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I dedicate this book to
Dr. Aage Petersen,
My PhD adviser, who taught me
How to think
and
Dr. Vrunda Prabhu,
My collaborator, who motivated me
What to think.
From the Author
My life has been profoundly bisociative, rooted between two strikingly different worlds. Until the age of 22, I was shaped by life under Communist Poland; since then, I have lived over 50 vibrant years in capitalist America. These two contrasting systems, each with its own philosophies, structures, and motivations, have left an indelible mark on me. From this unique crossing of life paths, I’ve developed a new cognitive sensitivity: an intuition for recognizing and focusing on bisociative frames in the world around me. Certain bisociative frames, I’ve found, are especially rich with creative potential.
The journey of writing this book unfolded between 2012 and 2024, inspired by a collection of essays that were written in response to unexpected and often serendipitous events. Several chapters were sparked by real-life encounters:	Chapter 2 responded to the revolutionary wave of Occupy Wall Street, the Arab Spring, and related movements. Seeing them as part of a larger revolutionary cycle, I anticipated that a third revolutionary wave might arise around 2024. This chapter, and especially its title, reflects my understanding of this ongoing movement as a dynamic, evolving process.

	Chapter 3 grew from a chance discovery of Marx’s 1870 statement that the English working class lacked “the spirit of generalization and revolutionary ardor.” As a mathematics professor working daily with working-class students in the South Bronx, I felt a personal resonance with this observation. This led to one of the book’s main threads, the complex and often painful divide between the intelligentsia and the working class.

	Chapter 6 was written after the heartbreaking suicide of a Dalit PhD student at Hyderabad University, a tragedy rooted in the growing tensions of Indian society. This moment crystallized for me the concept of a “bisociative revolution,” a revolution born not from one source but from the creative composition of two distinct struggles.




I am keeping these chapters mostly as they were written at the time to show the development of the ideas over time and to illustrate my hypothetical prediction concerning the revolutionary cycle in 2024. Except that at present, it’s the revolution not of the Left but of the Right.
What is most striking is that despite the different motivations behind these chapters, they naturally converged around the central ideas of the book. Their diversity is not a weakness but a testament to the underlying unity of the journey. Another strong undercurrent in my life is my evolving relationship with Marxism. Although I was emotionally tied to it from my upbringing in Communist Poland, my intellectual engagement began much later, during my time of imprisonment, where, under the guidance of more theoretically sophisticated fellow prisoners, I studied Marx’s key writings. During the Solidarity uprising, a pivotal event that echoes throughout this book, I stood firmly with the workers against the communist authorities.
That experience reshaped my relationship with Marxism: I chose not to rely on Marxist theory to interpret the uprising but instead began to craft my own understanding, which ultimately became the heart of this work.
Throughout this volume, my critique of Marxism is clear, yet equally clear is my deep respect for it. I see Marxism as containing about “50% of the truth.” Rather than rejecting it, I sought a synthesis: integrating it with Piaget’s psychological theories to reach “close to 100%” of truth. This synthesis bridges Marx’s “social man” (as described in his “Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach”) with the “individual man,” rooted in biological development, a crucial dimension largely absent in Marx’s mature thought. In this way, I propose a Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge, where the social and the individual co-create our human experience. One might even say, a bit playfully, that “the social man needs the individual one to think.”
At the same time, I want to emphasize that this book does not present a final truth. It is an invitational beginning. The relationship between the social and the individual is a profound mystery, one that calls not for dogma but for shared exploration. Many other deep and exciting questions have arisen while writing this book, such as how different dialectics might be composed, or how idealist and materialist approaches to reality can be creatively intertwined.
In short, this book is not just the culmination of my life’s journey across different worlds. It is a hopeful opening toward new conversations and new understandings, to be built together.
To my surprise, the main concept developed in this volume, bisociative revolution, also applies to the bisociative wars, such as the war in Ukraine, mainly in distinction to the two mainstream points of view, where	One side sees the war as a proxy war, meaning a conflict between empires fought on the territory and with the people of a third, smaller country.

	The other side, which is a mainstream point of view coming from the East, views it as the war for the sovereignty of Ukraine, with the West providing necessary support to Ukraine against Russia.




The bisociative view sees both motivations to fuel the war simultaneously, depending on which side one is looking at. Only a bisociative viewpoint can go beyond the either–or point of view of the mainstream; that is, only a bisociative view can lead to stable peace. What does the bisociative view suggest?
We must find the common element, the shared motivation for the war, present on both sides. The original motivation on Russia’s side, as put forward by President Putin, was the feeling of threat posed by NATO forces approaching Russia’s borders. This perception was correct. But what wasn’t sufficiently emphasized at the time was that countries in Eastern Europe also feel threatened by the presence of the Russian army on their borders. Therefore, the only way to achieve stable peace is to eliminate both threats from both sides, simultaneously. Before President Trump entered the negotiation process, the simplest way to eliminate both threats was to separate them sufficiently so that they could not pose a threat to each other. The proposal suggested that US/NATO should withdraw from Europe, and the Russian army should withdraw behind the Ural Mountains, while the contested provinces should regain their independence. And this approach could lead to peace in the whole Europe, the continent of peace.
The world is moving, of course, in the opposite direction, and the peace proposal on the table is highly unfair; consequently, it will not lead to stable peace.
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1.1 Introduction
This book explores the role of creativity in the advancement of social revolutions. But what is creativity? Specifically, what is the creativity of a social revolution?
While the concept of creativity has been with us for at least 2000 years, it has only been a subject of serious study for the last 150 to 200 years. The first two volumes of Philosophy of Creativity, which attempt to give some general understanding of the theme, were published only recently. See Paul and Kaufman (2013) and Gaut and Kieran (2018). Definitions of creativity abound in the field. Paul and Kaufman tell us that the term creative is used to describe three kinds of things: a person, a process or activity, or a product. They note an emerging consensus that a product must meet two conditions to be considered creative: it must be new and of value.
According to Boden (2004), a researcher in the field of Artificial Intelligence, creativity is the capacity to produce innovative ideas (artifacts) that are novel, surprising, and valuable. In the context of a social revolution, we can slightly modify Paul and Kaufman’s (2013) definition to apply to a social group or social movement, a process or activity, or a product. Our goal is to understand the role of creativity in the evolution of revolutionary theory and practice. This exploration will be guided by a theoretical framework and practical applications.
This book has two parts:
Part 1: Chapters 3, 4, and 5 examine the creation of the bisociative frame between Piagetian genetic epistemology and the Marxist theory of knowledge.
Part 2: Chapters 6, 7, and 8 discuss the role of creativity in three different revolutionary contexts.
Chapters 2 and 9 set the stage for the Cycle Theory of the Bisociative Revolution.
The definition of the bisociative frame has been taken from Creativity of the Aha! Moment (Czarnocha & Baker, 2021). Essentially, the bisociative frame is constituted by two, generally unconnected matrices of experience and systems of reference, which become connected by the insight of the Aha! moment with the help of a “hidden analogy.” Bisociative frames produce enhanced conditions for creativity. That is one reason I undertook the project of creating the principled compromise between Piaget’s genetic epistemology, anchored in an individual’s biology, and Marx’s theory of knowledge, as seen through the social lens of Marx’s “Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach.” This bisociative frame connects vastly different ways of thinking that are full of hidden analogies, which can spark new creative solutions to the age-old problem of balancing the social and the individual.
In what ways is creativity central to this process? To answer this question, some context and examples are necessary. Let us begin with the war in Ukraine. We have been in the midst of this war for the last three years. During this time, the Left has been unable to respond effectively to the war’s horrors, complexities, and contradictions. Some see it as an imperialist proxy war inflicted on Russia, while others view it as a battle for Ukraine’s sovereignty. The absence of new ideas to understand and address the complexities of the conflict is concerning, to say the least, as it points to the absence of creativity in the movement (among other things). Yet, creativity and creative thinking are precisely what we need! We need the creativity of individuals and movements to foster understanding among people, nations, and social classes. That feat requires us to embrace creativity.
As of the spring of 2025, it is evident that our world is in a state of decline and great uncertainty. We will have to rebuild it anew, and it will require a great deal of creativity to construct it in a way that leaves behind the errors of the past. The creative products of the two revolutions described below offer hints on how to proceed; the synthesis proposed in the first part of the book is sufficiently open to allow for creative thoughts and actions. At the same time, it is anchored in two fundamental principles of a human being’s individual and social identity. The next example is an event from over 40 years ago: the Solidarity movement in Poland of 1980–1981. The analysis presented in Chap. 2 was made with the help of a simple methodology applied not only to the Solidarity uprising but to the whole post-World War II period, which witnessed five uprisings against communist power between 1944 and 1980 in Poland. Thus, the term Revolution of Solidarity refers not only to the uprising in 1980 but to that entire period. The earlier uprisings are seen in this context as contributing essentially to the uprising of 1980–1981, considered by some analysts as the only autonomous workers’ uprising in history (Bauman, 1978; Simon, 1985; Sierminski, 2020). Despite the passage of time, analysis of the Revolution of Solidarity continues to offer valuable new insights and concepts that remain pertinent in subsequent revolutions and modern political contexts. We discuss its creative product in Chap. 8.
The methodology used for my analysis was relatively straightforward and distinct from other works addressing revolutions, particularly the Revolution of Solidarity. I generally characterize the methodology as bottom up, or to use a technical term, the inductive method. The inductive approach starts with concrete examples that are separate from each other and are later compared to formulate the theory. The inductive method is markedly distinct from the deductive method, a top-down approach that assumes a predetermined point of view and then examines events from that standpoint. For example, Katz (1997) establishes certain types and qualities of revolution in advance, such as the Arab nationalist wave of revolutions of the 1950s or the Marxist-Leninist revolutions after World War II and proceeds to analyze each type in search of commonalities and differences. Barker, Ewa i Colin (2001) give us another example where the Marxist approach to the analysis of the uprising 1980–1981 was taken, which provides, of course, good, and solid information concerning the class struggle in Poland but misses the fine structure of the Revolution of Solidarity brought to light in this volume.
My original methodology was simple: to list all the main ideas motivating each uprising, paying special attention to those demands that directly caused a social explosion. There were important differences between these demands. At the same time, I paid attention to the different bearers of these demands and the social classes that supported them. It is this type of analysis, of paying attention to all the specific demands, that revealed significantly different sequences of uprisings that culminated in the Revolution of Solidarity of 1980–1981.
My proposed theory applies to a specific class of social revolutions which, as I mentioned above, proceed from the ground up. In other words, we start by analyzing one example that is sufficiently rich to demonstrate the depth of its internal structure. That initial analysis is followed by investigations of other revolutionary cases, guided by the discovery of structural elements in the first case.
I initially investigated the Polish Revolution of Solidarity as the primary example, which is most relevant to me, where I discovered three basic components of its structure, described in Chap. 2 as “the three teeth of the revolutionary key”:	The duality of revolutionary motivational resources.

	The development of revolutionary themes through the PG triples.

	The cyclical nature of the development of revolutionary themes, with different cyclical periods for different themes.



Each “tooth” of the revolutionary key is a major theme that reappears throughout the book.

1.2 Bisociative Frame
When referring to the duality of revolutionary motivational resources, I mean that two social classes primarily led the Revolution of Solidarity with two differing demands and needs. The working class fought to defend their standard of living, and the intelligentsia tried to defend Polish culture and democracy. I call these two social classes, along with their unique motivations for rebellion, the bisociative frame. Bisociativity, distinct from associativity, is the concept underlying the creativity of the Aha! moment introduced in Koestler’s The Act of Creation (1964).
Bisociativity is the spontaneous leap of insight that connects two or more unconnected matrices of thought or experience –two frames of reference. This act of creation happens when a sudden insight forms a new or unexpected connection between unrelated concepts. One well-known example of a scientific Aha! moment is the discovery of the Buoyancy Law by Archimedes around 200 BCE (Dubitsky et al., 2012). This groundbreaking discovery was the result of Archimedes’ bisociative frame, combining his bath experience with his knowledge of geometry. Czarnocha and Baker (2023) introduced bisociativity to analyze the Aha! moment in learning and discovering mathematical concepts. They introduced the concept of the bisociative frame as those two matrices of experience that may become connected by the content of the spontaneous leap of insight. One essential aspect of the bisociative frame is its capacity to discover possible sources of creativity within different theories of learning, more generally, among different frames of reference or matrices of thought.
Until recently, the term creativity was applied primarily to individuals, extending to the creativity of animals such as chimpanzees (Koestler, 1964). With the help of the sociocultural approach, we can extend the concept to social units of consideration. In this context, I want to use the bisociative frame to help us understand the creativity behind a social revolution. But, again, what exactly is the creativity of the social revolution? That question is explored in Chaps. 7 and 8. In both cases, I analyzed the historical development of each revolution to help us find its creative product. The idea of the Bisociative Revolution emerged in Chap. 5, where I applied the bisociative frame to find the revolutionary relationship between Indian Dalits (formerly known by the pejorative “untouchables”) and Indian communists (Czarnocha, 2018). The chapter was written in 2017 commemorating the death of a Dalit PhD student, Rohith Vemula, at the University of Hyderabad.
His colleague, Kumar, as a leader of student protests in JN University in Delhi, was arrested. On his release, he said that “Hindutva fascism can be attributed to the divide between the Left and the Dalit community.” I then decided to explore the creation of the bridge between them with the help of the bisociative frame. Chapter 5 is especially intriguing because it delves into the theory of intersectionality with the emphasis on the problems with binary thinking of either-or. This chapter introduces the concept of principled compromise, that is, the compromise between the philosophical and political principles. That idea is used extensively in different chapters.

