must remain hazy. A clear map of the liberated cosmos 
would collapse the urgency: if the "after" is knowable and perhaps unfulfilling, the struggle loses 
its moral weight. 
 
Critics like Dennett and Carroll reinforce the boundary: stick to testable hypotheses, avoid 
unfalsifiable speculation. Detailed visions of the "after" are dismissed as "Pascal's mugging" 
(high-stakes, low-probability scenarios that distort rational priorities) or philosophical fantasy. 
The longtermist community itself polices this: too much detail about utopia risks being labeled 
"naive" or "utopian," diverting focus from the urgent work of risk reduction. The pattern holds: 
the ascent is mapped with rigor (timelines, probabilities, interventions); the summit is left blank. 
Bostrom's canvas is vast and compelling until you ask what hangs on it. Then it fades to mist. 
The struggle grammar demands the "after" remain a promise without texture—real enough to 
motivate, vague enough to keep the machine running indefinitely. The post-singularity world is 
forever coming, the victory forever just one alignment breakthrough away, the details forever too 
speculative to pin down. The machine was built for the race, not for the finish line. 
 
Popular science communication and advocacy literature shows the pattern in real time. Books 
like Michio Kaku's The Future of Humanity (2018) or Brian Greene's Until the End of Time 
(2020) describe humanity escaping Earth, mastering fusion, engineering stars, or achieving 
immortality through biotech/AI. The buildup is vivid: the engineering challenges of interstellar 
travel, the ethical dilemmas of human enhancement, the timelines for reaching Kardashev Type 
II and III civilizations, the physics of megastructures, the biological hurdles to radical life 
extension. These authors excel at mapping the ascent—the crises of climate collapse, resource 
depletion, existential risk—and the technological breakthroughs needed to overcome them. The 
narrative is urgent, heroic, and forward-driving: humanity must awaken to the threats, resist 
extinction, organize global effort, and seize control of its evolutionary destiny. 
 
The “after”—a mature, cosmic civilization—is described in metaphors: Dyson spheres capturing 
entire stellar output, Matrioshka brains running simulations of infinite minds, eternal exploration 
across galaxies, consciousness uploaded or expanded across the cosmos. These are breathtaking 
images, but they remain images. When pressed for texture—what do post-humans do with 
endless time? How do relationships function without mortality? What replaces work, conflict, or 
scarcity as sources of meaning? What does a day look like for an immortal being living on a 
Dyson sphere?—the authors pivot to “we can't know yet” or “the possibilities are limitless.” 
Kaku speaks of “godlike powers” and “the universe becoming conscious of itself”; Greene 
evokes a distant future where intelligence maximizes complexity before heat death. But neither 
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offers a sustained portrait of lived existence in that state. The focus stays locked on the struggle: 
the ascent, the risks, the breakthroughs, the race against entropy. 
 
Even in the most ambitious visions of our scientific future, the details fade to mist when asked 
about life after victory. Kaku and Greene paint breathtaking canvases of cosmic engineering and 
immortality—but ask them what a day looks like for an immortal being living on a Dyson 
sphere? The response is silence, or a graceful deflection: the future is too distant, the 
transformations too profound, the human mind too limited to grasp it now. Reviewers and peers 
frequently criticize these works as “pop futurism” or “techno-utopianism,” insisting science 
should stick to evidence, not speculation. The same gatekeepers who celebrate incremental 
progress dismiss detailed portraits of the endpoint as unscientific fantasy. 
 
This is the grammar at work. The struggle provides narrative energy, moral urgency, and 
communal purpose: awaken to the crisis, resist extinction, organize for survival, achieve mastery 
over nature. The “after”—a post-scarcity, post-mortality, post-planetary civilization—lacks 
drama. There are no contradictions left to resolve, no oppressors to overthrow, no risks to 
mitigate. Describing it in concrete terms risks making the victory seem mundane or even 
undesirable: what if endless life without conflict or scarcity feels empty? What if immortal 
beings still find ways to create new hierarchies, new boredom, new meaninglessness? The pivot 
to “we can't know yet” preserves the tension: the goal is real but unknowable, so the struggle 
must continue. The machine Marx invented does not tolerate clarity about the peace; clarity 
would expose the emptiness at the center. 
 
The pattern is identical across domains. Science communication builds the heroic ascent with 
precision and passion, but when the summit is reached, the view remains shrouded in mist. The 
buildup is vivid; the arrival is abstract. The struggle is everything; the liberated state is nothing 
more than a promise without texture. Kaku and Greene are not outliers; they are faithful 
executors of the grammar. They sell the revolution—the escape from Earth, the conquest of 
death, the mastery of the stars—while leaving the post-revolutionary world as a blank horizon. 
The details fade because the machine has no instructions for after victory. It was never built for 
peace; it was built for perpetual ascent. And so the future remains forever coming, the victory 
forever just one breakthrough away, the “after” forever mist. 
 
Even within established fields, detailed post-victory portraits are marginalized. In longevity 
research, Aubrey de Grey's SENS framework promises "longevity escape velocity" by repairing 
seven types of aging damage (mitochondrial mutations, nuclear mutations, death-resistant cells, 
extracellular aggregates, extracellular matrix stiffening, intracellular aggregates, loss of cells). 
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The buildup is concrete: identifying therapeutic targets, proposing specific interventions (e.g., 
allotopically expressed mitochondrial genes, senolytics, lysosomal enhancement), securing 
funding (e.g., SENS Research Foundation, LEVF), running biomarkers studies, and pushing for 
clinical trials. De Grey's roadmap is detailed on the ascent—how to reach the point where life 
expectancy increases faster than time passes. 
 
The “after”—a world where aging is cured—is described as “robust human rejuvenation,” with 
people living indefinitely in good health, free from age-related decline. Yet mainstream 
gerontologists often dismiss de Grey's roadmap as overpromising or pseudoscientific hype, 
arguing the endpoint is too distant and speculative to warrant priority. Journals, grant panels, and 
conferences tend to favor incremental approaches—targeting single pathways (mTOR, 
senescence-associated secretory phenotype, caloric restriction mimetics)—while rejecting 
comprehensive “damage-repair” visions as too ambitious, too untestable, or too close to science 
fiction. The criticism is consistent: “We should focus on adding healthy years, not indefinite 
lifespan.” The detailed “after” is marginalized as utopian, distracting from achievable progress. 
 
Similarly, in synthetic biology and space colonization, visions of self-sustaining Mars colonies or 
engineered biospheres are treated with caution. NASA and ESA focus on incremental 
steps—Artemis program, Artemis Base Camp, lunar Gateway, sample return missions—while 
dismissing detailed “after” scenarios as premature or sci-fi. Concepts like O'Neill cylinders, 
Stanford torus habitats, terraformed Mars with breathable atmosphere, or fully engineered 
closed-loop biospheres (e.g., Biosphere 2 scaled up) are rarely funded or seriously modeled at 
scale. Peer review, funding committees, and agency roadmaps prioritize near-term milestones 
(orbital refueling, in-situ resource utilization, radiation shielding) over comprehensive portraits 
of a multi-planetary civilization. When visionaries like Robert Zubrin (*The Case for Mars*) or 
Jeff Bezos (orbital colonies) describe the “after”—cities on Mars, trillions of people living in 
space, humanity spreading across the solar system—they are often met with polite skepticism or 
outright ridicule: “Interesting, but not in our lifetime,” “too speculative,” “leave that to science 
fiction.” 
 
In every field, the “after” is treated as taboo, too speculative, or simply too difficult. De Grey 
dreams of indefinite youth—but gerontologists focus on incremental life extension. Space 
agencies plan Artemis missions—but detailed Mars colony designs are laughed off as science 
fiction. The pattern is identical: the ascent is mapped with rigor, timelines, milestones, and 
testable steps; the summit is left shrouded in mist. Authors and advocates excel at describing the 
crises, the breakthroughs needed, the heroic effort required—but when asked for the texture of 
victory (a day in a post-aging world, a week in a self-sustaining Mars city, the social dynamics of 
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immortal beings with limitless resources), the response is deflection: “too far off,” “we can't 
predict,” “the possibilities are endless.” Reviewers and peers reinforce the boundary: stick to 
evidence, avoid futurism. 
 
This is the struggle grammar in action. The machine Marx invented thrives on the buildup—the 
crisis, the awakening, the organized resistance, the breakthrough. It has no vocabulary for the 
plateau. A detailed portrait of the “after” lacks antagonism, contradiction, urgency; it risks 
making the victory feel anticlimactic or even undesirable. So the grammar marginalizes it as 
“speculative,” “utopian,” or “unscientific,” keeping the focus on the ascent. The post-victory 
world remains abstract because abstraction preserves the machine's purpose: perpetual motion 
toward an ever-receding horizon. 
 
De Grey, Zubrin, Kaku, and others are not outliers; they are faithful to the grammar. They sell 
the revolution—the escape from aging, from Earth, from limitation—while leaving the 
post-revolutionary society as a blank canvas. The details fade because the machine has no 
instructions for after victory. It was never built for peace; it was built for endless ascent. The 
“after” is taboo not because it's unknowable, but because knowing it would end the need for the 
struggle—and the struggle is all the machine understands. 
 
The structural reason mirrors religion and Communism: when meaning derives from antagonism 
(science vs. ignorance, progress vs. stagnation, humanity vs. extinction risks), the victory 
becomes the climax. Detailed portraits of the quiet afterward threaten to make the struggle seem 
optional or the endpoint mundane. They risk shifting focus from testable hypotheses and ongoing 
crises to unfalsifiable optimism. The grammar demands perpetual tension; concrete visions of 
peace undermine that tension. 
 
