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1. INTRODUCTION 

Have you ever realized that money is one of the most influential things 

in this world, including in our beloved country, Indonesia? Although there are other 

valuable and essential matters in our life, such as belief, religion, happiness, family, 

love, health, and so on, but at the end, we can not deny that everything needs money. 

Knowing the undeniable fact that every human being needs money, it does not mean 

that each one has the same riches and comes from the same economic level. As a 

matter of fact, in the Indonesian context, there is always a distinction between the 

societies which we refer to as the division of social levels or economic classes. 

Basically, there are three different social classes: upper, middle, and lower class.  

It is extremely hard and miserable to reveal that these differences may 

stimulate the society‘s ways of thinking and acting that somehow can cause an 

unpleasant condition towards other classes. And sometimes, it becomes arduous to 

deal with the social conflicts caused by financial matters since the upper classes 

usually have more power to do everything they want compared to the lower one. In 

here, the one who suffers most is the lower class people since they cannot do 

anything. 

Let us take an egregious example in Indonesia about the building 

development done by upper classes or bourgeois people with their own personal 

purpose which is usually ruthlessly imposed on the lower classes. If we relate this 

reality with the quotation put at the beginning by Karl Marx, “Landlords, like all 

other men, love to reap where they never sowed,” it will become so obvious that 

actually the upper classes are extremely sly. This analogy of a harvest shows how the 

upper classes, represented by landlords, reap others possession which are symbolized 

by the seeds and lands. They do not even invest or plant in a certain place by 
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themselves and they are not involved in any process of it, but they can have what they 

want effortlessly just because of these two pivotal reasons: money and power. In 

short, the bourgeois people deceive the lower classes in a clever and crafty way to get 

what they want which refers to gaining more money and having more power. 

As time went on, I did not really pay attention to that issue until I 

watched a dance film entitled, ―Step Up Revolution,‖ with a very superficial motive 

just to refresh my mind. And when I watched it for the second time at a different point 

in my life, I realized that actually this movie turned into a poignant potrayal about 

different social classes which brings my thought to the recent condition in Indonesia. 

Personally, I admired this film because the visualization was very fabulous. 

Unfortunately, I did not really like the story since it potrayed the harsh truth of the 

differing economic classes in a tangible way. This film is basically about a social 

conflict between proletariat and bourgeois people where the issues of power, lower 

classes exploitation, personal goals, money orientedness, materialist philosophy, 

capitalism can be seen both explicitly and implicitly. From watching this film, I will 

boldly state that different economic classes become one of the real perplexing 

problems in our multiple societies that happens in redundant various ways whether we 

are conscious of it or not.  

       Knowing the fact that the economic issues already existed in the 

past, and still exist today, and will always exist in the future whenever and wherever 

we live, I am concerned with the issues of both money orientation and the conflict 

caused by different social classes, or academically, known as Marxism. And by 

considering the factual and actual condition nowadays, especially in Indonesia, I came 

up with the idea to analyze this intriguing film. 
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This thesis will examine the film ―Step Up Revolution‖ and look for 

answers to the following questions: How do the upper classes treat the lower classes 

in a dance film ―Step Up Revolution;‖ and how does Marxism look at that treatment? I 

will also use a Marxist lens based on Marx‘s ideas to investigate the possible answers, 

since the goal of Marxism itself is to change the society and bring about a system with 

no differing economic classes, so we are all the same class, as Bertren stated in 

Donelson-Sims (1). How the film represents a very obvious case of capitalism and 

Marxism will be discussed deeper in this thesis, including false consciousness (Karl 

Marx); hegemony (Anthonio Gramsci); and also ideology (Althusser). Furthermore, 

since academic papers and researches about Marxism in ―Step Up Revolution‖ are 

extremely rare compared to the movie review, I believe that this research is badly 

needed. The film itself was released in 2012, so it is not surprising that there has been 

very little research done and theories applied to the film. However, since the film‘s 

popularity remains high, research about it is important. Therefore, this paper may 

prove useful sources for the readers in the future who are interested in a similar theme 

(movie) and for those who want to study certain literary works with Marxism studies 

since it is important knowing that the economic issues already existed in the past, still 

exist today, and will likely exist in the future whenever and wherever we live. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Marxism: the economic theory  

A German philosopher, Karl Marx (1818-1883) and a German 

sociologist, Friedrich Engels (1820-1895) are the founders of Marxism, an economic 

theory with its goal to bring about a classless society. Specifically, Marxism derives 

from the work of Karl Marx who lived in Paris and London in the middle of the 
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nineteenth century, a time of severe industrialization that was creating a new class of 

industrial workers that he called the ―proletariat‖. Basically, there are two 

classifications about social class, according to Tyson: ―The bourgeoisie—those who 

control the world’s natural, economic, and human resources—and the proletariat, the 

majority of the global population who live in substandard conditions and who have 

always performed the manual labor‖ (54). The bourgeoisie are the rich and powerful, 

the controllers of a society. In contrast, the proletariats are the subordinate - poor 

citizens who live in oppressed situations under the ruling of their powerful 

government.  

In 1846, Marx retells the story of human history from the perspective of 

who owns and who works. In this selection, he argues against a group of mid-

nineteenth-century German thinkers who saw the world as an embodiment of spiritual 

ideas. Marx believed that there was no such thing as spirit. All life consists of physical 

or material processes (Rivkin and Ryan, 652).  