1.3 PG Triples
The analysis of the Polish Revolution of Solidarity revealed two structured sets of events that unfolded during its course: the revolutionary workers’ class struggle and the revolutionary national-democratic movement led primarily by the intelligentsia of the time. A revolutionary triple is a sequence of three revolutionary events with the following internal structure: two events (such as uprisings occurring separately in time or location) with moderate demands, followed by a third event at a much higher level of cognition, organization, and consciousness.
The workers’ triple consisted of uprisings in 1970 and 1976 with demands for increasing standards of living. The third event in the series, the uprising of Solidarity in 1980–1981, called for an independent union. The national-democratic triple events took place during the 1956 uprising and 1968 as acts of defense. In 1980–1981, the national-democratic triple idea reached a new level of responsibility for the nation during the Solidarity union meeting.
Of course, in such a sequence of events, a question arises: What are the cycles’ periods, and how often do they occur? The answer depends on the nature of the triple. Thus, the national-democratic triple had a period of exactly 12 uniform years between consecutive occurrences of the idea in Polish uprisings. On the other hand, the workers’ triple has a changing, “accelerated” period of occurrence; that is, the second interval in the triple is shorter than the first interval.
Yet, the question remains: “What is the meaning of the triples? How do we understand their message?” Pondering these questions, I initially focused on the commonalities among the triples identified in the third observation rather than their differences. This period of reflection resulted in a small conceptual breakthrough, an Aha! moment, as it were, that connected these triples to ones I had encountered in the past in a fascinating subset of fairy tales known as “heroical fairy tales.”
A note of explanation is in order here. When I immigrated to the US from Poland, I arrived with limited knowledge of English. Despite this, I was accepted into a graduate program in physics, which, of course, required a high level of academic and technical proficiency. I urgently needed English language training but I knew would learn effectively only if the instructional content was sufficiently engaging. Surprisingly, it turned out that reading fairy tales proved to be engaging and helped me to grasp the fundamentals of the English language and support my transition to the academic rigor of graduate studies.
This is when I discovered heroic fairy tales, which had a similar triple structure in their stories. Generally, a hero or heroine embarks on a heroic quest, during which he or she fails twice before succeeding on the third attempt to win half the kingdom and a princess (or a prince) as a spouse.1
So, having a broader perspective on those triples, the question arose: Why does the hero or heroine need two failures to win on the third try? Why not one failure, or perhaps three or four?2 Intuitively, the answer was not difficult to obtain, knowing that the elementary processes of thinking are composed of searching for similarities and differences between different events. The first two events are the minimal number of events that allow, upon their comparison, to deduce the cause for their failures and, thus, by eliminating that cause, to enter the improved route to win half of the kingdom and the princess on the third try. A hero or a heroine of a heroic fairy tale must be rather clever to make such an analysis, even if it is done unconsciously. A succinct example of this process is described in Chap. 4 in the context of the Shi Naian (2010) story from the fourteenth century brought forth by Mao’s discussions.
One way of looking at the described structure of the triple is to distinguish within it three significantly different stages: Stage 1, two different events essentially not connected; Stage 2, between the moment of the second event and the third one. It is the stage of reflection upon the first two events while searching for the connections between them, and Stage 3, the victorious final event. So far so good: This intuitive answer to the meaning of the triple brings several interesting consequences to mind, especially noticing in passing different folk sayings in different cultures such as “to a smart mind, two words are enough” in Polish culture or “three strikes and you’re out” in baseball culture in the US. However, making the theoretically justified connection took me more time until I got involved in research on learning in mathematics education, where I encountered a sophisticated concept of the Piaget Garcia Triad of concept development described in Piaget and Garcia (1989).
Since that concept plays a fundamental role in several chapters of this book, before I enter into a discussion, I would like to introduce another triple as the stepping stone to understanding the PG Triad. This is the triple of the development of a social movement proposed by Cox and Nilsen (2014). According to the authors, the process has three stages: militant particularism, a campaign, and the social movement project. The authors tell us that (p. 72):
In theorizing a movement process, the starting point is people’s situated experience of a given lifeworld that is somewhat problematic relative to their needs and capacities in the context of our daily lives with a multiplicity of practical routines…that give direction and meaning to everyday activity. To grapple with the experiential rationality that guides this activity, we draw on Gramsci’s conception of a good sense…The nature and origins of good sense can be considered local rationality…[that is] as a formal characteristic about the way people make sense of and engage with the world” in that particular geographical and social locality.

Hence, the first stage of the development of a social movement, militant particularism, is led by small groups of individuals who are passionate about their cause and willing to take action to bring about change. Over time these projects gain momentum and may coalesce into a more cohesive movement with a broader base of support. I would like to introduce another term that brings us closer to the language of the PG triad. This first stage of the development of a social movement can be named abstractly the Intra stage (the stage where the attention of activists is focused on separate analysis of local social projects).
On the other hand, the transition from militant particularism to the campaign form of a movement activity merits special attention. This happens when activists involved in a struggle in one location connect with those engaged in similar struggles elsewhere and start to identify and resonate with shared concepts across differences. We will call that the Inter stage, or the stage of finding connections between different and separate projects of the previous stage of militant particularism. The social movement project stage arises when the activists critically examine the structures that cause the problems they seek to address. Through this reflection, they may grasp the systemic dimensions of the specific field and their role within it. They may then transition from concentrating on the specific campaign to taking part in movement activities that challenge and transform the social totality. We will call this the Trans stage because it moves the development beyond the cases and set of connections to embrace the full social totality of the given domain of activity.
Two remarks are necessary to establish clear connections within the story. What is the minimal number of militant particularisms that might generate a social movement with all three stages, we might ask? The answer is that two such instances are enough and necessary. They are necessary because of the importance of the second stage, the Inter, where we search for relationships between these two instances. We see that the search for the relationships between events is as important as the events themselves because it allows a broader campaign based on both events and the relationships between them.
The search for the social movement project addressing the emerging total social reality is the third event completing the triple. The beginning issues do not have to be simultaneous; there might be an interval between them, as in the case of the workers’ triple of the Polish Revolution.

1.4 The Triad of Piaget and Garcia
Let us then return to the Piaget-Garcia Triad formulated in Psychogenesis and the History of Science (1983, English 1989), published three years after Piaget’s death. The PG triad appeared for the first time in that book, as Piaget and Garcia wanted to show that the development of logico-mathematical concepts in a child parallels the development of these concepts in the history of mathematics.
Piaget is known for his profound studies of the development of logico-mathematical knowledge in children and adolescents; the central philosophy underlying his work is constructivism. The word constructivism in Piaget’s theory underlines the epistemological question of how humans construct knowledge in their minds based on existing knowledge.
Through numerous studies investigating the process of acquiring knowledge, he presents several specific constructions of children in major domains of logico-mathematical knowledge, such as algebraic, geometrical, moral, and the domain of physics. He shows how each construction builds on the child’s previous knowledge, which implies that the knowledge construction process must involve its historical development. This raises the question of how to define the stages in the evolution of the concept as it is being developed.
Psychogenesis and the History of Science is the final synthesis of Piaget’s work and marks the apex of his research. One of its goals was the reorganization of the theory of the mechanisms of development. One of the more visible aspects of the reorganization has been the number of different stages in that process, from six stages in most of the previous investigations to three. These three stages are as follows:	Preoperational, (age 4–5), during which the repeatable actions of the child upon objects of interest are developed. The actions might modify the object, but no coordination between objects is specified or accomplished.

	Concrete operational (age 7–10), when the operations on objects become organized into somewhat self-related systems or structures.

	Hypothetical deductive systems (age > 11), when the full synthesis of different relevant transformations on the object is constructed.



While the specific age ranges associated with each stage of child development have been criticized for their rigidity, the mental characteristics of each stage remain largely undisputed. The theory introduced more general terms for the Intra, Inter, and Trans stages to make it more universal and specific in characterizing changes. Such processes include psychogenetic or historical elaborations in each level (p. 182):
a preliminary stage (Intra) is the one where specific cases are analyzed (or experienced), cases not related to each other. These are then compared to each other, and differences and correspondences are found between them, which lead to the construction of transformations [relationships] between them (stage Inter). Once these relationships are mastered and generalized, new synthesis becomes possible (stage Trans).

Piaget emphasizes that these stage characteristics are functional rather than structural. In other words, they are inherent in any construction rather than connected to a special domain or development process. It is this quality that allows us to apply the triad to domains far removed from their original psychogenetic considerations. For example, compare the semantic relationships between the IrItT (Intra, Inter, Trans) sequence defined here with the sequence of militant particularism, a campaign stage, and the social movement stage described earlier.
The introduction of the PG triad, along with the Piagetian framework of thinking, was a progressive addition to this book’s narrative. Chapter 3 comments on the cognitive differences in the dramatic conversation between Wilhelm Weitling, known as the father of German communism, and Marx-Engels duo, quoted there. Chapter 4 plays a key role in explicating Mao’s succinct description of his theory of knowledge and helps to identify the dialectical Mao triple, similar in structure to the PG Triad itself. Chapter 5, the last chapter in the series of these three chapters, is primarily devoted to constructing the principled compromise between Piaget’s genetic epistemology and the Marxist theory of knowledge.
As a digression, I need to add that I also use at times a different, one could say a complementary theory to learning specified by Lev Vygotsky (1987), the creator of the socio-cultural approach. Chapter 3 is significant for the overall structure of the book. The chapter’s origin is Marx’s statement in 1870 in one of his letters: “The English have all the material requisites necessary for a social revolution. What they lack is the spirit of generalization and revolutionary ardor.”
It struck me, as a college mathematics instructor, that I am very familiar with the lack of the spirit of generalization among my working-class students in the South Bronx. There were two effects of this realization. On one hand, the discussion of generalization within the working class then and now has taken me to the pertinent theme of the relationship between workers and intelligentsia within the movement, ending on Gramsci, who probably understood that relationship better than other revolutionary thinkers. Under the influence of understanding the role of generalization in social movements, I decided to use the relationship between arithmetic and algebra as a basic analogy for the concept of generalization.
Maybe I should apologize for using an algebra analogy, considering society’s general attitude toward the subject. On the other hand, I believe it could be beneficial for social activists to grasp and apply this analogy to aid in the movement’s generalization spirit, a fundamental issue for the working class, as highlighted by Marx.
Being here close to science, it is appropriate to add that one of the main sources of motivation for the development of the presented ideas was my understanding of Quantum Mechanics, and especially of the “wave-particle duality.” But I have not pursued that line of thinking here because it might be too complex and technical many readers. Despite that, I could not refuse myself the pleasure of referring to Schrödinger’s Cat as the precise expression of the needed transformation in our thinking (Chap. 6).
Chapter 4’s examination of the PG Triad provides us with a deeper understanding of Mao’s theory of knowledge as outlined in “On Practice.” This concept forms the basis for Mao’s dialectical triple, which is closely connected to the theory of contradiction explored in “On Contradiction.” This is likely the first instance of theoretical “collaboration” between the dialectical triad based on similarity and the dialectical triad based on contradiction, apart from the yin and yang dialectics.
This collaboration assumes a much higher level in Chap. 5, whose aim is to construct the Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge built on a principled compromise between Piagetian genetic epistemology and Marxist theory of knowledge. I would like to acknowledge my intellectual debt to Marx Wartofsky (1982, 1983) for his comprehensive coverage of the topics discussed here. In my view, he did not adequately tie up the dialectical synthesis of the two viewpoints or propose a principled compromise. He did, however, suggest some potential pathways to achieving it.
While different aspects of Marx’s thinking are presented throughout many chapters, only Chap. 4 examines the Marxist theory of knowledge. As I point out in that chapter, Marx has left us only brief fragments and concepts on this subject.
To support my analysis, I conducted a thorough examination of Ruben’s (1979) work in which he outlined the requirements that a Marxist theory must meet. I have provided compelling arguments that genetic epistemology, in conjunction with Wartofsky’s (1983) historical epistemology, meets all these requirements.
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Footnotes
1The first analysis of the triples within fairy tales termed “triplicity” was conducted by the Russian structuralist V. Propp (1928; English 1968). Much later, his work was met with conflict from Levi Strauss, who tended to devalue Propp’s work. One of his main criticisms was the perceived linearity of the triplicity approach. The proposed internal structure of triples presented here points to differences in the sequence of triplicity, revealing an error in Levi Strauss’ thinking. My own work (Czarnocha, 2013), which analyzed three different fairy tales from the point of view of the triples demonstrate a high degree of nonlinear structure in some fairy tales. The analysis of Levi Strauss’ work on myths using these triples will be addressed in future research.