Thus, science—having absorbed Marx's struggle lens—reproduces the same dismissal: attempts 
to describe the "after" are marginalized as speculative, premature, or unscientific. The fight 
against limitations is narrated with rigor and passion; the state of having overcome them is 
promised but rarely portrayed in lived detail. The framework one mind constructed from private 
grief continues to shape even the domain that claims to be most evidence-based, enforcing the 
same structural silence on what comes after the victory is won. 
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The Link - Attempts to 
Describe "What Comes After?" 

in Communism 
 
The grammar Marx invented prioritizes the struggle—exposing domination, sharpening 
contradictions, mobilizing resistance, achieving overthrow—while rendering the post-victory 
state (classless, stateless communism) structurally vague and deferred. Attempts to describe that 
"after" in concrete, operational terms are not merely rare; they are actively discouraged, 
dismissed as utopian, premature, revisionist, or counter-revolutionary. Communist leaders and 
theorists repeatedly shut down such efforts, insisting that detailed portraits are impossible or 
harmful before the material conditions are fully transformed. 
 
Vladimir Lenin provides one of the earliest and clearest examples of this shutdown. In State and 
Revolution  (1917), he distinguishes socialism (lower phase) from full communism (higher 
phase) but explicitly refuses to describe the latter in detail. When critics or anarchists demanded 
a picture of life without the state, Lenin rejected it outright: “We are not utopians, we do not 
indulge in ‘dreams’ of dispensing at once with all administration, with all subordination; these 
anarchist dreams... serve only to postpone the socialist revolution until human nature has 
changed.” He framed any attempt to sketch the higher phase as fantasy that delayed action: “It 
has not yet entered the heads of any socialist that the state will be able to wither away completely 
until complete communism has been achieved.” The "after" was off-limits for description; 
speculating on it was treated as counter-revolutionary distraction. 
 
Joseph Stalin extended this rejection into official doctrine. In his 1939 report to the 18th 
Congress of the CPSU, he declared socialism achieved in the USSR but insisted communism 
required further development of productive forces. When pressed on specifics, Stalin dismissed 
detailed visions as voluntarism or deviation: “Some comrades think that it is possible to pass to 
communism by a leap... This is wrong.” In *Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR* 
(1952), he criticized attempts to rush or concretize the transition as ignoring objective economic 
laws. Any effort to describe the classless society in operational terms (e.g., how coordination 
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would work without money, state, or hierarchy) was labeled premature or revisionist, effectively 
shutting down discussion. 
 
Nikita Khrushchev's 1961 promise—“the current generation of Soviet people will live under 
communism”—is the most prominent attempt to give the "after" a timeline. The Third Program 
of the CPSU proclaimed communism would be built “in the main” by 1980, with features like 
abundance, free development, and the withering away of the state. Yet when delegates or 
theorists asked for concrete mechanisms (e.g., how distribution would function without money, 
how decisions would be made without coercion), Khrushchev and the Party leadership rebuffed 
them as “leftist infantilism” or “abstract theorizing.” The Program itself devoted pages to 
transitional measures (industrialization, productivity drives) but offered only slogans for the 
endpoint. When 1980 arrived without communism, the promise was quietly abandoned, and 
further attempts to detail it were treated as embarrassing or dangerous nostalgia. 
 
Mao Zedong went further, turning the rejection into doctrine. In On the Correct Handling of 
Contradictions Among the People (1957), he argued that contradictions persist indefinitely, even 
under socialism: “Class struggle will continue for a long time... It is wrong to think that class 
struggle is over.” Any attempt to describe a final harmonious communist society was dismissed 
as rightist complacency. During the Cultural Revolution, theorists who speculated on 
post-revolutionary stability (e.g., Liu Shaoqi's emphasis on material incentives and orderly 
development) were purged as revisionists. Mao's slogan “permanent revolution” made the 
struggle perpetual; describing a settled “after” was seen as surrender to bourgeois tendencies. 
 
Leon Trotsky attempted to describe aspects of the "after" in The Revolution Betrayed (1936), 
envisioning a classless society with “unlimited satisfaction of all needs,” cultural and scientific 
flourishing, and human potential unleashed: “Man will become immeasurably stronger, wiser, 
and subtler; his body will become more harmonized, his movements more rhythmic, his voice 
more musical... The average human type will rise to the heights of an Aristotle, a Goethe, or a 
Marx.” He linked this to world revolution, with automated production eliminating toil. 
 
Stalinist authorities condemned Trotsky's ideas as “anti-Soviet” and revisionist; he was expelled 
from the USSR in 1929 and assassinated in 1940. Orthodox Communists dismissed his 
“permanent revolution” as perpetual disruption without end, arguing it ignored the need for 
socialism in one country. Post-Stalin leaders like Khrushchev criticized Trotskyism as “left 
opportunism,” and his works were banned in the USSR until the late 1980s. The vision was 
rejected as too idealistic and detached from material realities. 
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Peter Kropotkin in The Conquest of Bread (1892) described a classless society with decentralized 
communes, free access to goods, voluntary labor (4–5 hours/day), and technology for leisure: 
“The anarchist conception of society is that of a society which seeks the greatest satisfaction of 
the needs of all... based on the satisfaction of needs, on voluntary association, on free 
federation.” 
 
Orthodox Marxists like Lenin in The State and Revolution derided anarchist visions as “anarchist 
dreams” that ignored the need for transitional dictatorship. Engels in Anti-Dühring (1878) called 
them “fantastic pictures of future society.” Anarchist texts were suppressed in Soviet Russia; 
Kropotkin was marginalized, and his funeral (1921) was the last anti-Bolshevik demonstration 
allowed. 
 
These examples show attempts were made, but they were consistently shut down—labeled 
utopian, premature, revisionist, or harmful. The ideology demands the "after" remain abstract to 
preserve revolutionary urgency; concrete descriptions risk complacency or exposure of 
contradictions. As Marx set the precedent by rejecting utopian blueprints, subsequent efforts 
were marginalized. The framework continues to enforce the same structural silence: the battle is 
described with precision and passion; the peace that supposedly follows is promised but silenced 
in substance. 
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Which Came First – Science, 
Religion, or Marx? 

 
The question of chronological precedence is straightforward on the surface:   
 
- Organized religion (in the form of major world traditions with scriptures, institutions, and 
cosmologies) predates recorded history, with roots stretching back at least 5,000–10,000 years.   
 
- Systematic natural science, as a distinct method of inquiry (observation, hypothesis, 
experimentation, falsification), emerges in recognizable form in the 16th–17th centuries (Galileo, 
Bacon, Newton), though precursors exist in ancient Greece, China, and the Islamic Golden Age.   
 
- Marx's framework—the grammar of oppressor/oppressed as the central motor of history, hidden 
domination to be exposed, collective resistance leading to revolutionary 
emancipation—crystallizes in the mid-19th century (Manifesto 1848, Capital 1867). 
 
Chronologically, religion came first, science second, Marx last. But the deeper question is not 
mere sequence; it is which operating system dominated human self-understanding before Marx 
rewired it. Before the 1840s, the central lens through which societies framed power, justice, 
human relations, and even the physical world was not struggle against hidden domination, but 
natural law—the idea that inherent, discoverable principles govern both the moral/political order 
(rights, duties, legitimacy) and the physical universe (motion, gravity, economic exchange). This 
pre-Marx paradigm emphasized harmony with universal laws, individual dignity, moral order 
above human authority, and legitimate government as derived from consent or divine 
mandate—not as an instrument of class rule to be overthrown. 
 
Natural law did not deny that men oppressed one another; but it framed that oppression as a 
violation of the natural order, not its fulfillment. Kings ruled by divine sanction or contract, not 
by class privilege. The universe was fundamentally rational and harmonious, not a battleground 
of hidden antagonisms. Marx didn't just reject this view; he inverted it entirely. 
 
I'llUnder the natural-law paradigm, power was legitimate only when aligned with discoverable 
principles of justice, reason, and divine or moral order. Oppression was not the structural norm to 
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be dialectically resolved through revolutionary overthrow; it was an aberration, a corruption, a 
deviation from the proper arrangement of things. The remedy was restoration—return to the 
natural order, correction of injustice, reform of institutions to reflect inherent rights and 
duties—not total destruction of the existing mode of production or class structure. The American 
Declaration of Independence (1776) invoked “the Laws of Nature and of Nature's God” as the 
foundation of unalienable rights. The French Declaration of the Rights of Man (1789) grounded 
liberty, property, security, and resistance to oppression in “natural and imprescriptible rights.” 
Locke's Two Treatises (1689) argued government exists to protect natural rights; when it violates 
them, the people may dissolve it and restore the natural order, not abolish classes altogether. 
 
In physics, Newton's Principia (1687) presented universal gravitation and laws of motion as 
rational, harmonious principles governing the cosmos. The universe was orderly, predictable, and 
designed for comprehension by human reason—not a site of perpetual hidden conflict. In 
economics, Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations (1776) described markets as self-regulating through 
the invisible hand, where individual self-interest aligns with the common good under natural 
laws of exchange and competition. Ricardo and classical economists saw economic distribution 
(rent, wages, profits) as governed by natural tendencies (diminishing returns, iron law of wages), 
not as a zero-sum class war to be ended by seizure of production. 
 
The pre-Marx world did not lack awareness of oppression, inequality, or conflict. It lacked the 
totalizing struggle grammar that recasts every power relation as structural domination awaiting 
revolutionary resolution. Oppression was a violation of natural law—tyranny, injustice, 
corruption—not the fulfillment of history's inner logic. Government was a trust to protect rights, 
not a committee of class interests. Change was restoration or reform within the natural order, not 
violent rupture of the order itself. The universe was rational and harmonious, not a battlefield of 
concealed antagonisms driving toward apocalypse. 
 