Marxism could  be seen at best as a set of valid  responses to a set of  

questions about just being right or wrong. It thus crossed  over, in  the eyes of some,  

from being false but relevant, to true but superfluous. Hence, this will be easy  enough 

to cross the line between claiming that it was superfluous because capitalism  should 

not be defeated, and asserting that it was redundant because the system could  not be 

defeated (Eagleton and Milne, 2). It means that Marxism is not just about true or false 

anymore, but goes further and more complex. The  labour  theory of value,  the notion 

of historical  laws,  the contradiction  between the  forces  and  relations  of 

production,  the model  of base  and  superstructure, the  idea  of  'class identity',  the 

supposedly  scientific basis of Marxist epistemology, the concept of false 
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consciousness, the philosophy of 'dialectical materialism‘  still  lay  claim  to  the 

name of Marx. 

The Marxists critics are interested in how the lower class or working 

classes are oppressed in everyday life and also as shown through literature. According 

to Brizee and Tompkins in their book Marxist Criticism (1930s-present), ‖There will 

always be conflict between the upper, middle, and lower (working) classes and this 

conflict will be reflected in literature and other forms of expression – art, music, 

movies, etc‖ (1). Because of the presence of two differing socioeconomic classes, 

there are bound to be conflicts between the rich and the poor as class struggle 

becomes visible. And the conflict between upper and lower classes is what happens in 

the movie ―Step Up Revolution;‖ later on the conflict itself is reflected in a form of 

protest art through dance. The issue about the conflict caused by different social 

classes is strengthened by Eagleton and Milne‘s statement in Marxist Literary Theory, 

―Class  conflict  often  takes  the  form  of a  struggle for  power  over  such  different  

forms  of literacy  and  literature,  from  tablets of stone  to  the microchip‖ (17). 

Since Marxism has very broad distinctions, this paper will focus on 

several points only, such as: false consciousness proposed by Karl Marx, hegemony 

by Anthonio Gramsci, and also ideology by Althusser. Those ideas will overlap with 

each other in some points. We need to emphasize that if we talk about Marxism, it 

only focuses on money, wealth, and materials since the main point in this theory is 

about the differences in society caused by economic conditions.  

 

2.2 Karl Marx 

False Consciousness 
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The first important thing in Marxism is false consciousness. The term of 

false consciousness can be defined where we are blind to our own condition. This 

definition is strengthened by Marx‘s idea, as quoted by Donelson-Sims in Marxist 

Chapter, ―Capitalism makes perhaps normally humane and good-hearted bourgeoisie 

people become more de-sensitized to human suffering and extreme, saddening 

economic conditions‖ (3). In other words, the upper class people do not really care 

about the humanity of lower classes of people.  

Another thing that is implied in this term is the fact that the bourgeoisie 

do not even protest or fight against such conditions. This is the cruelty of capitalism 

where the system seems not fair for the proletariat. Because of the bourgeoisie‘s high 

status in society, they are allowed to be who they are without being scrutinized for 

their actions. The ―spontaneous‖ consent given by the great masses of the population 

to the general direction imposed on social life by the dominant fundamental group; 

this consent is ―historically‖ caused by prestige and confidence which the dominant 

group enjoys bacause of its position and function in the world of production (Rivkin 

and Ryan, 673). In addition, false consciousness shapes the thoughts of the rich who 

comes from upper classes to act superior. Although in the capitalist system, one‘s 

economic status is never quite secure. Both lower and upper classes are involved in 

class struggle, whether the struggle is to rise in economic status or to maintain 

economic conditions.  

 

2.3 Antonio Gramsci 

Hegemony 

Antonio Gramsci was a leading socialist newspaper editor in Italy in the 

early part of the twentieth century. In 1930, he discussed his concept of social power 
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or domination, which he calls ―hegemony.‖ Gramsci was innovative in his perception 

that power can be maintained without force if the consent of the dominated can be 

obtained through education and through other kinds of cultural labor (Rivkin and 

Ryan, 673). Another perspective about hegemony comes from Barry in Beginning 

Theory: An Introduction to Literary and Cultural Theory, ―Hegemony is like an 

internalized form of social control which makes certain views seem 'natural' or 

invisible so that they hardly seem like views at all, just 'the way things are‖ (165).  

It is believed that the one who has more power always has a desire to 

control the lower classes. ―It is the appetite of the mind, and as natural as hunger to 

the body... the greatest number (of things) have their value from supplying the wants 

of the mind‖ (Rivkin and Ryan, 672). The analogy of ―hunger to the body‖ above 

represents the fact about the upper classes‘ strong desire to take control of the lower 

classes.  

Citizens believe that they have freedom of choice within their culture or 

political system, but actually there is a form of control in place. Citizens often accept 

desperate economic conditions as just ―they way things are‖ or ―the way the world 

works.‖ According to Rivkin and Ryan, one part appears as the thinkers of the class 

(its active, conceptive ideologists, who make the perfecting of the illusion of the class 

about itself their chief source of livelihood), while the others‘ attitude to these ideas 

and illusions is more passive and receptive (657). 

 

2.4 Althusser 

Ideology 

Louis Althusser was the leading Structuralist Marxist philosopher in 

France in the 1960s. His books included For Marx (1965) and Lenin and Philosophy 
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(1971). The influential theorist, Louis Althusser, summarizes Marx‘s notion of 

ideology by contrasting it  with ‗the concrete history of concrete material individuals‘: 

ideology, instead, is a ‗pure dream‘, it is ‗empty and vain‘ and ‗an imaginary 

assemblage‘. ‗Ideology‘, Althusser continues, ‗represents the imaginary relationship 

of individuals to their real conditions of existence‘ (Althusser 1977, 151, 153). In 

classical Marxism – which, as we shall see, Althusser radically develops – ideology is 

an imagined representation of reality: it is false, distorted by definition (Bennett and 

Royle, 172). In his most famous essay, published in 1968, he describes ideology, 

which traditionally had been characterized as a species of ―false consciousness,‖ as a 

set of practices and institutions that sustain an individual‘s imaginary relationship to 

his or her material conditions of existence (Rivkin and Ryan, 693).  