 

2Important note: My study of fairy tales has been restricted to Eastern and Central Europe fairy tales with roots tin Persian tales. However, fairy tales from Provence in France and Celtic tales from England and Ireland reveal the presence of four elements in the sequence leading to the hero’s victory rather than three events. Understanding the reasons for this difference requires separate research, likely stemming from deep cultural differences between the two European regions.
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2.1 Preface
This chapter serves as an introduction to the main themes and concepts of this book and sets the stage for a more in-depth exploration of those ideas in subsequent chapters. This chapter was written during the revolutionary wave of 2011–2013 that swept across the globe. I have chosen to keep the original text mostly intact to provide insight into that period and to preserve the evidence of the prediction for the next revolutionary wave in 2024. As we look back on the fall of 2024, we can already see the beginnings of potential revolutionary conflicts starting with the reelection of Donald Trump as US president, the continuing Ukraine-Russia war, the Israel-Hamas conflict in Gaza, turmoil in other parts of the Middle East, rising tension in the Pacific and the collapse of Assad’s regime in Syria. At the same time, we see significant geopolitical realignments occurring worldwide.
This chapter analyzes the Revolution of Solidarity from 1980 to 1981, considered the only autonomous workers’ movement in history, according to Polish Marxist sociologist Zygmunt Bauman (1978). I conducted my analysis in the spring of 1982. The Revolution of Solidarity refers to the series of Polish uprisings after 1945 that resulted in the Solidarity uprising of 1980–1981, which ultimately challenged the legitimacy of communist power in Poland and other parts of Eastern Europe. There were five such uprisings: 1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, and 1980.
The methodology of the analysis was simple and unorthodox, yet it yielded unexpected results. For each uprising, I identified the major themes and social classes associated with it. This approach allowed me to uncover underlying dynamics that were not immediately apparent. The results were plotted on a timeline for each uprising, revealing new and, as it turned out, significant historical patterns (Fig. 2.1) that are examined more fully in this volume. This chapter can be seen as the search for the hidden key in the structure of the Revolution of Solidarity, which led to new approaches to understanding certain types of social revolutions. Indeed, I have discovered such a key; it has three “teeth”:	The duality of revolutionary struggles engages in the interaction between the class struggles of the workers and the national identity liberation represented by the intelligentsia. In the sequel, such duality is represented in the concept of the bisociative frame, borrowed from the theory of creativity known as the creativity of the Aha! moment.

	The concept of the PG Triple pertains to the development of revolutionary themes.

	The cyclical nature contributes to the development of revolutionary themes, with varying cycle periods for certain types of cycles.



Hints of the hidden key can be found in different chapters; the final chapter includes the Cyclic theory of social revolutions.[image: Bar chart titled "Class Participation in Revolutionary Uprisings (1944-1980)" showing participation by Workers, Peasants, Intelligentsia, and Catholic Religion from 1956 to 1992. Bars indicate participation in years 1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, 1980, and a predicted event in 1992. A legend identifies classes with colors: red for Workers, green for Peasants, blue for Intelligentsia, and purple for Catholic Religion. Below, a thematic pattern chart for the same period shows themes like Worker Self-Government, Meat, Union, Peasant, National, and Responsibility for the Nation, marked by initials WS, M, U, P, , RN.]
Fig. 2.1Class and thematic patterns of the revolutionary period 1944–1980


In short, Chap. 2 offers a concise summary of the themes covered in this volume, but does so within the analysis of the Revolution of Solidarity. This analysis serves as a framework for understanding the subsequent discussions on abstractions and generalizations in later chapters.

2.2 Introduction
The recent wave of revolutions has been felt around the world. In 2011, we witnessed the Arab Spring unfolding simultaneously with protests in Greece and Spain against austerity measures in the European Union (EU). These events were preceded by the London riots of 2010 and the Indignados movement in Spain. Then, the Occupy Wall Street movement of 2011–2012 emerged on the world stage. Shortly thereafter, riots erupted in Turkey, ignited by demonstrations and civil unrest in Taksim Gezi Park; these riots occurred concurrently with struggles between secularism and Islam’s political goals in Egypt and Tunisia.
Julian Assange, the founder of WikiLeaks, and Edward Snowden, a former CIA contractor and whistleblower, have showcased the power of modern revolutionaries in the digital era. More recently, an event that received strong criticism in the China Daily was the Hong Kong movement advocating for independence from China, Occupy Central.
The unrest in 2011–2012 was widespread both geographically and conceptually. Now that the revolutionary wave has ebbed somewhat, it is time to reflect deeply on it and devise a strategy for countering its next peak. The theory outlined below forecasts that the next wave is expected to occur in approximately 2024. Thus, we still have time to act.
The search for adequate concepts for understanding our present situation has led to the realization that contemporary events can and should be understood with the help of concepts and structures introduced by the Revolution of Solidarity of 1980–1981. The revolution that marked the end of the post-World War II era in Polish history (1944 to 1980–81) is often considered one of the least understood events in modern European history. However, in contradiction to the views expressed by Badiou1 and Žižek (2012) this revolution holds the hidden key to understanding the current global revolutionary situation. Our goal here is to extract that hidden key from the developmental stages of the Polish Revolution and show how it aligns with other ongoing revolutionary movements, posing strategic options for revolutionaries. This novel analytical approach combines the dialectics of Piaget and Garcia’s Triad with the cycle theory of contemporary revolutions.
From the revolutionary period of Polish uprisings comes the discovery that distinct thematic patterns can be identified within this series of events. Maintaining the belief that a theory derives from practice, I have formulated the Cycle Theory of the Polish Revolution to help us interpret and make sense of those patterns.

2.3 Thematic Patterns of the Polish Revolution of Solidarity
2.3.1 Methodology of Analysis
The revolutionary practice consisted of five Polish uprisings against the governing communist powers at the time: 1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, and 1980. Each uprising was fueled by a unique composition of participating classes, each imbued with a distinct class theme. Figure 2.1, which shows these patterns, has two timelines. The first timeline lists the dates of the uprisings and the participating classes, with a specific color representing each social class. The height of the color band indicates the intensity of participation. The second timeline shows the specific theme of each uprising per class.
When we view this information on the time axis, some fascinating patterns emerge.
In 1956, all social classes (workers, intellectuals, peasants, and the church) had taken part in the revolt. By 1968, only intellectuals and students were involved. In 1970 and 1976, only the workers revolted. Finally, in 1980, all social classes were again united in action.
Different themes mark each uprising. In 1956, four major themes were evident: the National Liberation/Democracy theme, the Workers’ Self-governing theme, the Peasant Land Distribution theme, and the Power Expansion theme of the Catholic Church. The workers’ uprising started with the demand to raise the standard of living. In the 1968 uprising, the singular theme of National Liberation and democracy was exemplified by the pretext to cancel performances of “The Elders,” a famous nineteenth-century romantic play set during the Russian occupation of Poland. The student meeting protesting the cancellation was put down by the police, thereby invalidating the autonomy of Warsaw University and limiting academic freedom, all while further restricting democracy in the country.
In 1970 and 1976, the meat theme of the workers manifested deteriorating standards of living. Finally, in 1980, all classes rose up to bring the trade union and Workers’ Self-governing theme to the forefront, where they were joined by the National Liberation/Democracy, Peasant, and Catholic themes. The National Liberation theme, expressed for the first time, introduced the concept of Responsibility for the Nation.2
In Fig. 2.1, we see a distinct difference in the density of uprisings between 1968 and 1980. This situation coincides with a new Polish generation entering the national socio-cultural stage, known as the 1960s generation (a demographic group of people born between 1946 and 1964). This was the first Polish generation raised in peacetime and under communist rule. When looking for definitive patterns, it makes sense for us to center our attention on the four uprisings that took place within that generation. In hindsight, from the perspective of the first decade of the new millennium, the years 1968 to 1980 can be aptly characterized as the Polish “revolutionary epoch” akin to the revolutionary epoch of the 2000–2005 Bolivian Revolution.3

2.3.2 Thematic Triples and Their Cycles
By centering our attention on this revolutionary epoch, we can identify the first thematic triple: It consists of two distinct attempts, followed by the third attempt. This third attempt is transcendental, showcasing a higher organizational structure, a greater awareness of the political situation, and increased self-awareness of the political power of the classes, with one class as bearers of the theme. The sequence of workers’ uprisings in 1970, 1976, and 1980 represents the thematic workers’ union triple.
In 1970, opposition to increased meat prices culminated in strikes in Gdansk. Likewise, demands in 1976 to lower food prices sparked protests in Radom and Ursus/Warsaw. Four years later, in 1980, with movements spreading across the nation, the demand for the creation of an independent workers’ union emerged as a safeguard against communist control over the standard of living. The success of the 1970 and 1976 uprisings was evident in the enforced rollback of prices. Their failure, however, was due to the absence of institutional guarantees against repeated attempts to lower the workers’ standard of living. The demand for the creation of the nationwide independent union was the proper response, which transcended the concrete nature and locality of both workers’ uprisings.
Here, we have an interesting trio of events:
Note that the time intervals in the workers’ thematic triple range from six to four years, showing an “acceleration” in the formation of revolutionary consciousness. This sense of “acceleration” is further heightened when the 1956 uprising is added to the series of worker-generated uprisings. In that case, the intervals between uprisings become fourteen years, six years, and four years, spanning the two generations.
The second thematic triple reveals itself as the National Liberation triple, which unfolded during Polish postwar history from 1944 through 1980. Throughout these uprisings, the Polish national idea of gaining independence from the Russian-imposed system of oppression was explicitly at the forefront of the demands.
From the demands and outcomes of the uprisings, we can distinguish two separate efforts to correct the situation: First, in 1956, there was a push for a change in communist leadership to Gomulka, signaling a shift toward a more Polish national stance. Second, in 1968, there was a rebellion against cultural and national oppression caused by the Soviet-oriented power structure. The third significant event in this series arose from the uprising of 1980–1981. Going beyond the scope of the previous two events, this final uprising took on the responsibility for the entire nation.
One of the most important conceptual aspects of the National Liberation Triple is its division into three 12-year cycles between uprisings. This is strikingly like the 12-year cycles of the American and Russian revolutions. A brief look at the American and Russian revolutions convincingly shows that they were shaped by similarly distant cyclical events. At the end of the nineteenth century, American historian Henry Adams stated4 the following:
About twelve years measured the beat of the pendulum. After the Declaration of Independence (1776) twelve years were needed to create the efficient constitution (1787-1788), another twelve years of energy (1788-1800) brought the reaction against the government thus created, (1800)—the Jeffersonian revolution, the first peaceful change of the governing elite considered to be the first successful confirmation of the American experiment, and the third period of twelve years (1800-1812) ending with French war was ending towards still greater energy.