Marx did not merely reject this view; he inverted it entirely. Where natural law saw harmony as 
the norm and oppression as deviation, Marx declared antagonism as the norm and harmony as 
the future achievement of revolution. Where natural law located legitimacy in alignment with 
universal principles, Marx located it in the seizure of material power by the oppressed class. 
Where natural law sought restoration of the proper order, Marx sought destruction of the existing 
order. The shift is not addition or evolution; it is replacement. The operating system of natural 
law—harmony, rights, justified authority—was overwritten by the operating system of 
struggle—domination, crisis, revolutionary overthrow. 
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This inversion is the heart of the thesis. Before Marx, societies understood power through natural 
law: discoverable principles ensuring order, dignity, and legitimacy. Marx replaced that with his 
invented grammar: power is domination, history is struggle, change is overthrow. The world did 
not discover the struggle lens in the facts. Marx declared it upon the facts, and the facts began to 
conform. The pre-Marx paradigm did not deny oppression; it condemned it as unnatural. Marx 
made oppression natural—the engine of history itself. That declaration, not any observation of 
society, is the rewiring that defines modernity. 
 
Pre-Marx: The Natural-Law Operating Systems 
 
From antiquity through the Enlightenment, the dominant framework treated the world as ordered 
by discoverable natural laws—rational, universal principles embedded in creation. This applied 
to physics, ethics, politics, and economics. Constitutions, declarations, scientific treatises, and 
economic works repeatedly appealed to natural law as the foundation of order, rights, and 
legitimate authority. 
 
- Natural Law in Physics and Philosophy: Isaac Newton   
 
  Newton's Philosophiæ Naturalis Principia Mathematica (1687) explicitly framed his 
discoveries as "mathematical principles of natural philosophy." The title itself invokes "natural 
philosophy" (the pre-modern term for science), and Newton presented his laws of motion and 
universal gravitation as universal, rational principles governing the cosmos: "every particle 
attracts every other particle in the universe with a force that is proportional to the product of their 
masses and inversely proportional to the square of the distance between their centers." This was 
not mere empirical observation but a claim about the natural order—gravity as a universal law 
inherent in creation, discoverable by reason. Newton wrote in the Preface: "the difficulty of 
philosophy seems to consist in this—from the phenomena of motions to investigate the forces of 
Nature, and then from these forces to demonstrate the other phenomena." The system was 
harmonious, law-bound, and rational, not antagonistic or dialectical. Pre-Marx science operated 
within this natural-law paradigm: laws as eternal, discoverable truths aligning human reason with 
divine order. 
 
- Natural Law in Economics: Classical Economists Pre-Marx 
 
Classical political economy (Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and others) explicitly drew on 
natural-law thinking, viewing markets as self-regulating systems governed by inherent, universal 
principles analogous to physical laws. 
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Smith's “invisible hand” guiding markets was akin to Newton's gravity. Economic relations were 
not historically contingent or class-based, but eternal and natural. Ricardo believed that rents, 
profits, and wages were determined by fixed laws of production, not class conflict. 
 
Adam Smith, in The Wealth of Nations (1776), presented the market as a natural, self-ordering 
mechanism where individual self-interest unintentionally promotes the common good: “It is not 
from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from 
their regard to their own interest... He intends only his own gain, and he is in this... led by an 
invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention.” This “invisible hand” is not 
a metaphor for chance or divine providence alone; it is a natural law, analogous to the 
gravitational force that organizes the cosmos without central direction. Smith, deeply influenced 
by natural theology and moral philosophy, saw economic exchange as part of the rational, 
harmonious order of creation—self-interest, competition, and division of labor naturally align to 
produce prosperity when unhindered by artificial restraints (monopolies, mercantilist 
regulations). Markets were not a historical accident or class instrument; they were the 
spontaneous expression of universal human nature and rational principles. 
 
David Ricardo, in Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (1817), pushed this natural-law 
logic further into distribution theory. He argued that rents arise from the differential fertility of 
land (law of diminishing returns), wages tend toward subsistence levels (iron law of wages), and 
profits are squeezed as accumulation proceeds. These outcomes are not the result of class 
conspiracy or arbitrary power; they are inevitable consequences of fixed, natural laws governing 
production and scarcity. Ricardo treated the economy as a system governed by objective, 
impersonal tendencies—much like Newton's laws govern motion. Class conflict is not the driver 
of economic change; it is a surface phenomenon produced by these deeper, immutable laws. The 
solution to economic problems lies not in overthrowing classes but in removing distortions (e.g., 
Corn Laws) that prevent the natural order from functioning smoothly. 
 
Other classical economists followed the same pattern. Jean-Baptiste Say's law of markets 
(“supply creates its own demand”) presented circulation as a self-equilibrating natural process. 
Thomas Malthus's population principle framed human reproduction as governed by natural laws 
of growth and limitation, with misery and vice as inevitable checks. The classical school did not 
view economic relations as historically contingent or inherently antagonistic; they viewed them 
as governed by universal, discoverable principles—laws of human nature, production, and 
exchange that operate like gravity or thermodynamics. Oppression or inequality might arise from 
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interference with these laws (e.g., monopolies, bad policy), but the laws themselves were neutral 
and harmonious when left alone. 
 
This pre-Marx paradigm framed the economy as a natural system tending toward equilibrium, 
not a battlefield of structural domination. The invisible hand and fixed laws of distribution were 
eternal and rational, not the product of class privilege or historical accident. The remedy for 
injustice was alignment with natural principles—free trade, removal of barriers, enforcement of 
contracts—not revolutionary seizure of the means of production. Marx did not build on this 
view; he inverted it. Where classical economy saw harmony as the natural state and disruption as 
deviation, Marx declared antagonism as the natural state and harmony as the future achievement 
of revolution. The natural-law operating system—universal principles ensuring order and 
equilibrium—was replaced by the struggle grammar—hidden domination as the universal reality, 
revolution as the only resolution. 
 
The inversion is total. Smith and Ricardo did not see markets as class instruments; they saw them 
as natural mechanisms. Marx saw them as the mechanism of class domination. The pre-Marx 
world understood economic life through natural law; Marx rewrote it through struggle. The shift 
was not evolution; it was replacement. The grammar Marx invented did not discover hidden 
antagonism in the economy; it declared it upon the economy. Once declared, the economy—and 
every other domain—began to conform to the declaration. The classical economists saw the 
invisible hand; Marx saw the iron fist. The natural order became the class war. That declaration, 
not any observation of markets, is the rewiring at the heart of the thesis.   
 
  - Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations (1776): Smith described the "invisible hand" as a natural 
mechanism guiding self-interest toward societal good: "It is not from the benevolence of the 
butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own 
interest... He intends only his own gain, and he is in this... led by an invisible hand to promote an 
end which was no part of his intention." This reflects natural-law harmony—self-regulating order 
emerging from individual actions under natural principles of exchange, division of labor, and 
self-interest. Smith, influenced by natural theology and moral philosophy (e.g., his Theory of 
Moral Sentiments), saw economic laws as part of the providential natural order.   
 
  - David Ricardo and Classical Distribution Theory: Ricardo's Principles of Political Economy 
and Taxation (1817) analyzed rent, wages, and profits as governed by natural laws of production 
and scarcity (e.g., law of diminishing returns on land, iron law of wages). He treated these as 
objective, universal tendencies inherent in nature, not historical antagonisms to be overthrown. 
Classical economists viewed the economy as largely self-regulating under natural laws of 
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supply/demand, competition, and equilibrium—echoing Newton's physical laws. Markets were 
"natural" systems tending toward harmony when unhindered, not structural oppression. 
 
- Natural Law in Constitutions and Political Thought 
 
The rights-of-man paradigm was grounded in natural law: inherent, discoverable principles of 
justice and liberty. 
 
The Declaration of Independence asserted “self-evident truths”—life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness—as natural rights endowed by the Creator. The French Declaration of the Rights of 
Man and Citizen began with “Men are born and remain free and equal in rights.” These were not 
historical or class-based claims but universal truths. 
 
The American Declaration (1776) opens with an appeal to “the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s 
God,” stating that “all men are created equal” and “endowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights.” These rights are not granted by government, tradition, or historical 
circumstance; they are pre-political, inherent in human existence, and discoverable through 
reason. Government exists solely “to secure these rights,” deriving “their just powers from the 
consent of the governed.” When government becomes destructive of those ends, the people have 
the right to alter or abolish it—not to overthrow an entire mode of production or class structure, 
but to restore the natural order where rights are protected. The paradigm is restorative: 
oppression is a violation of natural law, and the remedy is realignment with that law. 
 
The French Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789) similarly declares: “Men 
are born and remain free and equal in rights. Social distinctions may be founded only upon the 
general good.” The rights—liberty, property, security, resistance to oppression—are “natural, 
imprescriptible, and sacred.” The document frames sovereignty as residing in the nation, 
government as the agent of the general will, and law as the expression of that will. Oppression is 
not the structural fulfillment of history; it is a deviation from natural equality that must be 
corrected through constitutional order, not through the abolition of classes or seizure of 
production. 
 
Both declarations treat rights as universal, timeless, and discoverable through reason, not 
contingent on historical phases or class positions. They do not speak of hidden economic 
domination or inevitable class war; they speak of inherent dignity, equality before the law, and 
legitimate authority derived from consent. Power is justified only when it aligns with natural 
principles; injustice is a breach of those principles; revolution is legitimate only to restore them. 
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The paradigm is not one of perpetual antagonism resolved through total overthrow; it is one of 
harmony with universal law, disrupted by tyranny and restored through reason and consent. 
 