Ideology, in general, is about the interpellation of ―individuals‖ as 

subjects; their subjection to the Subject (deity-the one who has power); the mutual 

recognition of subjects and Subject, the subjects‘ recognition of each other, and 

finally the subject‘s recognition of himself. Ideology is the absolute guarantee that 

everything really is so and it is a form of condition that the subjects recognize what 

they are and behave accordingly (Rivkin and Ryan, 701). They claim that ideology 

produces, makes plausible, concepts and systems to explain who we are, who the 

others are, how the world works. People in capitalistic societies may see that their 

way of seeing themselves and the world they live in as something natural, when, in 

fact, it is not. According to Bertrens, ideology blurs the line between whether or not 

society acts on their own will or their actions are caused by the system (86).  

In discussing Marxism, usually Althusser‘s definition of ideology is used 

because it focuses on material existence, very appropiate to Marxist values. Althusser 

also used the term of so-called ―ideological state apparatuses‖ which means that even 
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when some group may claim they have their own sub-ideology, or free way of 

thinking that is not like the norm or the capitalist way, all are still subject to the 

rulling ideology (Bertrens, 85). In this case, people are unable to escape their society‘s 

ideology. And, according to Althusser as stated by Donelson-Sims in Marxist 

Chapter, the analogy of fish and a fish tank represents the main idea about how 

ideology works in society where the citizens become subjects within the ideology or 

capitalist system itself (2). Subjects – people – make their own ideology at the same 

time as ideology makes them subjects. The implications of this idea are enormous 

because it means that ‗ideology‘ goes to the heart of personal identity, of how we 

conceive ourselves as subjects in the world and all that this involves. Althusser avoids 

a reductive opposition of ideology and reality by suggesting that ideology makes our 

reality in constituting us as subjects (Bennett and Royle, 173). 

To add the understanding of ideology, Robert Paul Resch in his book 

Althusser and the Renewal of Marxist Social Theory asserts that social relations are 

concrete actualizations or empirical manifestations of social structures (37). He claims 

that,  in economic practice, contradictions exist between relations of cooperation and 

exploitation within the labor process (the forces of production) and economic 

ownership (the  relations of production). That‘s why upper class people usually 

impose the lower class to fulfill their demand without doing good cooperation with 

them. The second tradictions are expressed as the antagonistic class interests and 

capacities of laborers and non laborers with respect to control over the means and 

results of production (38). Economism and humanism, Althusser insists, are always 

paired, if not as complements, then as oppositions (74).   

The strength of ideology derives from its way to be common sense; it 

―goes without saying.‖ For ideology production is not an external process; stories are 
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not outside ourselves; something we just hear or read about. Ideology makes sense for 

us – of us – because it already proceeded us arriving in the world, and we come to 

consciousness in its terms. As the world shapes itself around and through us, certain 

interpretations of experience strike us as plausible: they fit with what we have 

experienced already, and are confirmed by others around us (745).  

Rivkin and Ryan in Althusser and the Renewal of Marxist Social Theory 

assert that ideology is produced everywhere and all the time in the social order, but 

some institutions – by definition, those that usually corroborate the prevailing power 

arrangements – are vastly more powerful than others. The stories they endorse are 

more difficult to challenge, even to disbelieve. Such institutions, and the people in 

them, are also constituted in ideology; they are figures in stories (746). In short, 

groups with material power will dominate the institutions that deal with ideas. That is 

why people can be persuaded to believe things that are neither just, humane, nor to 

their advantage. 

 

3. STORY LINE 

―Step Up Revolution‖ is a 3D dance film directed by Scott Speer and 

released on July 27, 2012. The film is basically about an aspiring dancer in Miami and 

an innovative flash-mob dance crew who protest against a real-estate tycoon‘s 

development program through dance, as a form of protest art in order to save their 

neighborhood. It starts off with Sean, the leader of a flash mob in Miami and two of 

his friends who work as waiters in a big hotel, Dimont. Sean falls for the pretty rich 

girl named Emily who happens to be the daughter of the owner of the hotel Sean 

works for, Bill Anderson. Emily always dreamed of becoming a professional dancer, 

but her father wants her to join his real-estate business.  
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As the romance between Emily and Sean starts brewing, Bill decides to 

spread his empire by plotting to demolish the crew‘s historic neighborhood to make a 

way for a highly profitable development. This would mean the destruction of many 

local businesses and houses, including Sean‘s. In that complicated condition, Emily 

joins The Mob, a dance clique. They prepare to stage a show that will save their 

families from getting thrown out into the streets. Thus, they decide to use their dance 

as a medium of protest. At the end, after Bill watches the final flash mob performance 

by himself, he decides not to continue his personal goal to build a real estate because 

he still wants to keep the community with its culture there. 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

4.1 Power, Status, and Control 

We all know that in a society, there will always be different types of 

groups living in one large area or region. These differences can be caused by several 

factors, such as educational background, racial background, economical background, 

and so on. When watching a film using a Marxist perspective, viewers will find that the 

characters made by the author are characterized into different socioeconomic groups. In 

his book entitled Literary Theory: The Basics, Bertens claimed that in any society, ―The 

very basic element will be heavily influenced by economic organizations consisting of 

two groups: the capitalist and the workers‖ (84). The explanation delivered by Bertens 

proves that different social level in certain society is really exist. Moreover, we will use 

the term upper class and lower class people for further discussion.  