Arthur Schlesinger, Sr.’s further analysis of cycles in American history5 strongly suggests that the 12-year cycle is unique to the Revolutionary period. Post-revolutionary cycles, as I have already noted, average 16.75 years (17, 12, 20.7, 32, 18, 12, 16), well beyond the precision of the 12-year cycles marking significant events.
A brief look at Russian history reveals a similar pattern of important dates framing the Russian Revolution: 1905—the first revolution, 1917—the second revolution, 1929—collectivization, 1941—war with Germany, and 1953—Stalin’s death. In addition, the years 1892 to 1894, during which Lenin wrote his first book, What the Friends of the People Are and How They Fight Social Democrats, also fit within these 12-year intervals characteristic of the Revolutionary period only. Before 1892 and 1894, the most significant socially oriented decision was made 30 years earlier (1863–1864) to abolish serfdom in Russia. Interestingly, another 30-year cycle in Russian history materialized on the heels of the revolutionary cycle: the period of 1956 to 1986, framed by the onset of Khrushchev and Gorbachev.
The analysis of Schlesinger Sr., together with the 12-year cycles of the Russian Revolution, indicates the possibility of generalization to other revolutions and suggests that some are framed by several 12-year cycles. The brief analysis of the Polish Revolution of Solidarity implies that this cycle might be characteristic of the national/liberation theme within a revolution.
The third thematic triple with a similar inner structure can also be seen in the actions of the communist regime, particularly in its reactive defense strategy. This pattern is evident in three key transitions: in 1956, the emergence of Gomulka as a leader seen as “more” Polish than its predecessors; in 1970, the shift from Gomulka to Gierek, whose primary focus was on economic improvement; and ultimately in the change from Gierek to General Jaruzelski, who imposed military dictatorship in 1981. The first two transitions were on a lower conceptual and organizational level compared to the military takeover, which escalated the level of oppression imposed on society.
Among the themes that have only occurred twice in the history of uprisings, and not as a triple during this period, are the themes of workers’ self-government and the peasant theme. Both appear to be unfinished triples, possibly with a duration of 24 years. Poland’s entry into the EU in 2004, 24 years after the Solidarity uprising, along with the difficulties of Polish agriculture in meeting the requirements of Europe, seems to mesh with the conclusions drawn from the proposed theory. The absence of the workers’ self-government theme in 2004 indicated the defeat of the worker component of the Solidarity movement, which was centered in factories. The WS (Worker Self-government) triple stopped in its final development.


2.4 The Dialectics of the Solidarity Revolution
What is the meaning and significance of the thematic triples and their cycles that we discovered? What is their internal dynamic?
Intriguingly, the tools of mathematics education are useful in understanding the dialectics of the situation. The dialectical triad of Piaget and Garcia (1989) is especially illuminating. This PG Triad describes the general process of the formation of mathematical and scientific concepts, both in their individual development as well as in their socio-historical development. Not being limited to the standard thesis-antithesis framework of classical dialectics gives the PG triad a strong dose of flexibility.
Rooted in the lack of a negation relationship between thesis and antithesis, this flexibility allows us to discern separate threads in the history of the revolution. In classical dialectical analysis, these threads may not be easily discernible or separable because of the strong negation relationship. Thus, classical dialectics can potentially blend or confound different themes of the revolution, leading to erroneous conclusions.
Despite that essential difference, the PG Triad has an interesting connection with Marxist dialectics. The conceptual bridge between them is built through algebra. Herzen (1960) best indicates this with his famous metaphor: “Dialectics—Algebra of the Revolution,” illuminating the conceptual similarity between the two. Algebra is also one of the disciplines exceedingly well-suited to be analyzed by the PG Triad. Specifically, algebra is the generalization of arithmetic, just as arithmetic is the particularization of algebra. This dialectical relationship aligns with Marx’s thinking as indicated in his rare analogy with the natural sciences. Marx describes the dialectical relations between the Sun and a plant:6
The Sun is the object for a plant—an indispensable object to it, confirming its life, just as the plant is an object for the Sun, being an expression of the life-awakening power of the Sun.

A similar relationship exists between a variable (the Sun) and a number (the plant). The variable is an object for a number because it helps the number transcend its specificity. The number is an object for the variable because it helps the variable become specific. This dialectical relationship between a number and a variable is known in mathematics education as the “process-object duality.” The “process/object duality is similar to Marx’s type of abstraction, as “…for Marx, as for Hegel before him, “abstraction functions as a noun [the result of abstraction] and as a verb7 [the process of abstracting].”
A note on the triad in general: The dialectical Triad, as formulated by Piaget and Garcia (1989), is outlined in the profound but lesser-known work, “Psychogenesis and the History of Science.” This concept is a mechanism of thinking that leads to the formation of concepts. It is constructed through a comparative analysis of the development of physical and mathematical ideas in the history of science, as well as the psychogenetic development of these concepts in a child. The triad is defined as the process of concept development through Intra-operational, Inter-operational, and Trans-operational stages.	Intra-operational stages are defined by Intra-operational relationships that appear in forms that can be isolated, which manifest themselves in forms that are identified separately.

	Inter-operational stages are characterized by correspondences and transformations among the forms that can be isolated at previous levels.

	Trans-operational stages are characterized by the evolution of structures whose internal relationships correspond to Inter-operational transformations.



Despite its opaque language, the process is not difficult to comprehend.
According to the PG Triad, the development of a concept starts with its isolated manifestations within a particular stage (for example, workers’ uprisings in 1970 and 1976). Comparing these isolated cases and carefully searching for similarities and differences leads to the formulation of relationships between separate manifestations. These formulations of relationships then carry the inquirer into the Inter stage.
The transition between the Inter stage and Trans stage of concept development often occurs as a sudden moment of understanding, an Aha! moment. This is when the isolated manifestations previously linked by separate relationships suddenly come together to form a unified and complete concept. This was exemplified by the demand for independent unions in 1980.
An excellent example of this process is found in Mao’s essay “On Practice.”8 one of his best works:
As social practice continues, things that give rise to man’s sense perceptions and impressions in the course of his practice are repeated many times: then a sudden change (leap) [that Aha! moment ] takes place in the brain in the process of cognition, and concepts are formed. Concepts are no longer phenomena, the separate aspects and external relations of things.

Every step of PG Triad can be discerned in Mao’s description, which concludes with the transcendental Aha! moment leading to the complete formation of the schema of the concept. The PG’s9 description of the process “That… totalities that were inaccessible until then, possessing new systemic properties, are now possible” opens the gates for new understanding and appropriate actions. Chapter 3 provides an extensive discussion of Mao’s philosophy.
The coordination between the patterns of the Solidarity Revolution and the PG Triad theory is now very clear: Each thematic triple represents the development of the concept of class consciousness as it progresses through all three stages of its PG Triad. The strength and significance of the Solidarity movement of 1980–1981 was rooted in its ability to synthesize the two independent yet closely related themes of social justice by workers and national and individual liberation (democracy) by the middle-class intelligentsia.
The manifestation of that synthesis within the workers’ triple was the independent union NSZZ Solidarity,10 which served as a generalization and an abstraction of the demands from two previous worker uprisings concerned with the standard of living. In the second case, the synthesis was reached in formulating the concept of Responsibility for the Nation by the Solidarity movement as a tool to undermine the validity of the Polish communist legacy. Taking Responsibility for the Nation by the Solidarity movement of 1980–1981 followed two previous attempts to indirectly impact the conduct of the state by forcing change within the top of the communist leadership through the uprisings of 1956 and 1970.Each theme develops through cycles characteristic of it: the workers’ cycle with diminishing time intervals (fourteen, six, four years), the middle class-intelligentsia cycle through the uniform 12-year intervals.
Hence, the hidden key for understanding the contemporary revolutionary situation worldwide is found within the actions and structure of the Solidarity revolution, containing the following components:	The duality of revolutionary resources.

	The development of revolutionary themes through the PG triples.

	The cyclical nature of revolutionary themes, with different cyclical periods for different themes.



Our task now is to identify these (or similar) structures in contemporary revolutions and uprisings around the world.

2.5 Toward a More General Theory of Contemporary Revolutions
As previously mentioned, the presence of two independent yet closely related pathways of revolutionary development in Poland is the workers representing social justice and intellectuals representing individual and national freedom. Recognizing this fundamental duality inspires us to ask equally fundamental questions: What was the Revolution of Solidarity about? Was it purely a national/democratic rebellion, as Žižek seems to suggest? Or was it a worker uprising as Badiou sees it? It was neither solely one nor the other.
The American Revolution, the first to be characterized by 12-year periods, was a dual endeavor motivated by national and individual freedom (although it allowed for the exclusion of indigenous people and African slaves). The Russian revolution, also characterized by 12-year periods, had social justice as its focus. The Polish Revolution, kindred in its internal 12-year structure, fought for the constructive composition of two rival principles: national and individual freedom (the US and the West) on one hand and social justice (represented by the Soviet Union and the East) on the other. One expression of this constructive composition was the Solidarity vision of Poland, which was rejected by Michnik, an intelligentsia Solidarity leader as delusional. In this vision, the social issue of production control manifested by the workers’ self-governing factories became a pillar for national self-governance and the National Liberation issue.
The dual demands of social justice and individual freedom (democracy) have played a prominent role in revolutionary movements in Latin America in the twenty-first century, shaped by the legacy of the divided world of the previous century.
The victorious Bolivian revolution was conducted along two separate but closely related tracks: the independent indigenous liberation movement and the workers’ social justice movement (anti-neoliberalism). This duality of motivational resources in both the Bolivian and the Polish revolutions suggests that such a dual revolutionary approach may not be an exception, but rather a rule in the contemporary stages of world revolution, a long-standing rule. David Harvey points out that the first two acts of the Paris Commune were the abolishment of night work in the bakeries (a labor issue) and the stabilization of rent value (an urban citizen issue11).
What needs to be considered is how to fully use the revolutionary potential of both motivational resources. Seen from this perspective, the recent history of the contemporary Bolivian revolution shows a pattern of PG Triples’ dialectics: the 2000 Cochabamba Water War, the 2003 Gas War, and 2005—the victory of Evo Morales, the first Indian President of Bolivia. To this list we can add an independent triple of Aymara uprisings as the sub-triple of the Cochabamba Water War. Further, the defeats of the neoliberal power in Bolivia also form a triple. In 2000, it had to abandon plans to privatize water. In 2003, during the gas war, the president was forced to resign, passing down his responsibilities to Vice President Mesa, and ultimately in 2005, losing power entirely as Evo Morales became president (Chap. 8).
Interestingly, the indigenous liberation struggle reflects a long-range triple of events of starting with the rebellion led by Túpac Katari in 1781, continuing with the National Revolution of 1952, and culminating in the revolutionary epoch of 2000–2005. It’s a fascinating structure: two triples, long and short range, joining in the victory of 2005, much like the triples that united in the Solidarity of 1980.
The mere possibility of strategically comparing revolutionary situations in various national or regional domains and of finding connections among isolated revolutionary events suggests that we have entered the Inter stage of the PG Triad in the formation of the “idea” of world revolution. This marks the second stage of the “idea’s” development.
The battle for self-determination of the world has begun: It is progressing along the cyclical pathways of PG Triples, indicating the developmental stages of class consciousness. Before us lies the conquest of the Trans stage of the World PG Triad. To be victorious in this next revolutionary wave, we must use our understanding of the first two events, the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Arab Spring, plus Occupy Wall Street (2011–2012) of the Revolutionary World triple. The world revolution appears to be advancing through approximately 12-year cycles. It’s worth noting that the “revolutionary spirit” shifted from the Polish stage to the Global stage over 12 years from 1989 to 2001. The year 1989 witnessed two other significant events: the collapse of communist structures and Solidarity worker movements in Poland, in addition to the fall of the Berlin Wall in Germany.
Likewise, we can detect a curious dynamic between the first two events of the World Triple: The brutal act born out of desperation in the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center link the economic power and exploitation symbolized by the World Trade Towers on one hand with the oppression and frustration felt by the Islamic world on the other. The events of 2011–2012 refined those themes into a 1%–99% duality of Occupy Wall Street and the abolishment of US-supported dictators in Tunisia and Egypt. They also addressed the principal contradiction, or duality, in the Arab world between secularized democracy and political Islam.
The attempt to find the proper synthesis between these two contradictions failed in Egypt but was largely successful in Tunisia’s new constitution. Those of us who were watching the Tunisian developments closely could not help but notice the constructive role of the Tunisian workers’ union in influencing the country’s social and political fabric. The main question during the lull between the crests of this revolutionary wave is this: What successful transcending events could and should occur at the peak of a successful revolution to give it a triumphant edge?

2.6 What Are Our Tasks at Present?
In Poland, the absence of the decisive role of working-class factory councils within a self-governing country has been accomplished by successfully declaring it a “delusion” as Michnik (2011), a leading intellectual of the Solidarity movement, asserts: “Solidarity proposed a self-governing model of the Polish Republic—from [workers self-governing] enterprises to townships, and from the townships to the institutions of the central state. There was quite a lot of delusion, for such a model of democracy functioned nowhere in the world.” (p. 28). That “delusion” has been the critical “new idea of the country’s destiny” missed by Badiou (2012).
Linera (2006) asserts that in the case of the “left” pole, the mobilizing identity is predominantly ethnocultural. Workers’ identity is either dissolved (in a novel kind of indigenous proletarianism) or complements the indigenous leadership at a secondary level.
Here, I want to express my utmost respect for the accomplishments of the continuing Bolivian revolution and its leadership; however, I harbor doubts about the validity of these claims. In both instances, the working class has been largely marginalized by the dominance of intellectuals’ perspectives on the revolutionary circumstances, particularly from those outside the working class.
Were these intellectuals accurate in their evaluations and subsequent actions? Did their interests align with the interests and desires of the working class in these nations? Could there have been an alternative revolutionary analysis? Whose voice is absent from this conversation? What’s missing is the voice of an organic intellectual from the working class. Such an individual is not just a theorist but an organizer and leader who helps articulate that class’s ideas and needs.
Gramsci introduced the concept of the organic intellectual in his essay on intellectuals in Prison Notebooks (Hoare & Smith, 1971). Whereas his precise definition of the concept is lacking in this book, my predilection is for the definition provided by the English editors of the volume, Hoare and Smith, at footnote 4, p. 6:
One of the essential differences between, say, the Catholic Church and the revolutionary party of the working class lies in the fact that, ideally, the proletariat should be able to generate its own “organic” intellectuals within the class and who remain intellectuals of their class.