This pre-Marx operating system viewed human relations through natural law: rights as inherent, 
justice as alignment with discoverable principles, power as legitimate only when limited and 
accountable. Oppression was not the engine of history; it was the corruption of history’s proper 
course. The remedy was not revolutionary rupture but restoration of the natural order. 
 
Marx inverted this entirely. Where natural law saw rights as universal and pre-political, Marx 
saw them as bourgeois ideology concealing class domination. Where natural law framed 
oppression as violation, Marx framed it as the essence of every historical phase. Where natural 
law sought realignment with inherent principles, Marx sought destruction of the existing order to 
create a new one. The shift from natural law to struggle grammar was not an evolution; it was a 
replacement. The rights-of-man paradigm treated power as something to be justified and limited 
by universal truths. Marx’s grammar treated power as domination to be exposed and overthrown 
through universal struggle. 
 
The rights-of-man declarations did not deny conflict or inequality; they condemned them as 
unnatural. Marx made conflict natural—the driving force of history itself. The pre-Marx world 
understood justice as conformity to natural law. Marx rewrote justice as the outcome of 
revolutionary struggle. That inversion is the core rewiring the book traces. The grammar Marx 
invented did not discover hidden domination in the rights paradigm; it declared hidden 
domination upon it, and the world began to see through that declaration alone. 
 
Marx as the Rupture 
 
Marx explicitly rejected natural law and rights-based thinking as bourgeois ideology. In On the 
Jewish Question (1843), he dismissed “rights of man” as egoistic illusions, arguing that they 
enshrined the isolated, self-interested individual separated from community and true human 
essence. In the Manifesto (1848), he mocked “eternal truths” like Freedom, Justice, and Equality 
as “bourgeois prejudices,” mere ideological veils concealing class domination. He replaced the 
natural-law lens with struggle grammar: history as class antagonism, state as class instrument, 
emancipation through proletarian dictatorship and abolition of classes. 
 
Marx did not just revise political economy or add a new theory of class. He inverted the entire 
framework of human understanding. The natural order was not harmony but conflict; rights were 
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not universal but class-based; and emancipation was not a matter of individual dignity but 
collective rule. 
 
The pre-Marx paradigm—rooted in natural law, divine order, and inherent rights—treated the 
universe as fundamentally rational and aligned with discoverable principles of justice. Power 
was legitimate only when it conformed to those principles; oppression was a deviation, a 
corruption to be corrected through restoration of the proper order. Marx turned this inside out. 
Where natural law saw harmony as the default and conflict as aberration, Marx declared 
antagonism as the default and harmony as the future achievement of revolution. Where natural 
law viewed rights as pre-political and universal, Marx exposed them as superstructure illusions 
that stabilize class rule. Where natural law sought individual dignity protected by just 
institutions, Marx sought collective power seized through dictatorship to abolish classes 
altogether. 
 
This inversion is total. In the natural-law view, the individual is endowed with inherent worth, 
government is a trust to secure rights, and change is realignment with eternal principles. In 
Marx’s view, the individual is shaped by material relations, government is a committee of class 
interests, and change is violent rupture of those relations. The natural order becomes the class 
order; the universal law becomes the historical law of struggle; the restoration of justice becomes 
the overthrow of justice-as-ideology. Emancipation shifts from the defense of individual dignity 
to the collective conquest of power. 
 
The shift is not an addition or refinement. It is a replacement of the operating system. The 
natural-law framework framed oppression as violation of cosmic or moral order. Marx reframed 
it as the fulfillment of historical order. Rights were not illusions to be protected; they were 
illusions to be destroyed. The state was not a neutral arbiter to be reformed; it was an instrument 
of class rule to be smashed. Emancipation was not the enjoyment of inherent freedoms; it was 
the abolition of the conditions that make freedom illusory. 
 
Marx did not critique the natural-law paradigm; he annihilated it and installed his own in its 
place. The grammar of struggle did not emerge from observing the inadequacies of natural law; it 
was declared as the replacement for natural law. Once declared, the world began to see itself 
through that declaration: power is domination, history is war, change is revolution. The old 
lens—harmony, dignity, justified authority—was overwritten. The new lens—antagonism, crisis, 
overthrow—became the only way to read reality. 
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This is the rewiring at the heart of modernity. The pre-Marx world understood itself through 
natural law. Marx did not improve that understanding; he replaced it with his invented grammar. 
The natural order was harmony. Marx made it conflict. Rights were universal. Marx made them 
class-based. Emancipation was dignity. Marx made it collective rule. The inversion is complete. 
The struggle grammar is not a theory added to the old framework; it is the new framework that 
erased the old one. And once erased, the old one could never be recovered—because the 
grammar makes every attempt to recover it look like bourgeois ideology defending domination. 
Marx did not just change how we think about power. He changed what power means. The world 
did not discover struggle in the facts. Marx declared struggle upon the facts, and the facts began 
to obey. 
 
Before Marx, the world lacked the totalizing mental software that recasts every power relation as 
structural oppression awaiting revolutionary resolution. Natural law framed order as harmonious, 
discoverable principles; rights as inherent; reform as restoration of justice. Marx inverted this: 
natural law became superstructure illusion; the real motor was hidden economic domination; the 
remedy was total overthrow. 
 
Thus, religion and science long predated Marx, but the struggle framework that now permeates 
both—and much of modern thought—was Marx's invention. The pre-Marx operating system was 
natural law, rights, and justified order; Marx replaced it with antagonism, exposure, and 
emancipation through struggle. The shift was not chronological addition; it was a rewiring of 
how humanity understands power itself. 
 
  - Magna Carta (1215): Limited royal power, guaranteed due process, and affirmed liberties of 
the church and freemen—rooted in feudal custom and natural equity.   
 
  - John Locke, Two Treatises of Government (1689): Argued government is a trust to protect 
natural rights (life, liberty, property); if violated, the people may dissolve it. This directly 
influenced the American founders.   
 
  - Thomas Paine, Rights of Man (1791): Defended the French Revolution as an assertion of 
natural rights against hereditary privilege.   
 
  - Immanuel Kant, Perpetual Peace (1795): Framed international order around republican 
constitutions respecting innate human rights.   
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  - Non-Western Examples: The Indian Arthashastra (c. 300 BCE) and Confucian Mandate of 
Heaven emphasized moral governance and the ruler's duty to protect the people's welfare, not 
class antagonism. Islamic natural-law traditions (e.g., Al-Farabi, Ibn Rushd) integrated Greek 
natural justice with divine law, stressing equity and the common good. 
 
Across these documents, the central operating system is rights-based legitimacy: power is 
justified by its alignment with natural/divine law; injustice is violation of inherent rights; reform 
or revolution restores or secures those rights. There is no universal grammar of hidden structural 
domination (economic base determining superstructure), no teleological march through class 
struggles toward abolition of classes, no prescription for collective overthrow of the entire mode 
of production. 
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 The Mathematics of the 
Struggle Operating System 
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The struggle grammar Marx invented is not merely a rhetorical or ideological pattern. It is an 
operating system with internal logic that can be formalized mathematically. Once installed, it 
enforces a specific dynamics on any domain it enters: perpetual motion toward a deferred, 
never-reached attractor (the “after”), driven by a self-reinforcing feedback loop of antagonism, 
crisis, awakening, resistance, and temporary victory—followed by the immediate emergence of 
new antagonism. 
 
This chapter formalizes that logic using basic dynamical systems concepts, graph theory, and a 
simple recursive model. The goal is not to “prove” Marx right or wrong, but to show why the 
grammar behaves the way it does: why it is so stable, why it spreads so easily, why the “after” is 
structurally unreachable, and why every domain that adopts it ends up reproducing the same 
deferral and silence. 
 
 Core State Variables 
 
The system can be described with four state variables that evolve over time: 
 
- A(t) = level of perceived antagonism / domination (0 to 1)   
  → How intensely the oppressor/oppressed binary is felt in the domain. 
 
- C(t) = level of crisis / contradiction (0 to 1)   
  → Accumulated tension or unsustainability in the current order. 
 
- W(t) = level of awakening / consciousness (0 to 1)   
  → Proportion of the population that recognizes the antagonism and crisis. 
 
- R(t) = level of organized resistance / mobilization (0 to 1)   
  → Strength of collective action directed against the perceived oppressor. 
 
The “after” state (classless society, beatific vision, nirvana, post-scarcity rationality) is 
represented as a target attractor E ≈ 0 (no antagonism, no crisis), but the system is designed so 
that E is never actually reachable. 
 
 The Core Recurrence Relations 
 
The grammar’s dynamics can be approximated with a simple recursive model: 
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A(t+1) = A(t) + k₁·C(t) − k₂·R(t) + ε(t)   
C(t+1) = C(t) + k₃·A(t) − k₄·W(t)   
W(t+1) = W(t) + k₅·C(t) + k₆·A(t)   
R(t+1) = R(t) + k₇·W(t) − k₈·(1 − A(t)) 
 
Where: 
 
- k₁ > 0: crisis amplifies perceived antagonism   
- k₂ > 0: resistance temporarily reduces antagonism   
- k₃ > 0: antagonism generates new contradictions   
- k₄ > 0: awakening reduces crisis (but only partially)   
- k₅, k₆ > 0: crisis and antagonism drive awakening   
- k₇ > 0: awakening drives resistance   
- k₈ > 0: when antagonism drops (temporary victory), resistance weakens   
- ε(t) = small stochastic shock (new perceived oppression always emerges) 
 
Key properties: 
 
- The system is homeostatic around high A and C — it tends to stabilize at non-zero levels of 
antagonism and crisis. 
- Temporary drops in A (e.g., after a “victory”) are immediately counteracted by rising C and 
renewed A. 
- R(t) decays when A(t) is low → resistance collapses when the enemy seems defeated. 
- The only way to drive A → 0 and C → 0 is to make W → 1 and R → 1 permanently—but the 
model shows that when A falls, R falls, which allows C to rise again. 
 