By the ideology of two different social classes, conflicts are likely to 

arise. Sometimes the conflict is implicit within a literary work  if the readers are not 

really aware of the deep issues brought through it. This part will unveil about how the 
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level of position in a certain work place, which is caused by different classes, can affect 

each other. Second point that will be discussed is how the characters will treat each 

other according to their position and status.  

 

4.1.1 Chief Executive of the Dimont’s Restaurant - Bluffing Manager 

First example of the issues about power, status and control can be seen 

when the chief executive of the Dimont‘s restaurant talks to the other workers using a 

high tone in the preparation room where the workers grooming themselves.  

Chief executive: ―We’re not paying you to do whatever you want. New 

manager is out there!‖ 

This scene happens when the workers (Sean, Eddy and other cooks) are 

having a chit chat and making jokes in the middle of their down time in the work place. 

It is normal to take a break in order to refresh our minds by telling a joke when we are 

bored, so that later on we can concentrate more. But here, the chief executive of the 

Dimont‘s restaurant admonishes them in an unpleasant way just because they make 

jokes in the rest area. How the chief executive treats the workers can be related to the 

issue of hegemony where the social power or domination happens in the society, 

including the work place. In other words, the one who has more power and status will 

control the lower people although it happens illogically. It is proven by this saying 

―We’re not paying you to do whatever you want.‖ Actually, this sentence implies a very 

egoistical side of the upper class people. By saying that, it simply means: ―We’re 

paying you to do whatever we want.‖ We can see that substantively, the workers are not 

asked to do what they ―should‖ do, but what the upper classes ―want‖ them to do. 

Obviously, the issue of domination happens here since the upper class people becomes 

the one who is able to control the lower class as they want them to be. 
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Each of us has a personal perspective in measuring whether certain 

actions done by certain people is considered as a normal behaviour or not. In here, 

both workers and the chief executive of the Dimont‘s restaurant view certain activity 

in a different point of view. Actually, the workers are not doing whatever they want. 

In a matter of position, the chief executive of the Dimont‘s restaurant is the only one 

who has power that can be used to control the other workers. Unfortunately, misuse of 

power happens here. As hegemony explained about the way upper classes think, his 

desire to dominate the workers becomes stronger and his strong desire leads to the 

―show off‖ action where he wants to be known by others. He admonishes the workers 

without logical reason simply because he wants to more firmly establish his power 

and position. He wants others to acknowledge it. Actually, the workers‘ admission 

about the chief executive‘s existence does not make them become unworthy or less 

important. Forced acknowledgement done by the chief executive of the Dimont‘s 

restaurant is a sample of hegemony that actually shows how the upper classes are 

―hungry‖ to the public avowal. In short, upper classes people want public to admit 

their high and popular position in the society.  

Even the high tone used by the chief executive indicates that he threatens 

the workers. Instead of speaking in a high tone sarcastically, actually he could get 

respect from the workers by speaking like a gentleman. Personally, when someone 

can deliver the message in a good manner,  it can bring a positive atmosphere in his or 

her relation with other people. In this case, for the upper class people, building a good 

relation with the workers is unneeded. Economism and humanism, like Althusser 

insists, are always paired, if not as complements, then as oppositions (74). The chief 

executive‘s decision not to build a good communication with another human being 
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proves that he considered the workers not as his partners in the work place, but 

opponents. 

Besides that, from the monologue above, it is implied that the use of the 

word ―we‖ refers to the superior one. He regards himself as the person who pay the 

workers‘ salary. In fact, actually his job is just managing the underlings in the 

restaurant. Following his ambition to maintain his stable position, he uses a trick by 

including himself on as the boss‘ side. His action can be understood by Rivkin and 

Ryan‘s explanation that the ―spontaneous‖ consent given by the great masses of the 

population to the general direction imposed on social life by the dominant 

fundamental group; this consent is ―historically‖ caused by prestige (and consequent 

confidence) which the dominant group enjoys because of its position and function in 

the world of production (673). In other words, he tends to ―play safe‖ in order to be 

respected by the workers because he thinks that being respected is pleasing. 

He knows exactly how to abuse his power over the workers; whereas the 

truth is his position never will be equal with the owner of the Dimont hotel. Although 

the chief executive of the Dimont‘s restaurant is not the owner of the hotel and he 

does not come from a rich family, I have to say that he is brave enough to over power 

the cook, who is less important than the chief executive, by abusing his status and 

secure position like I already mentioned before.  

Take the analogy if we stand behind a big tree when other people try to 

shoot us. We will feel safe because there is something bigger in front of us which is 

the trunk and something thick above us which are the leaves. A big tree here 

represents the owner or the boss and the leaves represent their power. By standing 

behind a trunk or by borrowing the boss‘ name that contains ultimate power, the chief 
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executive of the Dimont‘s restaurant will feel protected and supported, while, in fact, 

the owner of the Dimont does nothing for him. He uses his boss‘ name to protect 

himself from any forms of the workers‘ uprising or refusal toward his utterance. In 

Marxism, the lower class people tends to be receptive in accepting the upper classes 

people‘s order or mandate. This condition may be influenced by the culture in the 

society where they belong. Culture  for  Marxism  is  at  once  absolute:  vital  and  

distinctly, the place  where  power  is  crystallized  and  submission  bred (Eagleton 

and Milne, 7).  

Despite the fact the people who give commands are not the owner of the 

Dimont hotel, I‘m pretty sure that the chief executive also has a power to give orders 

to the cooks in the kitchen. His position as the chief executive of the Dimont‘s 

restaurant at the hotel determines his action which is more superior than the other 

workers there, especially in the kitchen area. It can be understood because, as a leader, 

he has to control the underlings. But here, he uses his status in his work place too far. 

To conclude, exploitation within the labor process and the force of production occurs 

not only between upper classes and lower classes like we already knew in common, 

but also in equivalent level of position. 