Chapter 3 offers a detailed examination of the organic intellectual within the working class. Both the Bolivian and the Polish Revolutions failed at the intersection of social justice and national/indigenous issues, resulting in varying degrees of incompleteness and stymying the continuation of their progress. Similarly, the Occupy Wall Street movement successfully shifted the national conversation toward recognizing the inequality between the 1% and the 99% but failed to effectively engage with the working class in the United States. This recurring pattern of challenge at the interface of these two main revolutionary components is now reappearing on a global scale. It will be the primary task of the organic intellectuals of the working class to understand and navigate the complex synthesis between social justice and national and individual freedom, as well as other related dualities. The challenge will be to fuse two frameworks that are typically in opposition yet have historically served as the main sources of motivation for revolutionary movements (Chap. 5).
The general process of such a synthesis has been aptly called a compromise. According to Webster’s Dictionary of Universal Knowledge (1969), compromise is defined as the composition of two rival systems, or principles, in which part of each must be sacrificed to make the composition possible.

2.7 Conclusions
The recent death of Immanuel Wallerstein12 has reminded us of the significant impact of the 1968 movement on the history of his world system. The perspective he presented abstracted the idea that each national society (referred to as “social formation” in Marxist terminology) passes through a similar set of developmental stages (Goldfrank, Journal of World-Systems Research, VI, 2, Summer/Fall 2000).
In his last commentary, the 500th published on July 1, 2019, shortly before his death, Wallerstein wrote:
It is the future that is more important and more interesting, but also inherently unknowable. Because of the structural crisis of the modern world system, it is possible, but not certain, that a transformative use of the 1968 complex will be achieved by someone or some group. It will probably take much time and will continue past the point of the end of commentaries. What form this new activity will take is hard to predict.

I am from the 1960s generation. I recently realized that if we go back 60 years from the 1960s, we arrive at the beginning of the twentieth century, a time that was also filled with revolutionary fervor. The events of 1905 influenced both sides of the Atlantic, leading to the formation of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), one of the most militant unions in US history. The 1905 revolutions in Poland and Russia, followed by the events leading to World War I in 1914, marked the transition to the modern era.
Looking back another 60 years, we are transported to the 1840s, a period of significant change and revolution characterized by the Spring of Nations that shook the conservative order in Europe and the emergence of Marxism with the publication of the Communist Manifesto. And finally, taking a step back another 60 years, we find ourselves in the 1780s during the French and American Revolutions.
What is the point? The point is that every 60 years, a generation emerges that bears the brunt of the revolutionary changes of that era. I am proud to come from one of those generations.
Another observation we can make is that if we fast-forward 60 years from the 1960s, which can be considered one of those special generations according to world-systems theory, we land in the 2020s. We are currently halfway through this decade.
Perhaps Wallerstein’s hope will soon be realized. From today’s perspective, we can see how the world is moving through the turbulent 2020s; this may well be the decade of the next world transformation. Will the next generation lead the world revolution as the 1968 cohort did?
Of course, any prediction of human events must be met with a thoroughly ironic eye. But if a similar prediction arises from a different approach based on the observation of contemporary revolutions worldwide, we should consider the emerging pattern more seriously.
The Theory of Bisociative Revolution presented in this volume suggests, based on the recent 12-year pattern, that a major social upheaval will be taking place in or around 2024. And here we are!
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3.1 Introduction
This chapter, which emerged spontaneously, draws a parallel between Marx’s statement from over 150 years ago and my own experience teaching mathematics in the South Bronx, a working-class neighborhood in New York City. Here, I dig deeper into a profound and intricate issue: the relationship between intellectuals (intelligentsia) and the working class, which is inherently tied to the interplay between theory and practice. I believe this is a critical aspect of Marxist praxis.
Interestingly, the challenge of bridging theory and practice is also evident in the realm of mathematics education. This struggle was characterized as the math wars during the turn of the century, where various approaches to learning failed to encompass the complexities of teaching and learning fully. With the introduction of the concept of learning trajectory in the early 2000s, the landscape of math education began to shift. This approach gained traction by integrating teachers’ practical experiences with researchers’ insights. Every mathematics teacher faces the challenge of guiding students to build on their existing mathematical knowledge to grasp current ideas and prepare for future ones—a theoretical learning trajectory.
The first section of this chapter provides examples from contemporary social events that require generalization while also using mathematical illustrations to emphasize the universality of these concepts, demonstrated by examples from Poland and the US. This is followed by an examination of how the adverse effects of the absence of generalization influence both the social sphere and the mathematics classroom. I place responsibility for the current situation on the intellectual elite and education administrators in both nations.

3.2 The State of Affairs
I was struck by Marx’s words of 1870 in the communication of the International Workingmen Association:1
The English have all the material requisites necessary for a social revolution. What they lack is the spirit of generalization and revolutionary ardour.

As a mathematics professor at a community college in the South Bronx, a working-class neighborhood in New York City, I am very familiar with the absence of “the spirit of generalization” among my arithmetic and algebra students. Generalization is one of two principles I recently used when designing a remedial integrated arithmetic/algebra course. But what exactly does generalization mean? In what way is algebra, the same algebra that Alexander Hertzen (1960) referenced in the metaphorical phrase “Dialectics—the Algebra of Revolution,” a generalization of arithmetic? One might wonder what the “Arithmetic of Revolution” is. Or, taking the analogy further, what is the dialectical generalization of this concept? The answer to some of these questions is simple.
It means that (1) the algebraic symbol of the variable X, the essential concept of algebra, includes (or means) all real numbers at once, or stated differently, all the numbers on the real number line, and (2) that X × Y or X + Y, or X ÷Y symbolize (or mean) multiplication, addition, or division of any two real numbers. Thus, writing the symbol X means writing an infinite number of reals in one stroke! Writing X + Y means writing an infinite number of binary additions in one stroke. It is quite an economy of thought. With respect to dialectics, it’s the movement from many to one, from the particular to the general. Its need at the present stage of development of the revolutionary movement is tremendous.
Let’s look at some examples:
Harvey (2010) argues in his address to the World Social Forum thatthe central problem is that, in aggregate, there is no resolute and sufficiently unified anti-capitalist movement that can adequately challenge the reproduction of the capitalist class and the perpetuation of its power on the world stage.

The “central problem” conceals a generalization that is necessary when transitioning from the total collection of social movements worldwide, together with their ideological positions, to a “unified anti-capitalist movement.” To make this fundamental transition within the practice of social movements, its participants must identify the “common denominator” of different struggles, separate it from their specific conditions, focus on the commonalities and the network of relationships surrounding it, and articulate a new, general theoretical and practical perspective based on contemporary praxis.
Doing so will lead to a new understanding of how to “wrench out the cancerous tumor of class relations” (Harvey, 2010) from society. By understanding how a movement contributes to “wrenching out the class relations,” perhaps we can strategically home in on key aspects of the struggle. According to Crowther and Lucio-Villegas (2012),
Educators working in neighborhoods have to connect the analysis of social change and awareness of the wider context, but at the same time begin with people in the communities where they are.

The process of connecting the analysis of social change with the “people in the communities where they are” is known as particularization, or the complementary process to generalization.
The Occupy Wall Street movement, for example, drew attention to the injustice of the nation’s 1:99 wealth-distribution ratio. The slogan “We are the 99%” sparked the use of proportional thinking, serving as the very first step in transitioning from arithmetic to algebra and in the process of generalization. Although this first step undoubtedly made a deep impression on the American imagination, it did not result in full-fledged generalization owing to a lack of emphasis on this concept in the education of participants during their early schooling and college years. Despite the participating members of the General Assembly at Zuccotti Park being profoundly democratic, they struggled to move beyond merely listing the pertinent issues and their specific causes, which were later categorized into themes for working groups.
The theoretical importance of the spirit of generalization can be easily understood by paying attention to another relevant quote from Marx. To relate his dialectics closer to natural science, Marx offered the following analogy: He describes the dialectic relationship between the Sun and a plant:
The Sun is the object for a plant—an indispensable object to it, confirming its life, just as the plant is an object for the Sun, being an expression of the life-awakening power of the Sun…” (Marx, 1844–1988)

A similar relationship exists between a variable (like the Sun) and a number (like the plant). The variable is an object for a number because the variable helps the number transcend its specificity. The number is an object for the variable because the number helps the variable to become specific. Algebraic processes of generalization and particularization are essential for comprehending Marxian dialectics.
In a similar vein, the dialectical relationship between a number and a variable is known in mathematics education as the “process-object duality,” an essential concept for understanding and mastering algebra. An expression like 2x + 1 can be understood as the object representing an algebraic expression with its own operations, as well as a process where the meaning of 2x + 1 is found by substituting a number for the variable x and calculating its numerical value with the help of arithmetic. This mathematical object 2x + 1 can also be understood as an abstraction from a series of arithmetic expressions, such as 2*3 + 1, 2*4 + 1, 2*(−5) +1, etc. Hence, we can say that the “process-object duality” is similar to Marx’s concept of abstraction, which combines the process with the result. As Ollman explains, “for Marx, as for Hegel before him, abstraction functions as a noun [the result of abstraction] and as a verb [the process of abstracting].” (Ollman, 2003).
These examples, besides pointing out the similarities between algebra and Marxist dialectics, help us understand how some aspects of algebraic thinking align with the intrinsic generalization of dialectical Marxist thought. The critical importance of the spirit of generalization in the actual struggle was brought to strong relief by the Polish Revolution of Solidarity of 1980–1981, where that spirit was notably absent among the rank-and-file Solidarity members. The insightful chapter “Dynamics of the Working-Class Consciousness” by Staniszkis (1984), written around the same time as the event, states the following:The workers could only keep referring to their isolated, concrete experiences (and thus gain only local concessions), or else they could remain silent. It was precisely this silence when they realized that Gierek’s diagnosis was incompatible with their own but could not express it that made the workers realize that differences in linguistic competence indicate not only dissimilarity but also a hierarchy, both political and conceptual (p. 120).2

The workers’ reliance on personal experiences without the ability to generalize and communicate broader conclusions beyond their factory greatly hindered the Solidarity struggles and ultimately led to defeat. Mastering that hierarchy meant developing a two-way linguistic bridge between the language of the workers and the intelligentsia while also understanding the underlying conceptual frameworks. The current education system is well-poised to facilitate this process. Instead, Polish dissident intellectuals “monopolized all expressive roles in the Solidarity movement” (p. 121) and in doing so excluded the working class from decision-making about Poland’s future.
Staniszkis’ description sounds very much like a description of my arithmetic/algebra classes in the Bronx: lacking a spirit of generalization and limiting students to procedural arithmetical thinking. The algebraic rules, which are the syntax of algebra as a generalization of arithmetic operations, do not resonate well with students because they are not based on the developmental process of those operations. In other words, these rules are not derived from arithmetic principles but are instead arbitrary guidelines imposed on students without a clear connection to their arithmetic understanding.
This “banking” pedagogical approach (Freire, 1968) causes students to get bogged down in the concreteness of arithmetic thinking: They are unable to recognize algebraic relationships, which in turn leads to significant difficulties with algebra and its emphasis on generalization. Why did Polish workers in communist Poland of 1980, 36 years after the communist takeover, struggle with generalization yet as a class reach a high degree of consciousness manifested in their demand for an independent union, followed by a vision of a new Poland with factory workers’ councils as one of its foundations?
The book Polish Workers (Malachowski, 1981) appeared around the same time as Staniszkis’s analysis. It represents the knowledge about the working class from the perspective of sociological research conducted during the communist experiment. Malachowski informs us that those young workers in Poland aged 15 to 29 constituted 51% of the young Polish generation. Among them, approximately 49% had no formal education beyond grammar school (p. 97). Approximately 45% of those who did go beyond grammar school (~1% of the total of young workers) were students at vocational schools, which, in the author’s words,
is the type of education that doesn’t open, in practice, opportunity for further studies, nor does it create the general knowledge needed to function in the contemporary world. Instead, it gives them the knowledge necessary to become skilled workers (craft knowledgeable).