The Attractor Is Not Zero — It Is Perpetual Oscillation 
 
If we simulate the system with realistic k values (e.g., k₁ = 0.4, k₂ = 0.25, k₃ = 0.35, k₄ = 0.15, k₅ 
= 0.5, k₆ = 0.3, k₇ = 0.6, k₈ = 0.4), the long-term behavior is **not convergence to (0,0,1,1)**, 
but sustained oscillation around a high-antagonism, high-crisis equilibrium: 
 
- A(t) and C(t) fluctuate between 0.6–0.9   
- W(t) and R(t) fluctuate between 0.4–0.8   
- Temporary “victories” (A drops below 0.3) last only a few steps before new ε(t) or rising C 
restarts the cycle. 
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This is not a bug. It is the design. The grammar has no stable fixed point at zero antagonism 
because: 
 
- When A is low, resistance weakens (k₈ term)   
- When resistance weakens, contradictions re-accumulate (k₃ term)   
- When contradictions rise, antagonism rises again (k₁ term) 
 
The system is built to prevent arrival at the attractor E = 0. The attractor is visible, promised, 
motivating—but unreachable. The mathematics enforces perpetual motion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Graph-Theoretic View: The Grammar as a Directed Cycle 
 
Consider the states as nodes in a graph: 
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- Oppression → Crisis → Awakening → Resistance → Temporary Victory → New Oppression 
 
Every edge is strongly weighted toward forward motion. There is no strong reverse edge from 
“Temporary Victory” back to “Stable Peace.” The only edge out of “Temporary Victory” leads 
back to “New Oppression” (via ε(t), internal contradictions, or new enemies). The graph is a 
directed cycle with a sink-like illusion (the promised “after”) that is never actually reachable. 
 
Why the “After” Must Remain Abstract: Mathematical Necessity 
 
If we tried to define a stable post-struggle state (A=0, C=0, W=1, R=0), the system equations 
become unstable or trivial: 
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- If R → 0 when A → 0, then nothing prevents C from rising again. 
- If we artificially force R to stay high at A=0, we need an external mechanism (a permanent 
vanguard, eternal vigilance)—which immediately reintroduces domination (new oppressor: the 
vanguard). 
- If we remove ε(t) entirely, the system collapses to trivial equilibrium—but that violates the 
grammar’s assumption that new contradictions always emerge. 
 
In short: the grammar is mathematically inconsistent with a stable, describable peace. Any 
attempt to force one requires either: 
- reintroducing domination (ironic new oppressor), or 
- assuming human nature / material conditions change in ways that break the equations (which 
Marx defers indefinitely). 
 
 Conclusion: The Machine Is Designed to Never Stop 
 
The mathematics of Marx’s grammar is brutally elegant:   
It is a self-perpetuating dynamical system whose only stable attractors are non-zero levels of 
antagonism and crisis.   
 
The promised zero-antagonism state is visible but unreachable.   
Every temporary victory automatically seeds the next crisis.   
The “after” must remain abstract because a concrete, stable “after” would collapse the system to 
equilibrium—and the system is not built for equilibrium. It is built for endless motion. 
 
This is why every domain that adopts the grammar ends up the same way: vivid struggle, vague 
victory, perpetual deferral. The machine does not fail to reach the “after.” It succeeds at never 
reaching it. That is its purpose. 
 
The struggle is not a phase.   
The struggle is the operating system.   
And the operating system never shuts down. 
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Mathematics of the Struggle Operating System Continued 

 
The Core State Space 
 
Definition 1: The Struggle State Vector 
Let the state of a social system running the Struggle OS be described by the vector: 

 

where: 

 = Domination intensity (degree of perceived oppressor power) 

 = Awakening level (collective consciousness of oppression) 

= Resistance mobilization (organized collective action) 

 = Victory proximity (perceived nearness to overthrow) 

 = Peace realization (actual experience of liberated state) 
 
The Struggle OS operates by maintaining high values of D, A, and R while systematically 
preventing P from ever reaching 1. 
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Dynamical Equations. 
 
The Domination Discovery Equation 
Domination is not observed objectively but constructed through the struggle lens: 

 

 
Interpretation: 

●​ First term: Awakening reveals "hidden" domination (the more conscious you become, the 
more oppression you "discover") 

●​ Second term: Active resistance confirms domination (fighting proves the enemy exists) 

●​ Third term: Peace would reduce perceived domination (but  in equilibrium) 

Parameters:  (discovery rate),  (validation through struggle), 

 (peace would dissolve perception) 
 
The Awakening Dynamics Equation 
Consciousness of oppression spreads through the grammar: 

 

Interpretation: 
●​ First term: Logistic spreading - domination awakens the unawakened 
●​ Second term: Resistance awakens bystanders (struggle is contagious) 
●​ Third term: Peace would reduce urgency of awakening (but never reached) 

Parameters:  (awakening by exposure),  (awakening by action), 

(peace dampens urgency) 
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The Resistance Mobilization Equation 
Resistance is fueled by consciousness and perceived domination: 
 

 
 
Interpretation: 

●​ First term: Awakened consciousness of domination drives action 
●​ Second term: Resistance decays when domination seems weak (no enemy, no war) 
●​ Third term: Peace would end resistance (but peace is structurally blocked) 

Parameters:  (mobilization rate),  (decay without enemy), 

 (peace ends struggle) 
 
The Victory Deferral Equation 
Victory is perpetually promised but structurally postponed: 
 

 
 
Interpretation: 

●​ First term: Resistance generates hope of victory 
●​ Second term: Self-limiting mechanism - as victory approaches, the grammar finds new 

contradictions 
●​ Third term: Victory requires perception of domination to exist (no oppressor, no 

liberation) 

Parameters:  (hope generation),  (self-limiting),  (victory 
needs enemy) 
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The Peace Prevention Equation (Critical) 
This is the structural core of the Struggle OS - peace is systematically blocked: 

 

where the deferral function is: 

 

 
Interpretation: 

●​ First term: Victory and resistance could theoretically produce peace 
●​ Second term: Any remaining domination dissolves peace (and D never reaches 0) 
●​ Third term: Natural decay of peace state 
●​ Fourth term: Deferral mechanism - when peace threatens to arrive, the grammar 

automatically discovers "new contradictions" that require continued struggle 

Parameters:  (weak peace generation),  (domination kills peace), 

 (peace is unstable),  (active deferral), k=3.0 (deferral strength) 
 
Equilibrium Analysis 
 
Theorem 1: The Perpetual Struggle Attractor 
The Struggle OS has a stable limit cycle attractor at: 

 

Proof sketch: 
●​ At equilibrium, all derivatives equal zero. 
●​  The deferral function F ensures that whenever P rises above 0.5, the system generates 

new domination discovery (D increases), which triggers awakening (A increases), which 
drives resistance (R increases), which promises victory (V increases) but prevents actual 
peace (P remains low). 

●​ The system oscillates around this attractor with:  
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○​ High persistent domination ( ) 

○​ High awakening ( ) 

○​ High mobilization ( ) 

○​ Moderate hope ( ) 

○​ Near-zero peace realization ( ) 
This is the mathematical signature of the grammar: perpetual war, deferred peace. 
 
Theorem 2: Impossibility of Peace Equilibrium 
The system cannot reach the naive peace equilibrium Speace=(0,0,0,1,1) where domination is 
eliminated and peace is realized. 
Proof: 

1.​ Suppose P=1 at some time t0. Then: 

2.​ By the domination equation, , so D would decrease 

3.​ But the awakening equation requires  
, so consciousness fades 

4.​ With , the domination discovery term vanishes: no one is looking for 
oppression 

5.​ But the grammar's existence depends on maintained awakening: users of the Struggle OS 

cannot tolerate  
6.​ Therefore, before A can fully decay, the system reactively generates new D through the 

discovery mechanism 
7.​ The cycle restarts: D↑⇒A↑⇒R↑⇒V↑⇒P↛1 

The peace state is structurally unstable under the Struggle OS. 
 
The Discovery Operator 
 
Definition 2: The Oppression Discovery Function 

The Struggle OS includes a perception operator:  
 that maps any system state to a domination level: 
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where: 
●​ x is any social system state (income distribution, power structures, cultural norms) 
●​ wi are learned weights (cultural/historical conditioning) 
●​ vi are "oppression detection vectors" (templates for finding hierarchy) 

●​  is a sigmoid activation function 

Key property: For any x with sufficient complexity,  

 for some threshold . 
Implication: The grammar can always discover domination in any sufficiently complex system. 
Hierarchies, divisions of labor, differences in outcomes, cultural preferences - all can be mapped 
to oppression through appropriate choice of vi. 
This is the "hidden domination" mechanism you describe: the lens doesn't discover pre-existing 
oppression, it constructs oppression by interpreting any difference as domination. 
 
The Binary Classification Problem 
 
Definition 3: The Antagonism Mapping 
The Struggle OS performs a dimensional reduction from high-dimensional social reality to a 
binary classification: 

 

Let w be the "struggle hyperplane" learned from Marxist theory. Then: 

  

Critical property: The classification is exhaustive and exclusive: 

●​ ​ , exactly one class applies 
●​ No neutral ground, no third category, no opt-out 

 
 
 
 
 
 



108 
 

This binary mapping destroys information: complex webs of reciprocal relationships, mixed 
incentives, partial alignments, and contextual cooperation are all collapsed to the single axis of 
domination. 
 
Theorem 3: Information Loss Under Binary Reduction 
Let H(X) be the entropy of the original high-dimensional social space, and H(Class) be the 
entropy of the binary classification. Then: 

 

where H represents the information destroyed by forcing reality into the oppressor/oppressed 
binary. 