 

4.1.2 Dimonts’ Manager – the absolute decision maker 

Following Althusser‘s belief about ideology, position and possession 

shape the thought of the rich to act in a superior way toward the lower class people. 

Another issue about position that can cause problems between two different classes in 

this movie is when the workers cannot reach the boss‘s standard. This is the scene 

when there is a short introduction speech by the new manager to all employees at the 

Dimont hotel.  
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(Eddy comes late to the short briefing in a Dimont‘s hall) 

Eddy: ―I’m sorry‖ 

New Manager: ―I accept your apology, but you are no longer working in 

here. If you don’t obey the rules, I will not give you anything.‖ – speak in a distinct 

way 

How the new manager treats the late comer shows how fierce he is. It 

seems like there is no time and no need for him to hear further explanation and the 

reason behind Eddy‘s late arrival. We never know the reason why someone is coming 

late if we do not ask him or her first. There is no two way communication where the 

boss should listen to the worker‘s explanation and where the worker could give a 

direct response about what happens. I am not saying that discipline is bad. For me, it 

is not an absolute measurement of the workers‘ quality in doing their duty. 

Punctuality is important, but humanity is more important. In line with the Marxist 

concept of how or where people are treated not as human beings, but as things, is a 

form of dehumanizing them or treating them as commodities. 

In the movie, although the new manager does not react in a high tone, 

but still, he speaks resolutely without any tolerance toward the worker. He decides to 

fire the worker because, for him, rules are the most important thing in the working 

place. The new manager‘s action proves that the position can influence people in how 

the upper class acts and treats the lower class as they want without being interupted or 

challenged. In other words, the upper class people are the absolute decision makers 

since the lower class cannot do anything to change their decision. In here, Eddy 

cannot refuse the new manager‘s decision not to fire him. 

Another issue about position is closely related to false consciousness 

where the new manager refuses to shake hand with Sean, his worker. As Althusser‘s 
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claim in Donelson-Sims, false consciousness is, ―The idea that we’re blind to our 

condition or in other words, capitalism makes perhaps normally humane and good-

hearted bourgeoisie people become more de-sensitized to human suffering and 

extreme, sadenning economic conditions‖ (2). In other words, the upper class people 

do not even care about lower class people and what happens to them. In here, upper 

classes people often act superior and do not really consider about social matters like in 

he example below.  

The issue of de-sensitized action happens during the scene when the new 

manager of the Dimont hotel comes to the kitchen and shouts angrily to Sean, Eddy 

and one of their friends, as the waiters. The new manager comes to the kitchen and 

talks in a high pitch impatiently to the waiter. It can be seen obviously from his tone 

of voice, gestures, facial expression which proves that actually bourgeoisie or upper 

classes people become more de-sensitized to the humanity side even just from a 

physical interaction, like shaking hands. As you can see here, a dialogue from the 

beginning of the film: 

 The new manager: ―Where are my waiters? I’ve got two guests 

waiting for ten minutes out there!‖ –angry face 

 Sean: ―Two guests? Yeah... That’s mine.‖ –replied in a cool way 

 The new manager: ―Patient do not like waiting at the Dimont!!‖ 

 Sean: ―You must be the new manager. I’m Sean...‖ –extend his hand  

 The new manager: ―I’m your boss, not your friend!!‖ –leave the 

kitchen 

 Actually, when we extend our hand to other people, we respect them as 

a kind greeting when we first meet. Rivkin and Ryan stated that shaking hands is a 

material ritual practice of ideological recognition in everyday life, (698). In this case, 
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Sean makes the initiative to extend his hand in order to give a greeting to the new 

manager as a form of formal contact to the new person, but the new manager just 

looks at Sean‘s hand in loathing and says ―I’m your boss, not your friend!‖ Although 

Sean has a good intention in starting the relationship with his new manager, 

unfortunately, the new manager does not accept it because he thought that they were 

different. He considers the people who work for him as ―lower‖ than him. Lower here 

can refer to several things: the worker is not as rich as him; they do not have power 

just like he has; they come from a marginalized community; and they are just a tool 

used to smooth out his plan. The Marxist idea about two different classes in society 

appears here; the bourgeoisie—those who control the world‘s natural, economic, and 

human resources—and the proletariat, the majority of the global population who live 

in substandard conditions and who have always performed the manual labor (Tyson, 

54). 

 As a manager in the luxury hotel in Miami, it is common knowledge 

that he has power, has a high status, belongs to the upper class, and has a lot of 

money. With that good position, of course, he does not protest or fight against his 

secure condition. The upper class people merely accept their comfort zone and will 

even perhaps believe that they deserve the higher status over the lower class people. 

Despite the fact that he feels secure, he also must still struggle to maintain this 

position. That is why, in the movie, we can see how he treats the workers. To 

maintain his status as a manager, he tries to control and manage the workers at the 

Dimont; unfortunately, sometimes his effort to show that he is the best manager is not 

that good. 

Implicitly, the new manager build a space or a wall between himself and 

the workers because he does not want to involve more or make a deeper conversation 
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with the people, like Sean, his worker who comes from the marginalized society out 

there. It can be proven through the new manager‘s refusal to shake hands with Sean. 

The manager‘s action shows how the position and status owned by somebody can 

determine how he or she acts in the public, especially when they have to interact with 

people from different social classes. The upper class people are too blind to see the 

human beings as the same creatures as they are and they forget to respect them. The 

new manager maybe forgot that Sean is same with him, a human being who needs to 

be respected. 