As a result, young workers in Poland in the 1970s were severely underrepresented at institutions of higher learning. Despite constituting most of the young generation in the late 1960s and early 1970s, the sons and daughters of workers constituted only 4% of the student population at Warsaw University (240 out of 6000 students at the time). It is evident that the communist authorities in post-war Poland did not prioritize the development of the spirit of generalization or promote equal access to education for all.
Nor is the development of the spirit of generalization in the interest of American academia. The conditions in Poland in the 1970s were not very different from the current conditions of working-class education in the US. Andrew Hacker (2012), a retired political scientist from CUNY, states the following: “Of course, people should learn basic numerical skills: decimals, ratios, and estimating, sharpened by a good grounding in arithmetic.” But algebra, the generalization of arithmetic, is not necessary for workers.
According to a definitive analysis by the Georgetown Center on Education and the Workforce, only 5 percent of entry-level workers will need to be proficient in algebra or above in the next decade. It’s not hard to understand why Caltech and M.I.T. want everyone to be proficient in mathematics.

Hacker’s statement demonstrates explicitly the hierarchy of knowledge, where the working class of the South Bronx occupies the lowest level, characterized by knowledge of rules and skills separated from its subject’s natural, integral development into a coherent algebraic schema of thinking. Aren’t Hacker’s arguments in 2012 surprisingly like Malachowski’s reasons 30 years earlier in communist Poland?
The similar levels of education among the working class in Poland in the second half of the twentieth century and current attitudes of US administrators dictate an enduring and widespread issue.
And yet, notwithstanding the critical gaps in individual education, the speed with which the demand for an independent union spread across all of Poland in 1980–1981, in direct contrast to the two previous localized workers’ uprisings of 1970 and 1976, suggests that the spontaneous level of Polish workers’ consciousness was ready for the transcendental level of the independent union. This speed of acquiring a higher level of consciousness is in line with Vygotsky’s investigation on the most effective process of learning within workers’ Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1987). This means that the level of “spontaneous concepts” within the working class as a whole was just below the level of the “scientific” concept of the independent union.

3.3 How Does Intelligentsia Respond to that Fundamental Weakness of the Working Class?
Marx’s continuation of the same note of 1870 (part 2) asserts:Only the General Council can provide them with this, and thus accelerate a truly revolutionary movement here and, in consequence, everywhere. The only way to bring about this change is to do what the General Council of the International Association is doing. As the General Council, we can initiate measures (for example, the founding of the Land and Labor) which, later, after their execution, appear to the public as spontaneous movements of the English working class.

It seems that Marx is advocating for the manipulation of the working class rather than the facilitation of a spirit of generalization within the working class.
What was the nature of Marx’s manipulation? He wanted the British public to believe that the English working class was more militant than it was. Most probably, he thought that the actions taken by the international workers’ body were more general than the actions taken by British workers, who had a lower level of consciousness compared to the international revolutionary consciousness. What we have here is one of the first divisions between the general theory and praxis within the revolutionary left. The solution to that contradiction lies not in favoring one point of view over the other but in integrating or synthesizing theory and practice, where both have equal value and therefore contribute equally to the formation of a new perspective grounded in praxis and theory simultaneously. Examples of this integration can be seen in the NYC model of mathematics teaching and research (Czarnocha et al., 2016).
This unexpected manipulation of the English working class is an example of a strategy used to compensate for the lack of unity among the working class. It dates to the 1840s when the League of the Just was transforming into the International Workingmen’s Association. Wilhelm Weitling, a self-taught tailor, was likely the first organic intellectual of the working class. He played a key role within the League of the Just in the pre-Marx days of that organization. Often referred to as the father of German communism, Weitling helped organize it into what would now be called a movement (or network) of grass-roots worker communes. The following excerpt is taken from Annenkov’s The Extraordinary Decade (1881):
The tailor-agitator Weitling turned out to be a fair headed, handsome young man wearing an elegant style surotut and a coquettishly closed-cropped beard, looking more like a travelling salesman than the stern and wrathful zealot I had presumed to meet….we sat down at a small green table where at one narrow end Marx placed himself, pencil in hand and his leonine head bent over the sheet of paper….the tall and erect Engels opened the meeting with a speech. In it, he spoke of the necessity for people dedicated to the same cause of transforming labor to expound their common views and establish one overall doctrine which would serve as a standard for all their followers who had neither the time nor the opportunity to concern themselves with theoretical issues…. Marx looked up and addressed the question to Weitling:

Tell us, Weitling, you people who have made such a rumpus in Germany with your communist preaching and have won so many workers, causing them to lose their jobs and their crust of bread, with what fundamental principles do you justify your revolutionary and social activity and on what basis do you intend affirming it in the future?

Weitling, with an expression on his face suggesting earnestness and anxiety, began to explain that his aim was not to create new economic theories but to make use of those that were already there, as experience in France had shown, to open the workers’ eyes to the horror of their situation and all the injustices that had, with regard of them, become they bywords of governments and societies, to teach them not to put trust any longer in the in promises on the part of the latter and to rely only on themselves, organizing into democratic and communist communes. Weitling would have gladly spoken even longer if Marx, his brows angrily knit, had not interrupted him and voiced objections.

The gist of his sarcastic speech was that to arouse the population without giving it a firm and thoroughly reasoned out basis for its actions meant simply to deceive it…Especially in Germany, to appeal to the workers without a scientific idea and a positive doctrine had the same value as an empty and dishonest game at playing preacher…In a civilized country like Germany, Marx continued, developing his idea, people could do nothing without a positive doctrine and had done nothing up to now except to make a noise, cause harmful outbreaks, and ruin the very cause they had expounded.

The color rose in Weitling’s pale cheeks, and he recovered his genuine, fluent speech. In a voice quivering with emotion, he began to argue that a man who had gathered hundreds of people together in the name of the idea of justice, solidarity, and brotherly mutual aid under one banner cannot be called a vain and worthless person, that he Weitling, consoled himself in the face of the day’s attack with the recollection of the hundreds of letters and expressions of gratitude he had received from every corner of the fatherland, and that his modest preparatory work was, perhaps more important for the general cause than criticism and close analysis of doctrines in seclusion from the suffering world and the miseries of the people. On hearing these last words, Marx, at the height of fury, slammed his fist down on the table so hard that the lamp on the table reverberated and tottered, and jumping from his place, said at the same time: “Ignorance has never helped anyone.”

As a mathematics educator, while I agree with the statement that “Ignorance has never helped anyone,” I believe there are several paths to gaining wisdom and eliminating ignorance. That is why Freire’s concept of “educate educators” is more appropriate here. Despite the emotional and ethical complexities in the conversation, I will concentrate on the cognitive disparities between the two viewpoints. Manipulation is cognitive, with one viewpoint asserting mental dominance over the other. Soon after this conversation, Weitling was expelled from the League of the Just (a masonic international revolutionary organization).
What Weitling was advocating in his own words was “to open the workers’ eyes to the horror of their situation and all the injustices that had occurred regarding them.” He was trying to develop an awareness of the workers’ reality. Taking the PG Triad as a guide, we see that Weitling is approaching it from the second, Inter stage of the triad, where the connection between individual oppression of workers has been formed in their consciousness through the creation of a collaborating network of communes. The third Trans stage of development needs to be understood from these relations.
Nevertheless, Marx’s “scientific doctrine” did not come from such considerations then or now (as evidenced by David Harvey, 2010). That divide persists to this day. Whereas Marx’s last words, “Ignorance has never helped anyone,” are certainly correct, there are different routes through which ignorance can be eliminated depending on class background and experience. Marx proposes a scientific doctrine that is separated from the workers’ experience and disconnected from their consciousness. In theoretical terms, he proposes a Trans level of understanding, which is not derived from the Inter stage represented by Weitling, as it should be, according to the development of concepts through the PG Triad.
Using Vygotsky’s sociocultural approach, Weitling and Marx were standing on two borders of the Zone of Proximal Development between the spontaneous knowledge of workers and the “scientific” knowledge of Marx as a leftist intellectual. According to Vygotsky, scientific concepts can never develop into full-fledged concepts unless they integrate with the spontaneous ones within the ZPD; otherwise, they stay on the level of “pseudo-concepts.” The elimination of Weitling’s spontaneous concepts instead of integrating with them was ultimately the first bad root, or “the original sin” of the future Marxist-based worker movement.
This root became institutionalized first by Kautsky (1901), a leader of German Social Democracy at the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, who asserts:
Modern socialist consciousness can arise only based on profound scientific knowledge. Indeed, modern economics is as much a condition of socialist production as, say, modern technology, and the proletariat can create neither one nor the other, no matter how much it may desire to do so. The vehicles of science are not the proletariat but the bourgeois intelligentsia. Thus, the socialist is something introduced into the proletarian struggle from without and not something that arose from it spontaneously.

A similar assertion appears later in Lenin’s What Is To Be Done? (1902) where he follows Kautsky’s train of thought with the condemnation of the intellectual possibilities of the proletariat, reinforcing disbelief in the proletariat’s strength and power:This consciousness can be brought to them [to workers] from without. The history of all countries shows that the working class, exclusively by its own effort, is able to develop only trade union consciousness.



3.4 The Divide Between the Working Class and Intelligentsia
The way workers are often dismissed as intellectuals is remarkably similar to the current lack of respect for mathematics teachers as autonomous producers of “research” knowledge in the field of mathematics education. A colleague in Sierpinska and Kilpatrick (1999) who attempts to persuade the profession to research “teaching units” (sequences of classes devoted to developing a specific concept) argues that until recently, the design of teaching units was considered a mediocre task typically done by teachers and textbook authors. He questions why someone aspiring to academic respectability would stoop to create teaching materials and position themselves alongside “lowly” teachers (p. 94).
Though this colleague acknowledges that “many of the best units were published in teacher journals,” he insists that the design process should “by no means …be left to the teachers, though teachers can certainly make an important contribution within the framework of design provided by experts.” Here we observe the disenfranchisement of teachers from their teaching tools, with the simultaneous deeming of their work as subpar, resulting in the familiar divide between theory and practice, much like the divide created by Marx, Kautsky, and Lenin when they prioritized the “bourgeois intelligentsia” over workers as intellectuals. That approach of “bringing consciousness from without” has survived until the times of Solidarity, evidenced by the slew of books written recently in Poland describing so-called Solidarity “experts.” All of them demonstrate the same technique of organizing consent through intellectual manipulation (Bugaj, 2014): “Us experts! My God, we were really manipulating them! In the best of faith, but nonetheless, we were, doubtlessly, manipulating them.”
It was clear during the opposition that “without the workers’ support, the elimination of the system or even its reform was impossible.” On the other hand, some of us were unhappy that “we are dealing here with people who don’t read books and do not go to the theatre.” As a result, Obywatel asserted that “although obviously workers played an essential role in Solidarity, they did not become, apart from a few exceptions, leaders nor even regular participants of political activities.” (Bugaj, 2014). It was very easy for “experts” to create mental hegemony within which the Solidarity proposal could be termed “a delusion.” Polish workers of Solidarity had had enough of revolutionary ardor. What they missed solely was the spirit of generalization!
An assertion by Michnik’s (2011), a “leftist intellectual” and one of the main leaders of Solidarity at the time, who proposed a self-governing model of the Polish Republic—from [workers’ self-governing] enterprises to townships, and from the townships to the institutions of the central state. There was quite a lot of delusion, for such a model of democracy functioned nowhere in the world” (p. 28) and is a perfidious example of such a “monopolization.”
This shows the extent and persistence of the monopolization of “nearly all expressive roles in Solidarity.” In my view, this was the primary reason for the defeat of the workers’ movement at the time. The perfidy of the statement lies in the fact that if Solidarity had created “such a model of democracy [that] functioned nowhere in the world,” then we would have had a new revolution on our hands, one introducing a new mode of societal self-organization. Claiming it to be a delusion was a destructive mental act to eliminate any motivation to fight for an autonomous workers’ revolution. This monopolization has been the principal tool used to hide the revolutionary dimensions of the Solidarity movement from public awareness, leading to a deep misunderstanding of the Revolution of Solidarity as presented by Badiou3 and Žižek,4 among others. This monopolization of the expressive roles of Solidarity is what Gramsci calls the intellectual “hegemony” of the intellectuals.
The next section takes a closer look at Michnik’s assertion. It is clear, based on the historical development of the autonomous workers’ movement, that Solidarity was a non-Marxist workers’ revolution directed toward the full development of democratic and socialist workers’ self-governing enterprises under the independent union umbrella.