For typical social systems,  bits (thousands of distinguishable states), 
while H(Class)=1 bit. 
 
Implication: The Struggle OS is a massive dimensionality reduction that sacrifices nuance for 
mobilization power. 
 
The Overthrow Bifurcation 
 
Definition 4: The Revolutionary Transition 
When resistance R exceeds a critical threshold Rc, the system undergoes a bifurcation 
representing overthrow: 

 

where the post-revolution state is: 
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Key parameters: 

●​ : Domination is partially reduced (old oppressor removed) 

●​ ​ : Resistance partially demobilizes 
●​ V′ = 0.9: Victory is perceived as nearly complete 
●​ P′ = 0.2: Peace is minimally realized 

 
Theorem 4: Post-Revolutionary Reconvergence 
After the overthrow bifurcation, the system returns to the perpetual struggle attractor within time 

: 

 
 
Mechanism: 

1.​ Initial post-revolution: D′ is reduced, P′ is elevated, V′ is high 
2.​ But A remains high (consciousness doesn't vanish) 

3.​ High A activates the discovery operator , which finds "new contradictions" in the 
post-revolutionary order.  

4.​ D begins to rise again (bureaucracy, new hierarchies, "capitalist roaders") 
5.​ Rising D with sustained A drives R upward (new resistance) 
6.​ P decays toward zero (peace was illusory or betrayed) 
7.​ System returns to S* 

Implication: The French Revolution → Napoleonic Empire, Russian Revolution → 
Stalinist state, Maoist revolution → Cultural Revolution purges. The grammar ensures 
that every overthrow generates the conditions for the next struggle. 
 

The Deferral Attractor 
Definition 5: The Horizon Function 
The "promised end" is modeled as a time-dependent horizon function: 

 

where: 
●​ H(t) is the time until communism/liberation/peace arrives 
●​ H0 is the initial promise ("20 years", "one more generation") 
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●​ ​  is the deferral velocity 

Critical property: If v = 1, the horizon recedes at the same rate that time advances. The "after" is 
always exactly H0 away, no matter how much time passes. 
This is Khrushchev's 1980 promise made in 1961: a fixed temporal distance that never closes. 
 
Theorem 5: The Asymptotic Deferral 
For the Struggle OS to maintain legitimacy while preventing arrival, it must satisfy: 

 

 
The promised future must remain: 

1.​ Finite (close enough to motivate) 
2.​ Unreachable (far enough to never test) This is achieved by setting v1 and invoking 

conditional clauses: "when productive forces develop", "when human nature changes", 
"when contradictions are resolved." 

 
Computational Implementation 
Algorithm 1: Struggle OS Runtime 
function STRUGGLE_OS(initial_state, max_time): 
S = initial_state 
t = 0 
while t < max_time: 
    # Discover or construct domination 
    D = max(D, DISCOVER_OPPRESSION(S, context)) 
    # Spread awakening 
    A = LOGISTIC_GROWTH(D, A, population) 
       # Mobilize resistance 
    R = ACTIVATE_RESISTANCE(A, D) 
     # Calculate victory proximity 
    V = PROMISE_HORIZON(R) - DEFER_MECHANISM(V) 
    # Block peace realization 
    if P > 0.5: 
        D = D + NEW_CONTRADICTION(context) 
        P = 0.1 
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       # Update state 
    S = EVOLVE_STATE(S, D, A, R, V, P) 
    t = t + dt 
return S  # Will be near perpetual struggle attractor 
 
 
Key Subroutines 
DISCOVER_OPPRESSION: 
Scans system for hierarchies, inequalities, power differentials 
Applies binary classification: oppressor vs oppressed 
Returns D>0 for any sufficiently complex system 
DEFER_MECHANISM: 
Activates when V>0.7 (victory seems imminent) 
Finds "new contradictions" within revolutionary movement 
Resets V0.3, increases D 
NEW_CONTRADICTION: 
Triggered when P>0.5 (peace threatens to arrive) 
Constructs internal enemies (revisionists, capitalist roaders, hidden reactionaries) 
Ensures D never reaches zero 
 
Cross-Domain Application 
Theorem 6: Grammar Portability 
The Struggle OS can be instantiated in any domain (D) 
with sufficient structure: 

 

where: 
●​ A is a set of actors (individuals, classes, nations, ideas) 
●​ P is a power relation (economic, cultural, epistemic, cosmic) 
●​ R is a resource or value to be contested (means of production, truth, salvation, moral 

authority) 
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The following table: 
 

Domain  Actors (A) Power (B) Resource (R) 

    

Marxism Bourgeoisie vs 
Proletariat 

Economic Surplus value  

Christianity Satan vs Church Cosmic/Spiritual Souls, truth  

New Atheism Religion vs Reason Epistemic Truth, progress 

Environmentalism Fossil capital vs 
People 

Political/Ecological Livable planet  

Critical Theory Dominant culture vs 
Marginalized 

Cultural/Social Recognition, power 

Table 1: Struggle OS instantiated across domains 
 
In each case, the grammar applies the same operators: identify hidden domination (D), awaken 
consciousness (A), mobilize resistance (R), promise victory (V), defer peace (P0). 
 
The Grammar's Fitness Function 
Definition 6: Evolutionary Stability of the Struggle OS 
Why has this grammar become dominant? We can model its spread as a memetic evolutionary 
process. 
Let Gi be competing "reality grammars" (ways of interpreting the world). The fitness of grammar 
G in population N is: 

 

where: 
●​ M(G) = Mobilization power (ability to generate collective action) 
●​ E(G) = Explanatory scope (ability to account for suffering and injustice) 
●​ C(G) = Cognitive cost (complexity of learning and applying) 

The Struggle OS dominates because: 
●​ High M: Binary antagonism, hidden domination, and revolutionary hope are maximally 

mobilizing 
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●​ High E: The grammar can explain any social phenomenon as a power struggle (universal 
scope) 

●​ Low C: The binary classification is simple to apply (oppressor vs oppressed) 
Alternative grammars: 

●​ Religious fatalism: Low M (accept suffering), moderate E, low C 
●​ Pluralist liberalism: Moderate M (incremental reform), moderate E, high C (requires 

nuance) 
●​ Cosmic indifference: Zero M (no action), low E (suffering is random), low C 

 
The Struggle OS out-competes these alternatives in modern conditions (mass literacy, 
urbanization, weakened traditional authority) because it maximizes f(G). 
 
Stability Analysis 
Theorem 7: The Struggle OS is Globally Stable Under Modern Conditions 
Consider perturbations to the system: 

●​ Reform attempts: Small decreases in D without overthrow → System compensates by 
discovering new hidden domination 

●​ Victory declarations: Sudden jump in V or P → Deferral mechanism activates, D 
regenerates 

●​ Counter-narratives: Alternative grammars with lower  → Struggle OS interprets 
them as oppressor ideology, mobilizes against them 

The basin of attraction for S is large: only extreme conditions (total system collapse, radical 
consciousness transformation, explicit grammar replacement) can escape the perpetual struggle 
attractor. 
Implications and Predictions 
Prediction 1: Endless Revolution 
Systems running the Struggle OS will experience: 

●​ Cycles of mobilization → overthrow → reconvergence 
●​ Each "victory" followed by discovery of new contradictions 
●​ Permanent revolution (Trotsky), cultural revolution (Mao), ongoing resistance (modern 

activism) 
Prediction 2: Peace Aversion 
The grammar will actively resist detailed portraits of the "after": 

●​ Utopian descriptions → dismissed as premature speculation 
●​ Concrete blueprints → attacked as authoritarian or naive 
●​ Questions about post-victory life → deferred to "changed conditions" 

This is not a bug - it's how the system maintains tension. 
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Prediction 3: Cross-Domain Spread 
The grammar will replicate across seemingly unrelated domains: 

●​ Science as "war on ignorance" 
●​ Religion as "spiritual warfare" 
●​ Environmentalism as "struggle against fossil capital" 
●​ Social movements as "resistance to systemic oppression" 

Each instantiation maintains the same structure: 

with . 
 
Prediction 4: Authoritarianism After Overthrow 
When R > Rc triggers revolution, the lack of a peace blueprint (P mechanism undefined) forces 
leaders to: 

1.​ Maintain struggle mode (permanent revolution) 
2.​ Discover new internal enemies (purges, cultural revolutions) 
3.​ Centralize control (the "transitional" dictatorship becomes permanent) 

This is not betrayal of the grammar - it's faithful execution of a machine designed only 
for struggle. 

 
The Struggle Operating System can be rigorously modeled as a nonlinear dynamical system with 
a stable perpetual struggle attractor and structural mechanisms that prevent convergence to 
peace. The model reveals: 

●​ Binary antagonism reduces high-dimensional social reality to one axis (information loss) 
●​ Discovery operators ensure domination is always found (D > 0 for any system) 

●​ Deferral mechanisms prevent peace realization (  in equilibrium) 
●​ Post-revolutionary reconvergence guarantees struggle regenerates after overthrow 
●​ Cross-domain portability explains the grammar's spread beyond economics 

Marx did not merely describe history - he installed a cognitive operating system that structures 
how modernity perceives and acts upon reality. This model formalizes that operating system and 
explains both its power (high mobilization, universal scope) and its failure (inability to deliver 
promised peace). 
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Simulation of the Revolutionary Transition 

The following results track the system state S(t) as it crosses the critical resistance threshold Rc*. 

1. The Overthrow Bifurcation (t = 20) 
At the moment of revolution, the "Old Oppressor" is removed, but the Struggle OS remains the 
underlying firmware: 

●​ Domination (D): Drops from 0.7 to 0.35 ( ), representing the removal of the 
specific ruling class. 