  

4.2 Abuse of Money Orientedness and Personal Goal 

We are always told that setting a goal is the best way to get to where we 

want to be, but it turns out that is not necessarily true. Goal-setting is a very powerful 

motivating force, especially if it is related to money. Yes, all of us need money in 

order to live a life. Unfortunately, too many people went too far. They glorify money 

and wealth over everything. They do not really care how they get there. They only 

think about themselves without considering another important things or value around 

them. And at the end, money orientedness can lead to other unwanted things, 

unethical behaviour. 

 

4.2.1 Bill Anderson – Goal-Minded Orator 

Bill Anderson can be considered as a materialistic individual. Materialistic 

people are less satisfied with life because they constantly want more and more 

belongings. And once those belongings are obtained, they lose value which in turn 

causes these people to want more belongings and the cycle continues. Take an 

example from this movie that represents the idea of materialism. This is the scene 
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where Bill Anderson, the owner of Dimont hotel, gives a speech to all the employee in 

the Dimont‘s hall. 

Bill Anderson: ―I came to Dimont for one reason, to turn the Dimont into 

the top destination in South Beach. And that’s just the beginning. And the coming 

months, I plan to build a new hotel and residence. And after that, continue building 

the greatest hotel that Miami has ever seen. If you work hard for me, I would be loyal 

to you.‖ 

It is common for us to hear a long speech delivered by the important 

people in certain occasions, but not for Bill Anderson. He keeps his speech concise 

and not too wordy like another normal speech. By doing so, actually he has a hidden 

motive, to be different. He wants to be heard and respected by the public. In the 

movie, he stands in front of the workers and speaks to all workers conceitedly and 

arrogantly. It can be seen from his facial expression.  

Behind his short speech, actually there are some important aspects within 

it that need to be highlighted. First is about his personal goal. One reason that may 

influence him to reveal his goal is related to the money orientedness. For the 

bourgeoisie people, money becomes one of the most important things in their life and 

often times they glorify it. When he says that he came to Dimont for one reason only, 

actually the fact is in contrast to that. There are severals motives behind his move. His 

personal motives can be seen through a diction and the order of words in his speech. 

He starts his plan by saying ―I came to Dimont for one reason, to turn the Dimont into 

the top destination in South Beach.‖ Then this sentence was followed by another plan, 

‖And that’s just the beginning. And the coming months, I plan to build a new hotel 

and residence.‖ And his plan does not just stop until that step, for the conclusion he 

says, ―And after that, continue building the greatest hotel that Miami has ever seen.‖ 
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From his saying, actually he has not only one motive related to the Dimont‘s 

development, but three. His plan shows how upper class people is not easy to be 

contented. 

As a real-estate tycoon, one of the upper classes people, he often appears 

as a thinker or planner of what will he do next to gain more money. He is never 

satisfied with what he already has. His personal dissatisfaction shows how one‘s 

economic status is never quite secure. He tries to raise his high status to be higher or 

maybe the highest by developing his business in property. I will say that Bill 

Anderson is a kind of person who cannot stay or live a static life. Although he already 

has a Dimont with high income per month, he still wants to expand and widen his 

work more. Bertren in Danielle asserts that the upper class never even feel secure in 

the system of capitalism and they feel the need still to keep trying to secure their 

position more and more (3). Hence, they have certain purpose of that enlargement, to 

feel more secure. Another purpose about his action is related to how other people see 

him as a superior figure and how people acknowledge his unbeatable existence. Being 

seen and recognized by the public gives him a mental effect in feeling proud. 

Unfortunately, his obsession may lead to the negative behaviour, uncontrolled 

ambition to have as much as he could afford. It seems unfair since many people must 

become the victims from one person‘s goal only. But, the fact that lower classes 

oftentimes become victims is how Marxism happens in our society. 

Second thing that need to be highlighted is about his attitude toward the 

workers, the lower class people. The idea of Marxism shapes the thought of the rich to 

act superior. Bill Anderson finishes his speech by saying ―If you work hard for me, I 

would be loyal to you.‖ If we do not think critically about the sentence above, it looks 

like a common saying and like nothing is wrong with it. But when we take a look 
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deeply, the implied meaning of his saying is ―If you give something to me, I will give 

something back to you.‖ Instead of using physical force to the workers, he chooses to 

threaten them indirectly. He uses the word ―work hard‖, not ―work smart‖. His diction 

indicates that he only needs the worker‘s physical power to run his business, not their 

brain or expert skill. The only thing that he wants is that the workers have to do the 

task given by the owner of the hotel. So, if the workers cannot fulfill the certain 

standard of production in the hotel, the result is simple: they will be fired. In this case, 

the upper class, that is represented by Bill Anderson, becomes the one who determines 

the lower class‘ destiny. 

Another example about money orientedness and personal goal is when Bill 

Anderson‘s daughter talks to him about his business. In this scene, Emily just arrived 

in the Dimont hotel after she stayed a night with Sean in his boat. After knowing all of 

the story from Spring Garden Street, she feels pity about it. She decides to talk to her 

father not to buy that place because she knows too many people will lose their homes 

and the culture if it is really done. 

Emily: ―Are you going to buy Spring Garden street?‖ 

Anderson: ―So, you slept in the slum? Everytime I build, something else is 

have to be destroyed. Someone’s house, someone’s business. It’s the price of 

progress. Besides that, it’s done deal.‖ 

From this dialogue, we can see that Bill Anderson does not really care 

about other people, except himself. He just focuses on their own self interest without 

considering other people who will be the victims of their action. He said that 

someone‘s house and someone‘s business should be destroyed. He never imagines if 

the one who is being destroyed is himself. And he does not think about the Spring 

Garden Street‘s citizen next life or even how they will survive later on. He is too blind 



 Sari 24 
 

 

to choose the most wise decision in his business. It is obvious enough to grab the 

meaning from his response toward Emily‘s question. He wants to accomplish his own 

will by owning Spring Garden street and then building a new hotel on it and also 

getting more profit from it.  