3.5 The Answer to Marx’s Question of 1846
Tell us, Weitling, with what fundamental principles do you justify your revolutionary and social activity and on what basis do you intend to affirm it in the future?

What Marx does not understand in the statement above is that the process of developing consciousness, specifically conceptual development, has different stages and progresses according to the workers’ timetable of development, not the intelligentsia’s. At the time of their discussion, the fundamental principle anchored in workers’ practice had not yet been constructed; unknown was whether, once the time of its construction arrived, it would be compatible with the fundamental tenets of the Manifesto. It would emerge from practice. I will argue that this has been the case. Ultimately, in his insistence on the fundamental positive idea, Marx rejects Weitling’s vision of democratic communist communes in favor of his own positive idea. Let’s examine the development of this essential worker’s idea through history.
This idea reappeared for the second time in 1922, 80 years later, as the Workers’ Opposition movement led by two workers, Alexander Shlyapnikov and Sergei Medvedev, plus Alexandra Kollontai, a feminist and commissar of social welfare in the first revolutionary government. Their main tenet was that “military practices, the remnants of the civil war, have destroyed workers’ democracy as a result of which the party is transforming into a foreign body to the working class.” (Kowalewski, 2020, p. 367) emphasized workers’ democracy and the realization that only workers’ self-organization would allow them to control the new worker relations of production throughout society.
Most likely, this would reduce bureaucracy, which was already seen as the main danger to the integrity of the revolution by the Workers’ Opposition. The group advocated for a more efficient union to oversee the state’s economy. Weitling’s original idea of democratic and communist communes evolved into a concept of a higher level of cognitive organization by incorporating unions to uphold democracy. Eventually, unions would be empowered to assume the economic/communist responsibilities of the state, as those are the ones closest to the production process. Marx rejected Weitling’s work for not being fundamental enough; similarly, the Workers’ Opposition views were branded as “a syndicalism deviation” and were swiftly dismantled through Lenin’s characteristic manipulation (Kowalewski, 2020).
Sixty years later, Solidarity, the workers’ union, emerged, claiming to organize the country’s economy. Solidarity quickly became the main organizer and guarantor of rapid social development centered on self-government in both production and civic life. Zygmunt Bauman, a Marxist Polish sociologist who was banned from Poland after the events of March 1968, described Solidarity as “the first workers’ revolution in history!” (Bauman, 1983). His statement indicates the idea that a democratic and self-governing workers’ organization at a national level had reached a revolutionary level of development.
Comparing these three stages of development, we can see that the autonomous workers’ movement provided an answer to Marx’s question: The fundamental positive idea initially present in Weitling’s view aimed to establish a democratic self-governing structure in the country based on the self-governance of workers in production and citizens in civic life. Because this idea was consistently eliminated from Marxist revolutionary thinking, it took 132 years before it reached a mature third stage of revolutionary development.
We see that contrary to Lenin’s belief in the syndicalism of the working class, the movement thus created went beyond a purely syndicalist stance. Its development, however, did not progress vertically around the “fundamental” idea but horizontally toward the self-organization of society. This represented a new, creative, positive idea of a socialist revolution. But in Poland, this movement was destroyed by the communist government, along with the Polish progressive intelligentsia, who, like Michnik, could not envisage ideas beyond the existing societal structures of the time.

3.6 Organic Intellectual of the Working Class
It was Antonio Gramsci who first understood the issue discussed here in the context of revolutionary movements. He recognized that we cannot separate Homo sapiens from Homo faber, the man as a thinker from the man as a maker, and the intellectual.
Gramsci acknowledged that “In any physical work, even the most degraded and mechanical, there exists a minimum of technical qualifications, a minimum of intellectual creativity” (p. 8). Based on this recognition, he wrote in Prison Notebooks the fundamental new entity of the organic intellectual of the working class, which was probably the first attempt at the creative synthesis of the worker and the thinker. Gramsci did not fully formulate his ideas, hence the ongoing conflict in their interpretation.
Hoare and Smith (1971), the editors of Prison Notes, assert “that, ideally, the proletariat should be able to generate its own intellectuals within the class who remain intellectuals of their class.” Alternatively, Stanley Aronowitz (2002), a rank-and-file intellectual from New York City, defines the organic intellectual of the working class differently in his chapter on Gramsci. He states that the “organic intellectual of the working class is one whose work is the expression of the worldview of the proletariat.” He supports this idea with the statement: “In this context, Gramsci’s famous phrase ‘organic intellectuals’ refers not primarily to those who have sprung from the ranks of the workers…”.
Gramsci touches on that issue, but because of the absence of fundamental psychological and scientific discoveries that only emerged in the mid- to late-twentieth century, he cannot get to its core. In one sense, he strongly asserts the presence of an inherent creative intellectual element in any physical work (above, p. 8).
Yet on page 9 he states, “Each man finally, outside his professional activity, carries on some form of an intellectual activity, that is he is a philosopher, an artist, a man of taste…has a conscious line of moral conduct…” which is true but unrelated to the primary professional activity of being a worker. Why does Gramsci draw our attention to the worker’s activity outside his professional trade while reminding us that all human labor, including a worker’s professional activity, contains an inherent creative component?
There is a fundamental divide between the two that he does not know how to bridge. The concept of the organic intellectual of the working class raises questions about whether they should come from within the working class or outside of it. This ambiguity is the root of the persistent problem with the generalization of the working class. At present, we, as a scientific community, understand that the transition from Homo faber to Homo sapiens takes place through metacognition, a concept developed by Ann Brown (1987) in the latter half of the twentieth century. Metacognition clarifies the evolution of intelligence through and from practice. It also emphasizes the need for an individual to step back from active participation in work while maintaining a mental focus on that role.
This stance then allows for contemplation as Homo sapiens reflect on the practices of Homo faber to initiate the development of critical thinking rooted in practical experience—a fundamental requirement for the organic intellectuals of the working class. This critical metacognitive process involving generalization and abstraction contributes to the development of self-awareness and an understanding of one’s role in the process. Stated differently, the cognitive process of generalization develops differently for a person of working-class origin than for a person from a “traditional” intellectual family. It has been recognized in the field of mathematics education (Esmonde, 2009) that the pedagogical approach to “underprivileged” or “underserved” students must be anchored in their spontaneous base. Conversely, learning for students from the “traditional” intelligentsia starts with “scientific” concepts within the worker/intelligentsia ZPD.
As Gramsci elaborates in his essay “On Education,” these concepts are “breathed in” during childhood:
In a whole series of families, especially in the intellectual strata, the children find in their family life a preparation, a prolongation, and a completion of school life; “they breathe in”, as the expression goes, a whole quantity of notions and attitudes which facilitate the educational process properly speaking. They already know and develop their knowledge of literary language, i.e. the means of expression and knowledge, which is technically superior to the means possessed by the average member of the school population between the ages of 6 and 12.

Likewise, the only way for workers to grow into organic intellectuals of the working class is to generalize with the help of awareness from their experience and concrete praxis to the workers as a class. For me, this means investigating the truth of every political moment independently of past ideologies and past truths to find its internal dynamics and deriving from that a revolutionary strategy that expresses both the interests and the wisdom of the working class.
It is fundamental for the organic intellectuals of the working class to come from within the class itself. Only then will people have the possibility to creatively integrate the derived revolutionary strategy with the intrinsic wisdom of that class.

3.7 What Is the Root of That Strange Relationship, of the Divide Between Left Intellectuals and Workers?
This chapter explores the intricate relationship between workers and intellectuals across different time periods and regions. It also shows us the different ways in which the intelligentsia, especially the progressive faction, manipulate and shape the cognitive perceptions of the working class. Attention is drawn to the intentional neglect of the educational needs of the working class, thereby impeding people’s ability to engage in critical thinking and mathematical reasoning. Throughout European history, the working class has tried to establish self-governance three times, only to have its efforts thwarted by communist leaders.
Why is there a constant struggle against the workers, or those whom the communist party supports in its anticapitalistic fights? Why do communist leaders have a dismissive attitude toward workers’ ability to think and create new ideas? Using Marxist concepts, it is relatively easy to explain. Marx and Engels, despite being devoted to the well-being of the working class through social revolution, came from a bourgeois social background; their way of thinking and perceiving reality differed greatly from that of a worker.
As a result, Weitling and the Marx and Engels duo had no way to communicate on a fundamental level of mutual understanding, nor did their later revolutionary followers. Unfortunately, apart from being academic intellectuals, they brought and continue to bring the sociocultural background of their class into revolutionary discourse, such as a hierarchy of knowledge, a top-down method of communicating, doubt about workers’ intellectual capacities, and an attachment to a binary either-or way of thinking. How can we explain these attitudes? The answer is, we have to raise a generation of organic intellectuals from within the working class, intellectuals who are as much teachers of ordinary people as they are thinkers or revolutionary researchers.
I propose such a structure based on developing the sense and mastery of generalization, the absence of which Marx has complained about. It is the structure of the working webinar on the development of the spirit of generalization anchored in.	The daily practice of worker organizers, the participating activists

	Familiarizing and investigating the process of generalization between arithmetic and algebra





3.8 Conclusions
The chapter provided a general summary of two central issues in the workers’ movement: the lack of a spirit of generalization among the working class and the relationship between left intellectuals and workers. Both issues are still relevant today. Many working-class college students exhibit the same lack of generalization Marx criticized in the English working class.
On the other hand, the conversation between Marx and Wilhelm Weitling, the father of German communism, brought to the forefront the crux of the divide between left intellectuals and workers within the movement. This division is exemplified by excerpts from the leaders of the socialist and communist movements. The main question Marx posed to Weitling was, “Tell us, Weitling, with what fundamental principles do you justify your revolutionary and social activity and on what basis do you intend to affirm it in the future?”
As demonstrated through the subsequent struggles of workers, the fundamental principle was the idea of workers governing themselves. These discussions in this section attempted to bridge that divide by using Gramsci’s concept of “organic intellectuals of the working class.”
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Footnotes
1Karl Marx, March 28, 1870, International Workingmen Association, Confidential Communication on Bakuninists. Sent to Kugelman. Kugelman (1839–1920) was confidant of Marx and Engels with whom he exchanged letters between 1862–1893.

 

2She is referring here to moments of direct negotiations of workers with the first Communist party secretary at the time, E. Gierek.

 

3P. 37 This highly significant popular uprising against a corrupt, moribund socialist state reminded us that action by popular masses is always possible, even in a situation blasted by foreign occupation and a political regime imposed from without. But aside from its critical force, the Polish movement remained bereft of any new idea about the country’s possible destiny. Alain Badiou (2012) The Rebirth of History. Times of riots and uprisings. Verso 2012.

 

4P. 40 As the name of the Polish movement proclaims the dissident protesters wanted freedom and democracy without the ruthless capitalist lack of solidarity. Is that what Solidarity was about?! Slavoj Žižek (2012) The year of Dreaming Dangerously. Verso, NY.
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4.1 The Basic Question of Mao
My fascination with Mao’s ideas began a while back when I came across the following excerpt:
But how does human knowledge arise from practice? In the process of practice, man at first sees only the phenomenal side, the separate aspects, the external relations of things…This is called the perceptual stage of cognition, namely the stage of sense perception and impressions…[up to] the sketch of the external relations among these impressions. As social practice continues, things that give rise to man’s sense perceptions and impressions in the use of his practice are repeated many times. Then, a sudden change (leap) takes place in the brain in the process of cognition, and concepts are formed. Concepts are no longer phenomena, the separate aspects and external relations of things; they grasp the essence, the totality, and internal relations of things. Proceeding further, by means of judgment and inference, one can draw logical conclusions.