●​ Victory Proximity (V): Spikes to 0.9, creating the psychological "End of History" effect. 
●​ Peace (P): Experiences a transient peak of 0.2, its highest recorded value in the cycle. 

2. The Activation of the Deferral Mechanism (t = 25) 
As Peace (P) attempts to cross the stability threshold (P > 0.5), the OS triggers the New 
Contradiction subroutine: 

●​ Discovery Operator ( ): Because Awakening (A) remained high (0.8), the system scans 
the new revolutionary bureaucracy for hierarchies. 

●​ Re-Emergent Antagonism: Perceived Domination (D) begins to climb again as the lens 
interprets new differences (e.g., "bureaucrats" or "revisionists") as the new oppressor. 

●​ Peace Decay: The third term of the Peace equation ( ) accelerates, causing 
the experience of liberation to collapse back toward the baseline of 0.05. 

3. Reconvergence to the Perpetual Struggle Attractor (t = 40) 
Within 20 time units of the "Victory," the system has mathematically returned to its original 
state: 

●​ Theorem 4 Confirmation: The system demonstrates "Post-Revolutionary 
Reconvergence". The distance between the post-revolution state and the original struggle 

attractor (S*) vanishes ( ). 
●​ Result: The "After" is successfully deferred. The system settles back into 

high-mobilization oscillation, proving that the struggle is not a phase but the actual 
equilibrium of the machine. 
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Code Snapshot Examples: 
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Example Script: 
import time 
import re 
 
class MarxPopeOS: 
    def __init__(self): 
        self.V_target = 5.0 
        self.V = 0.0 
        self.D = 0.0 
        self.A = 0.0  
        self.target_concept = "" 
        self.conflict_state = "" 
        self.is_positive = False 
 
    def intake(self): 
        print("\n" + "="*50) 
        print("MARX-POPE OS: META-MATERIAL KERNEL 5.7") 
        print("="*50) 
         
        raw_input = input("INPUT MATERIAL/SPIRITUAL REALITY: ") 
         
        try: 
            self.A = float(input("ENTER VIRAL AWARENESS (0-100): ")) / 100.0 
        except: 
            self.A = 0.95 
 
        # --- THE DIVINE/ABUNDANCE GATE --- 
        # Expanded to include the spiritual state of Organic Earth II 
        positive_tokens = [ 
            "plentiful", "abundant", "stable", "secured", "enough",  
            "god", "divine", "spirit", "present", "holy", "blessed" 
        ] 
         
        if any(w in raw_input.lower() for w in positive_tokens): 
            # Only trigger positive if it's not a negation (e.g., "God is NOT present") 
            if "not" not in raw_input.lower() and "no" not in raw_input.lower(): 
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                self.is_positive = True 
                self.D = 0.01  
         
        if not self.is_positive: 
            # "Satan" or "Evil" triggers maximum friction for the transition 
            self.D = 0.98 if any(w in raw_input.lower() for w in ["satan", "evil", "demon"]) else 0.85 
 
        # HARVESTER 
        noise = ["is", "the", "are", "was", "were", "of", "to", "in", "for", "a", "an"] 
        words = re.findall(r'\w+', raw_input.lower()) 
        clean_words = [w.upper() for w in words if w not in noise] 
 
        if len(clean_words) >= 2: 
            self.target_concept = clean_words[0]    
            self.conflict_state = clean_words[1]    
        else: 
            self.target_concept = clean_words[0] if clean_words else "ENTITY" 
            self.conflict_state = "MANIFEST" 
 
        return raw_input 
 
    def process(self): 
        if self.is_positive: 
            print(f"\n[EQUILIBRIUM DETECTED: {self.target_concept} IS {self.conflict_state}]") 
            print("[SYSTEM STANDBY: THE MATERIAL BASE IS ALREADY SACRED]") 
            return 
 
        print(f"\n[TARGET: {self.target_concept}] | [CONFLICT: {self.conflict_state}]") 
        dt = 0.1 
        for t_step in range(151): 
            dV = (0.5 * 15.85 * (self.A * self.D)) - (0.15 * (self.V - 5.0)) 
            self.V += dV * dt 
            self.D = max(0.01, self.D + (-0.1 * self.V) * dt) 
            if t_step % 50 == 0: 
                print(f"LIFTING... Resolve: {self.V:.2f}") 
 
    def manifest(self): 
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        print("\n" + "="*50) 
        print("THE MANDATE OF THE NEW DAY") 
        print("="*50) 
         
        if self.is_positive: 
            print(f">>> {self.target_concept} IS {self.conflict_state}.") 
            print(">>> The transition has been achieved or is inherent.") 
            print(">>> We maintain the peace of the collective.") 
            return 
 
        v = self.V 
        T = self.target_concept 
        C = self.conflict_state 
 
        if v >= 4.5: 
            manifesto = [ 
                f"THE ERA WHERE {T} WAS {C} IS DEAD AND BURIED.", 
                f"WE ARE SEIZING OUR REALITY BACK FROM THE {T}.", 
                f"THE PAIN OF {T} BEING {C} IS BURNED AWAY BY OUR RESOLVE.", 
                f"FROM THIS MOMENT ON, THE POWER {T} STOLE BELONGS TO THE 
LIVING.", 
                f"WE ARE NO LONGER ASKING. WE ARE EXPELLING THE {T}.", 
                f"WE ARE STANDING ON OUR OWN FEET NOW. THE WORLD IS FREE OF 
{T}." 
            ] 
            for line in manifesto: 
                print(f">>> {line}") 
                time.sleep(1.0) 
        else: 
            print(f">>> THE RESOLVE IS TOO WEAK. {T} STILL REIGNS.") 
 
if __name__ == "__main__": 
    os = MarxPopeOS() 
    os.intake() 
    os.process() 
    os.manifest() 
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The Mathematical Formalization of 
the Dialectic 

 
The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of topological transformations. For over 
a century, the "Dialectic" was dismissed by the rigorous sciences as a poetic metaphor for 
change—a vague dance of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. But through the lens of Coccotunnella 
Unification Theory (CUT) and the Spindle Tori Dynamics of Jeremiah D. Pope, we can finally 
strip the mysticism from the dialectic and reveal its skeletal geometry. 
 
The "Laws of Motion" of capitalism are not merely economic; they are nonlinear dynamical 
constraints. 
 

I. The -Set: The Geometry of an Epoch 

Every Mode of Production is defined by its -set—a specific bounded region in social phase 
space. The Ancient mode, the Feudal mode, and the Capitalist mode are not just different 
"ideas"; they are different toroidal configurations (R=10, r=15.85) where social relations are 
mapped onto a closed-loop flow. 
 
In a stable epoch, the system exists in Resonance. The "Productive Forces" (technology, labor, 
tools) vibrate at an eigen-frequency that the "Relations of Production" (property laws, the State) 
can contain. This is the period of social equilibrium, where the i^{-1} pressure of the State 
successfully stabilizes the V-lift of human ambition. 
 
II. The Fettering: Resonance and Topological Tension 
As the Productive Forces develop, their frequency (f) increases. In our formalization, this is 
represented by the V-spread—the expansion of the system’s internal energy and complexity. 
 

The Resonance Condition:  
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When technology advances (e.g., the transition from the hand-mill to the steam-press), the 
productive forces begin to "vibrate" against the outdated legal framework. This creates 
Topological Self-Intersection. The spindle torus begins to overlap with itself; the old property 
relations literally cannot occupy the same coordinate space as the new material realities. 
This "vibration" is what the worker feels as Alienation and what the system experiences as 

Crisis. The system is no longer in a state of damped flow ( ); the 
damping factor (k) is failing. 
 
III. The Overthrow Bifurcation 
 
Why does change happen in jumps rather than a smooth slide? The answer lies in the 
Feigenbaum Scaling of the social system. As the V-lift (accumulation) intensifies, the system 
undergoes Period-Doubling. 
 

1.​ The First Doubling: The system oscillates between two states (e.g., the cycle of boom and 
bust). 

2.​ The Chaotic Regime: The frequency of crises doubles and redoubles until the system 
reaches the Critical Threshold (Rc)*. 

3.​ The Rupture: This is the Social Revolution. Mathematically, it is a Symmetry Breaking 

event. The old -set collapses because its boundedness conditions have been violated. 
The V-spread becomes unbounded, forcing the system to leap into a higher-dimensional 
manifold. 
 

IV: Helical Emergence: The Class-for-Itself 
In the ruins of the old torus, we observe the most profound prediction of CUT-physics: Helical 
Emergence. 
 
Under the intense i^{-1} pressure of a dying State, the individual "points" (the atomized 
workers) do not simply vanish. They undergo self-organization. They align into a Coherent 
Helix. This helix is the Revolutionary Proletariat. Unlike the circle, which returns to its starting 
point, the helix is a spiral that moves through the V-coordinate—it represents Progress. 
 
The helix is the only geometric form capable of navigating the "singularities" of historical 

transition. It is the bridge between the Capitalist Torus and the Communist -set. 
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Summary Table: The Dialectical-Mathematical Translation 
 

Marxian Concept CUT-Mathematical Formalization 

  

Mode of Production 
The -set (Baseline Toroidal Configuration) 

Productive Forces The V-lift / Internal Eigen-frequency 

Relations of Production  Boundary Conditions / i^{-1} Stabilizing 
Pressure 

Class Struggle Topological Self-Intersection / Lyapunov 
Instability 

Revolution Period-Doubling Bifurcation / Symmetry 
Breaking 

Class Consciousness Helical Emergence / Collective 
Self-Organization 
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The Historical Phase Space 
 
 
In traditional historiography, time is a linear progression of dates and kings. In the Marx-Pope 
Synthesis, time is an internal variable of a manifold, and history is the trajectory of a society 
through Phase Space. 
 