If we relate his action with false consciousness, it is believed that 

bourgeoisie people become more desentisized to human suffering and extreme 

saddening economic conditions. Bill Anderson even proudly reveals that everytime he 

builds something, other people have to be the victims. In fact, he actually can build 

his business in a place without bringing any kind of harm to the citizens there. But 

according to him, a certain place brings a certain benefits for him whether it is 

strategic or not, whether it will draw people‘s attention or not. That is why he has a 

strong and solid desire to make his plan come true since he knows that his project will 

be very beneficial for himself. Again, it is about his personal goal that is based on 

money orientedness. 

 

4.2.2 Bob Cooper – clever opportunist 

It is  easy to set a planned goal in a plenty of time, but it takes special skill 

to see beneficial side of the spontaneous action. How certain people grab a beneficial  

opportunity happens in the Spring Garden area where the opening ceremony of Bill 

Anderson project is held. In this scene, that upper class appears as a thinker and 

planner. Bob Cooper who happens to be the Bill Anderson‘s marketer able to see a 

special chance. After seeing the Mob that was done by Sean and friends, he 

approached Sean personally and offered something to him. He thinks that by using 

them as a model, it will be advantageous for him and his famous sport company 

around the world, Nike. 
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Bob Cooper: ―I’m Bob Cooper, owner of the marketing for Mr. Anderson. 

I hope you can be the model of Nike. They’re looking for something different and new 

thing for their new campaign. I think your crew is perfect. Now, ready to introduce 

The Mob to the world?‖ 

Actually Bob Cooper utilises the condition in that place to fulfill his own 

personal goal as a marketer. Knowing that the Mob is very famous, attractive, and 

unique, he wants to involve them in his new campaign because he believes it will 

work well. The only factor that draws his attention is just about profit. He does not 

even care about his target‘s economic status or background. All he cares about is 

whether the action he carried out will be beneficial for him or not in terms of money. 

He sees the Mob as an up to date trend; that is why he is bold enough to offer them a 

chance to be a part of Nike‘s newest advertisement. He believes that the Mob is 

perfect to be the icon of his product.  

In here, we can see how the upper classes deal with their way of thinking 

that they will never satisfied with what they already achieved before. Bob Cooper 

represents one of the upper classes who always searches for something new. He does 

not want the flat life and no challenge; that is why he always tries to find and create a 

trend in the sport field. He is not just satisfied with the previous achievement, 

although it is already good. Following Marxism belief, the only important matter in 

this world is about money and production. To conclude, whether it is to maintain or to 

raise the sales rate, goal-minded people will always find a way to make the income 

better and higher. Rivkin and Ryan in Literary Theory: An Anthology state, ―Groups 

with material power will dominate the institutions that deal with ideas‖ (746). 

Institution in here refers to the Mob, a representative of lower class people. Bob 
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Cooper‘s idea to involve them is a form of dominating people and gaining more 

money.   

 

4.3 Ideology in Step Up Revolution 

4.3.1 Lower classes  

Spring Garden citizens, which are the marginalized society, are considered 

as victims in Step Up Revolution. Most of them work as labors and they do not have 

their own home since they just rent a place from upper classes people in that area. In 

this movie, there are several scenes that are related to Althusser‘s belief about 

ideology, the idea that people are unable to escape their society‘s ideology. They 

become subjects within ideology. The fact that lower people become subjects is what 

happened to the Spring Garden citizens. They have no choice to determine their own 

life because they cannot do anything to refuse upper class people‘s decision.  

The first example of ideology above is when Sean and friends see a written 

notification in the kitchen‘s back door prohibiting employees from going to the beach 

club. But then, they tear that paper and go to the beach club where a lot of upper 

classes people dance together and have so much fun. Then, Sean approaches a bar to 

order a drink. He asks a woman to give him a drink. He does not know that she is Bill 

Anderson‘s daughter. Not long after that, they become chummy and have a chit chat.  

Emily: ―Come on. It can’t be that bad.‖  

Sean: ―The pay is suck. There’s no benefit in this place. Customers treat 

us like a crap.‖ 

Here, Sean shares what he feels about his work at the Dimont hotel with 

Emily. His utterance sounds againsts the upper classes. Sean feels free in revealing the 

truth because he does not know that Emily comes from the upper classes people or, 
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specifically, that she is the daugther of the Dimont hotel where he works. It will be 

different if Sean knows about it. Of course he will not speaks bluntly like what he 

already did. On the other hand, Emily who does not know anything about the 

workers‘ life at her hotel, believes that work at the Dimont hotel is a good choice. 

In this scene, Sean that represents lower class people is being subjected. 

We can see in how the customers treat him in a bad way. They do not regard the 

workers as whole human beings. For the upper classes people, the employees in a 

certain hotel are considered as tools to serve them and to provide everything they 

want, especially in a big and famous hotel like Dimont, Miami. They appear like 

kings and act like nothing is wrong with their behaviour in subjecting the employees. 