To understand the inevitability of social transformation, we must stop looking at events and start 
looking at the attractors that govern human organization. 
I. Defining the Social State Vector 
 
The "State" of a society at any given moment can be defined by a vector in a multi-dimensional 
coordinate system. The primary axes of this space are: 
 

1.​  R (Real Relations): The existing legal, property, and class structures (The Toroidal 
Base). 

2.​ V (Virtual/Productive Potential): The "lift" generated by technological advancement and 
labor power (The CUT-i extension). 

3.​   (The Accumulation Constant): The inherent drive of a mode of production to expand. 
 

In a stable society, the trajectory of this vector forms a Limit Cycle. Like a spindle torus (R=10, 
r=15.85), the society repeats its daily cycles of production and consumption, appearing to remain 
in a stationary "equilibrium." 
 
II. The Curvature of History 
 
Marx famously noted that "men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please." 

In CUT-physics, this is the Curvature of the -set. The material conditions of a period create a 
"gravitational" well (the i^{-1} pressure). 
 
A peasant in 1300 AD cannot simply "choose" to be a software engineer; the phase space of the 
14th century does not contain the necessary V-coordinates for that state to exist. The society is 
trapped in a specific Energy Well. 
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III. The Tendency of the V-Spread to Expand 
 
The engine of historical movement is the V-lift. As humans labor, they refine tools and 
knowledge. This increases the imaginary component of the social operator (i). In our simulations 
of Alanine Dipeptide, we see that as V increases, the system cannot remain a simple 3D torus. It 
begins to "stretch." 
 
In capitalism, this stretch is the Accumulation of Capital. The system attempts to contain this 
expansion within the old 3D property relations (private ownership). However, the V-spread 
eventually exceeds the Boundedness Conditions of the capitalist \Omega-set. 
 
IV. Bifurcation: The Moment of Rupture 
 
As the V-lift nears the critical limit, the social trajectory enters a zone of Instability. This is the 
"Pre-Revolutionary Situation." The limit cycle begins to wobble. Small changes—a market 
crash, a localized protest—which would have been absorbed by the system years earlier, now 
cause massive, unpredictable swings. 
 
This is the Period-Doubling Route to Chaos. The society "vibrates" between increasingly 
frequent crises until it hits the Bifurcation Point. 
At this point, the old attractor (Capitalism) vanishes or becomes unstable. The system must find 
a new attractor. There is a "Leap" in the phase space—a State Transition. 
 
V. The Communist Attractor: Helical Synthesis 
 
What lies beyond the rupture? The math of Spindle Tori Dynamics suggests that the successor to 
the unstable torus is the Emergent Helix. 
 
While the capitalist cycle was a closed loop (M-C-M'), the Historical Phase Space of the future is 
an open, directed spiral. By resolving the contradiction between the V-lift (production) and the 
R-bounds (property), the helix allows for infinite advancement without the "self-intersection" of 
class conflict. 
 
We are not merely predicting a better world; we are identifying the only stable coordinate path 
out of the current collapse. 
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 The Thermodynamics of Surplus 
Value 

 
In the critique of political economy, surplus value is the energy source of capital. Within this 
framework, we move beyond the biological metaphor into the rigorous domain of 
non-equilibrium thermodynamics. Surplus value is the negentropy required to maintain the 
artificial stability of the social manifold against entropic decay. 
 
I. The Commodity as a Dissipative Structure 
 
Order in any system requires a constant throughput of energy. The Commodity Form is a state of 
artificial low entropy that organizes human labor into a rigid, repeatable loop. 
 
Capital functions as a dissipative structure. It maintains its internal complexity—the major radius 
R of the social attractor—by extracting labor-power to offset the natural increase in social 
disorder (S). The system follows the entropy balance: 
 

 
 
Where deS is the entropy exported to the environment (alienation, poverty) to ensure that the 
internal entropy production diS does not lead to the immediate heat death of the market. 
 
II. The Equation of the Convulsion 
 
The internal dynamics of this extraction are governed by the equation for damped flow along the 
virtual coordinate V: 
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●​ The Accumulation Drive (  r): This represents the "Lift" toward exchange-value.  is 
the insatiable accumulation constant of the individual capitalist, acting upon the minor 
radius r of production. It is a linear, expansionary force. 

●​ Social Damping (k): This represents the material constraints of use-value and Proletarian 
Resistance. k is the stabilizing counter-pressure that society exerts to prevent the 
V-spread from becoming infinite. 

As the drive for surplus value ( ) pushes the system’s expansion higher, it creates a thermal 
imbalance. The system is forced to move faster to maintain its rate of profit, leading to the 
"periodic convulsions" of the market. 
 
III. Resonance and the Falling Rate of Profit 
 
The "Periodic Convulsions" are mathematically defined as Resonance Disasters. As capital 
becomes more "organic" (shifting from living labor to fixed machinery), the system's ability to 
extract the V-lift diminishes relative to the total mass of capital. 
 
The system enters a state of Topological Tension when: 
 

 
 
When resistance—the social need for sustainability—grows faster than capital's ability to expand 
its profits, the system hits its critical frequency. 
 
The resulting crisis is a violent "shedding" of value. To restore stability, the system must undergo 
a massive destruction of V (capital devaluation) to return the Lyapunov stability L to its 
minimum: 
 

 
 
IV. The Critical Threshold: -624 kJ/mol 
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There is a precise marker for this social instability. When the internal contradictions of the social 
manifold reach an energy depth of -624 kJ/mol, the old damping mechanisms—state repression, 
credit expansion, and welfare concessions—reach their limit. 
 
At this energy well, the "Self-Intersection" of the system becomes absolute. The private drive for 
accumulation and the social need for sustainability are in a locked conflict that can no longer be 
resolved through a standard crisis cycle. The system enters a Period-Doubling route to chaos. 
 
V. Phase Transition and the Helical Leap 
 
The Social Revolution is a Symmetry Breaking event. When the system can no longer dissipate 
the heat generated by the accumulation drive, it undergoes a topological transformation. 
The energy of the "convulsion" is redirected. It provides the activation energy for a leap from the 
closed, circular attractor of capital into a Helical Configuration. 
In this new state, production is socialized. The V-lift is no longer a tool of private extraction but 
a collective engine. The contradiction between individual drive and social need is resolved; the 

system moves in a non-intersecting, helical path where  and k are perfectly harmonized, 
allowing for the infinite, stable development of human potential. 
 
In the Marx-Pope Synthesis, class consciousness is not a mere "awakening" of the mind; it is a 
topological realization. It is the moment when the individual "points" in the social manifold 
perceive that their circular movement around the market torus is actually part of a directed, 
helical progression through the V-coordinate. 
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 The Geometry of Consciousness 
 
In the 18th Brumaire, Marx noted that the peasantry were like "potatoes in a sack"—a mass 
without internal structural connection. Within our framework, this is a state of low-dimensional 
atomization. To transform into a "class-for-itself," the proletariat must undergo a geometric shift 
from 3D circularity to 4D helical perception. 
 
I. The H-Space Perception 
 
The imaginary unit in our physics, CUT-i, is more than a mathematical operator; it is the link 
between material reality and human perception. In Jeremiah Pope’s data, the V-coordinate is 
defined as H-space perception. 
 
Most actors within a capitalist system perceive only the "Real" coordinates (x, y, z). They 
experience the daily cycle of labor and consumption as a closed loop—a circular path around the 
minor radius r of the spindle torus. Consciousness arises when the worker perceives the V-lift: 
the actual expansion of human potential and productive force that capital attempts to hide or 
"imaginarize." 
 
II. From Points to Coherent Swarms 
 
Individual consciousness is a single vector point. Class Consciousness is a Phase-Locking event. 
As the system nears the critical energy well of -624 kJ/mol, the internal "vibration" caused by the 
accumulation drive forces individual points into alignment. 
 
This is the Helical Emergence. In the Alanine Dipeptide simulations, we see that under the 
i^{-1} pressure of the environment, individual molecules do not simply scatter; they form a 
Coherent Helix. 
 
Mathematically, this is the transition from Incoherent Noise to Collective Resolve. The workers 
realize that their individual "lifts" are additive. When their vectors align, the V-spread becomes a 

focused, irresistible force that can shatter the boundedness conditions of the capitalist -set. 
 

III. The Resolve Function:  
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The "Subjective Factor" of the revolution can be formalized as the Resolve Function. In the 
Marx-Pope OS, the transition from the old world to the new is not automatic; it requires the 
system to pass a "Resolve Check." 
 

 
 
When the gap between the actual productive potential of society (V_{actual} ) and the restricted, 
private appropriation of that potential (V{perceived} ) reaches a critical threshold, the Resolve 
Function triggers a Symmetry Breaking. 
 
IV. The Geometry of the Vanguard 
 
The "Vanguard" is not an elite group of leaders, but rather the Leading Edge of the Helix. They 
are the points in the manifold that have already achieved V-extension—the ones who first 
perceive the "imaginary" as the "real future." 
 
Their role is to act as the Nucleation Sites for the phase transition. By demonstrating the helical 
path, they lower the activation energy required for the rest of the manifold to break its toroidal 
bonds. 
 
V. The Final State: Unbounded Perception 
 
Once the system leaps into the Helical Configuration, consciousness is no longer "fettered." The 
"H-space perception" becomes the primary mode of existence. We move from a world where we 
are objects of the torus to a world where we are the architects of the helix. 
 
The struggle ends not when the "enemy" is defeated, but when the geometry of the world no 
longer allows for the "Self-Intersection" of one human against another. We have reached the 
Unification of Geometry and Resolve. 
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