In their perspective, they want to get the best service just because they already pay a 

certain amount of money. It seems like the workers are the ones who need money 

very much. While in fact, actually upper classes people also need something, in this 

case, service. Both of them need certain things for their own interest, but both of them 

do not treat each other well. Moreover, what the upper classes buy is not merely a 

product. By coming and staying at a luxury hotel, indirectly they also buy pride for 

their personal satisfaction. If they come to the big hotel like Dimont, it means that 

they come from a high economic status. Not all people can go and afford service at 

the five star hotel unless they have a lot of money. In Marxism, a group of people with 

material power will dominate the other group. In this case, the upper classes will 

dominate the lower ones. The idea of domination strengthened by Rivkin and Ryan 

where the dominant material relationships grasped as ideas; hence of the relationships 

which make the one class rules another class, therefore, it is the idea of dominance 

(656).  
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Another issue that needs to be highlighted is about the workers‘ point of 

view about salary. Sean uses negative words like ―The pay is suck. There’s no benefit 

in this place.‖ Although this movie did not mention the exact number of the workers‘ 

salary, but from his point of view, it can be concluded that the pay they get is not fair 

compared to the energy they give. In other words, exploitation within the labor 

happens.  

Besides, the owner‘s decision to pay the workers at the Dimont hotel in a 

low rate is because he believes that many lower classes people need a job in order to 

survive. He knows that lower classes really need him to pay them. That is why he 

decides not to give them a high salary. He is sure that, although the pay is suck, the 

lower classes people will still want to work with him in order to support themselves 

and also their family. This shows how sly the upper classes are. On the other hand, the 

lower classes cannot do anything to increase their salary or even ask for it. Knowing 

how unpleasant it is to work at the Dimont hotel, maybe the workers claim that they 

have free way of thinking and acting to leave the hotel as they want. But the fact is 

that lower classes are still subject to the ruling ideology. They still adhere to it and 

cannot move as they know that they will lose their main job. And losing a job means 

they will not get any income. As a result, the workers stay there just to earn money 

per month, not to enjoy their job.  

A second important part that needs to be highlighted is a scene when Bill 

Anderson announced his decision in the television to build a sort of development in 

the Spring Garden Street. The dialogue between Eddy and Sean, and Ricky, one of the 

tenant in that area, contains a deep issue about ideology.  

Ricky: ―Have you ever heard about Anderson Global Properties? This 

Anderson guy wants to build sort of development, luxury hotel, designer shop. He’s 
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buying all land a long the river. This bar, your home, the shop where your sister 

works, all gone.‖ 

Eddy: ―The same asshole also fired me. That guy cannot walk here and 

take everthing we have.‖ 

Sean: ―Can you say no, Ricky?‖ 

Ricky: ―It’s not my choice. I’m like everyone here. I rent. A lot of people 

are making living in this street and now everything’s gonna disappear. Gone... ‖ 

Again, the lower classes often claim that they have a free way of thinking 

and acting; unfortunately, they still become subjects to the ruling ideology, the upper 

one. The fact that lower class people always becomes a subject can be related to the 

fish tank analogy. Fish here represents the lower classes and the tank itself represents 

the ideology made by the upper classes. In our society, groups of people with material 

power, including money, will dominate the institution or other group that deals with 

ideas. Lower classes may have their own perspective in seeing something and they 

may think that they can do whatever they want, but in reality, they cannot do that. 

Their movement is limited because of the unseen social control in the society.  

When Sean asks Ricky, the owner of the bar, he replies in a hopeless tone. 

He knows that he does not have a choice to say ―No.‖ Following the Marsixm idea of 

ideology, lower classes know their position and behave accordingly. They appear as 

pessimistic and defeatist individual beings. Lower class people perceive that what 

already happened, and what is happening right now to them is just how the world 

works and it needs to be followed. Having no choice to change the saddening 

condition seems natural and normal for them because of their way of thinking. They 

accept what happened to them passively without trying to analyze it.  
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The ideology in Marxism that spreads widely in our society indoctrinates 

each of us to think and to accecpt that what happens in our life is how the world 

works. No need to struggle, no need to protest, no need to deny, and no need to 

change our condition. Lower class people will accept their status as the way it is 

because they think it is useless to fight against the existing condition, whereas actually 

they can do it. This kind of ideology goes without saying in all levels in our society 

and strikes us as plausible because it is unseen social control that most people are not 

aware about it. It is already there in our mind since a long time ago and it is hard to be 

changed because it is a matter of perspective and also of belief.  

 

5. CONCLUSION 

This study analyzes Step Up Revolution, a film that represents a very 

obvious case of a social conflict between the proletariat and bourgeoisie people where 

the issues of power, exploitation of the lower classes, personal goals, money 

orientedness, materialist philosophy, capitalism can be seen both explicitly and 

implicitly. Hence, an analysis using Marxism is imperative. This paper discusses 

several scenes that contain complex issues about different social classes caused by 

economic conditions and their relation with Marxist ideas of false consciousness (Karl 

Marx); hegemony (Anthonio Gramsci); and also ideology (Althusser). Moreover, this 

academic paper views the film as a whole showing how do the upper classes treat the 

lower classes in a dance film ―Step Up Revolution;‖ and how does Marxism look at 

that treatment?  

This academic paper is made for the sake of future research. Because 

Marxism is still a developing theory, this is meant to add contribution to that 

developing process. This research is necessary because knowing the fact that 
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economic issues already existed in the past, and still exist today, and will always exist 

in the future whenever and wherever we live. An important reminder for the readers is 

to think critically using another perspective about what is beyond each literary work 

and not only absorb what is given by today‘s popular culture, in this case, film. 

Besides that, the importance of this paper is based on the reason that the intellectual 

needs are changing and developing day by day, especially in this twenty-first century, 

where education systems are wider and more diverse; additionally, theory in the 

1960‘s may not be suitable anymore. As the goal of Marxism itself is to change the 

society and bring about a system with no differing economic classes, I hope that 

sooner or later it will be implemented in our real life, so that economic conflict in our 

society can be reduced.  

Finally, may this research makes readers think more critically toward 

literary works, increases their awareness of capitalism and its effect to the lower 

classes people, and helps further research related to this movie, Step Up Revolution or 

related to the economic theory, Marxism.  
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