I recognized “a sudden change (leap) [that] takes place in the brain in the process of cognition…” as the illuminatory insight, commonly known as an Aha! moment or Eureka experience. This epiphany represents a moment of clarity and understanding. Its role and importance in learning and making a new discovery (in the mathematics domain) were described and analyzed in Czarnocha and Baker (2021).
Let me start by mentioning that this condensed version of Mao’s theory of knowledge seems to distinguish three stages in the process of acquiring knowledge: (1) the initial stage of making superficial external connections among the objects of inquiry, (2) the stage of finding relationships between different objects that result in understanding the internal connections among them, and (3) the stage of logical reasoning derived from grasping the entirety of a specific situation. We refer to this process as the Mao triple.
“On Practice” and “On Contradiction” were written in the heady summer of 1937, when the Japanese invasion of China was looming on the international horizon. Despite being the only known pure philosophical expression of Mao’s thought, neither essay, to the best of my knowledge, has been well understood. In particular, “On Practice” has posed challenges for revolutionary thinkers in grasping its meaning. Žižek (2007, 2017) notably omitted any discussion of this work in his collection of Mao’s writings. The only literature on that subject I found in existence is the work of Wang Xi-Wei (2007); however, I could not get the copy of the paper from the journal of its publication: The Differences and Similarities between Piaget’s Genetic Epistemology and MAO Ze-dong’s Practical Epistemology. Its title suggests it may have a lot to contribute to the discussion here
A summary of these two essays is necessary. They were written at a crucial juncture of the Chinese Revolution when a new strategy was being devised to collaborate with the Kuomintang forces in resisting Japanese imperial aggression in China. “On Practice” presents the philosophy of Mao’s theory of knowledge mentioned in the excerpt as arising from social revolutionary practice. “On Practice” significantly deepens the short description of the theory of knowledge and uses it to discuss the previous failures and deficiencies in the revolutionary movement. Its main idea is to connect the development of knowledge with practical experience.
“On Contradiction” has a very different structure of exposition: It is much less intuitive and presents a more structured and didactic or pedagogical approach to the concept of contradiction, outlining it in several points:	1.
The study of contradiction is conducted with the help of dialectical materialism, which sees the contradiction as the unity of opposites. Mao provides two good examples of such a contradiction. One is the classic contradiction between the capitalist and the worker. Another one is between man’s inherently unlimited capacities for knowledge and its actual presence in men who are externally limited (in terms of their lives and productivity) and possess limited cognition.

 

	2.
He proceeds to the universality of contradiction: Its presence in every process of development of in a world.

 

	3.
The particularity of contradiction as the reflection of universality in a concrete event, that is, in the analysis of the event in its own contradictory terms.

 

	4.
He formulates the concept of the principal contradiction and emphasizes the possibility of the transformation of one principal contradiction into another. It’s worth remembering that at the time when the essays were written, the change of CCP strategy from the fight with Kuomintang as the manifestation of the principal contradiction between landowners and peasants to the strategy of the war of national liberation as the manifestation of the contradiction between the occupier and the occupied, was taking place.

 

	5.
Among the two aspects of the principal contradiction expressed by the CCP and Kuomintang, the CCP, which proposed the United Front against Japan, became the principal aspect of the contradiction. He follows the discussion of identity and the struggle within the contradiction, and finally completes the discussion by analyzing the antagonism within the contradiction.

 



If we were to imagine Mao’s thought process, I think it would involve navigating through various contradictions in a historical situation, with one being the principal contradiction and all others addressing secondary contradictions. Movement occurs in the space of contradictions when there is a change in a principal contradiction. Mao likely had a deep understanding of this process, as seen in his response to changes in China’s principal contradiction over the previous five years. Crucial relationships in this realm of contradiction include universality and particularity, as well as the principal contradiction and its principal aspect of the contradiction. Interestingly, the theory of knowledge is largely missing from that essay. Why is that? This absence may reflect the historical divide between theory and practice in Marxist movements.
What’s especially interesting is that even though the essays were written one after another during the summer of 1937, the relationship between them is neither clearly specified in the texts nor properly understood by later Marxist interpreters of Mao’s thought. “On Practice” does not mention the term “contradiction,” while “On Contradiction” only briefly mentions the theory of knowledge in discussing the generalization of a particularity of a contradiction, suggesting the existence of a deeper relationship between the two. Mao’s central, though implicit, question centers on the relationship between his theory of knowledge and the theory of contradiction. The quest to identify this relationship is a main theme of this chapter. Žižek’s analysis falters precisely because of the absence of that relationship.
Žižek’s attention is focused primarily on “On Contradiction,” where he sees Mao’s main contribution to Marxist thought in formulating and clarifying the distinction between principal and secondary contradictions and their interplay within the realm of contradictions. Žižek’s main critique of Mao derives from his Hegelian background (p. 19): “In Hegelese, Mao’s dialectic remains on the level of understanding, of fixed notional oppositions; it is unable to formulate the properly dialectical self-relating of notional determinations.”
On careful examination of “On Practice,” it is evident that Mao does not require Hegelian concept development precisely because he explains on page 55 of the essay how concepts are formed through a “properly dialectical self-relating of notional determinations” distinct from Hegelian dialectics. This process is more akin to the dialectics of Piaget and Garcia Triad (Chap. 9), whose dialectics are not rooted in the classical thesis-antithesis-synthesis procedures but on the dialectics of similarities and differences. Thus, the challenge posed by both essays is how to integrate these different dialectical approaches. Perhaps this explains why considerations from “On Practice” are omitted in Žižek’s introduction to “Mao: On Practice and Contradiction,” an omission resulting in a misrepresentation of Mao’s thought. The next section attempts to correct that misrepresentation.

4.2 Mao and Piaget: Mao Triple and PG Triad
In this section, I aim to show that Mao’s triad in his theory of knowledge can be understood as a particular representation of the Piaget and Garcia (1989) of cognitive development. By conducting a semantic analysis of corresponding sections from both theories, I will show a connection between the two. After illustrating Mao’s conceptual framework, I will then compare it to its practical origins. The initial stage of Mao’s triple pays attention to the state of sense perception, which centers on the purely external relationships between objects of cognition. When the observers from the Yen’nan observation group arrived,
In the first day or two, they see the city’s topography, streets and houses; they meet many people, attend banquets, evening parties and mass meetings…all these things being the phenomena, the separate aspects and the external relations of things.

Similarly, PG Triad characterizations stress the initial preoperational (or Intra) stage where cognitive actions are limited to the individual level without exploring deeper transformations or internal relationships between cases. The cases stay separate. The second stage of Mao’s triple takes place when, because of social practice, “A sudden change (a leap) in the brain takes place in the process of cognition, and concepts are formed. The concepts are no longer a phenomenon…they grasp the essence, to totality and internal relations of things.”
For the Yen’nan observation group, this process occurs after collecting various data, and what’s more, after “have thought them over” (carefully analyzing them to make connections between different components). Through this analysis, they can conclude that “the Communist Party policy of the National United Front against Japan is thorough, sincere and genuine.” Such a conclusion could only be reached by thoroughly assessing every connection and every relationship between the data for its correctness. Similarly, the PG Triad emphasizes the importance of establishing relationships between the different, separate cases from the previous stage through a comparative search for similarities and differences among different objects of cognition.
The third stage of forming the final “conception (of the totality), judgment, and inference” is crucial in the process of understanding a concept; this stage involves rational knowledge and making logical assertions and inferences based on a comprehensive understanding of the situation. “The National United Front Against Japan can succeed” is securely anchored in the non-contradictory totality of the situation. The PG Triad characterizes this stage, asserting that when these relationships are mastered and generalized, new synthesis [The National United Front Against Japan can succeed] becomes possible (Trans stage).
The movement of thought for each stage transition is different. The transition between the Intra to the Inter stage involves connecting separate objects of attention to form a network of understanding by discovering their relations. Within Mao’s triple, this process is called “knitting the brows” or “thinking it over.” Thinking from the Inter to the Trans stage builds on the discovered relationships in the Inter stage through logical assertions based on a comprehensive understanding of all internal relationships. From now on, we will understand the Mao triple as composed of these three stages: separate objects of cognition, connecting them by “knitting the brows,” and arriving at self-consistent totality for making logical inferences.
Mao’s triple can be understood within the framework of the general theory of the PG Triad for the development of concepts. It is important to emphasize that neither the PG Triad nor Mao’s triple incorporates the concept of contradiction in any way. They don’t. Instead, they use the qualities of similarity and differences necessary for formulating network relationships within a concept. This distinction is vital because it raises the fundamental question of how to reconcile two concepts based on different dialectics: the Hegelian dialectic of “On Contradiction” and the Mao/Piaget dialectic of similarity in “On Practice.”
Here, the Mao triple appears in a condensed form to address a concrete, specific sequence of events. The first two are treated as separate cases, and the period between the second and third events is one of reflection on the relationship between the first two cases (knitting the brows). As a result of this reflection, the third event was successfully conceived and realized. The first Mao triple occurs in the Sung Chiang story from a fourth-century epic (p. 80). The story starts with two unsuccessful attempts to capture Chu village. Reflecting on these two failures leads to a new strategy: instead of directly attacking, the decision is made to destroy the alliance of three villages through the formation of the Trojan horse strategy. This shift in tactics, combined with a stroke of luck, results in a successful outcome.
Mao further illustrates his triple with an example (pp. 82–83) from the history of the revolution, particularly during the formation of the United Front Against Japan in 1936–1937. This example provides an insightful perspective, where the first two failed revolutionary attempts (1924–1927 and the Agrarian Revolution after 1927) gave enough material for “knitting the brows” to come up with the correct strategy for the United Front Against Japan with the Kuomintang in 1936. Mao states, “At the present stage, the Communist Party has gone through the test of two revolutions and acquired a wealth of experience”, which ultimately led to her victory 12 years later. Mao continues: “Such have been particular features of the Chinese Communist Party in three stages.” He also applied a similar analysis to Kuomintang’s triple. Throughout the rest of the essay, he indirectly references this sequence of events. We see that the theory of concept development offered in “On Practice” is indeed connected with “On Contradiction” with significant impact. Both examples provided in the text only touch on certain aspects of contradiction rather than fully exploring it. The second example is introduced by an important comment of Mao: “In studying the particularity of contradiction at each stage in the process of the development of a thing, we must not only observe them in their interconnections or their totality; we must also examine the two aspects of each contradiction.”
Consequently, we can uncover Mao’s brilliant step in addressing this problem. He placed his non-oppositional triple within one aspect of contradiction and proposed, of course, that each aspect of the contradiction, one of the CCP and the other of the Kuomintang, was developing differently, reflecting their different social conditions. The nature of the process as a non-oppositional triple was similar in each aspect, however. This understanding makes sense because a contradiction is formed by its two contradicting aspects, and each aspect cannot form it separately. Although excellent, this solution is not unique. Generally, the theory of contradiction has two different methods of synthesis:	1.
The solution proposed above, when each aspect of contradiction develops within itself, and then the synthesis of the two is obtained by the conquest of one aspect of contradiction by the other in accordance with Mao’s description: https://​www.​marxists.​org/​reference/​archive/​mao/​selected-works/​volume-9/​mswv9_​27.​htm, 1964),

 

	2.
The synthesis by compromise between the two opposing aspects.

 



Although Žižek sees this passage as strong evidence that Mao “scathingly dismisses the category of the ‘dialectical synthesis of opposites,’” he overlooks Mao’s emphasis on the concept of practice. What’s interesting is that the hint to the solution of the problem is found in the February 1937 Telegram to the Central Committee of KMT mentioned earlier. The basis for this compromise is the necessity of unity in the face of Japanese invasion. Consequently, Mao’s compromise is based on a shared national identity among those on opposing sides, a concept different from an oppositional contradiction, which then can be consciously controlled.

4.3 Mao’s Unusual Solution to the Contradiction
Mao faced a challenging intellectual and political environment while writing the two essays in 1937. He was working to establish an anti-Japanese resistance front with the recalcitrant Kuomintang, despite their differences. Shortly before writing “On Practice,” he had finished a key text in May 1937 called “The Tasks of the Chinese Communist Party in the Period of Resistance to Japan.”
This document discusses the CCP’s unexpected action in February of 1937 when it sent a telegram to the Third Plenary Session of the Central Executive Committee of the Kuomintang. The telegram proposed a concrete compromise between their military forces and the political war. What we are witnessing here is the dialectical synthesis of the CCP’s position with that of the Kuomintang, the synthesis under the guise of a compromise based on the shared goal of Chinese national liberation from Japanese forces. To comprehend this action, one must be acquainted with the historical context.
Starting around 1933, after several incidents of conflict between Japan and China on Chinese territory, Mao appeared to be the driving force behind the creation of a united national front against the Japanese invasion. Its creation was ultimately successful and on time, from December 1936 to February 19, 1937. The Japanese invasion took place in July 19371 (the details of how the United Front was created are described in the footnote). The telegram of February 1937 contained precisely formulated conditions of the compromise offered by the CCP to the Kuomintang:	The Communist-led government in the Shensi-Kansu-Ningxia revolutionary base area would be renamed the Government of the Special Region of the Republic of China, and the Red Army would be redesignated as part of the National Revolutionary Army under the direction of the Central Government in Nanking and its Military Council, respectively.

	A thoroughly democratic system would be applied in the areas under the Government of the Special Region.

	The policy of overthrowing the Kuomintang by armed force would be discontinued.

	The confiscation of the landlords’ land would be discontinued.

	The CCP had also expected a reciprocal offer from the Kuomintang. Concessions should be made by both parties:

	The Kuomintang should abandon the policies of civil war, dictatorship, and non-resistance to foreign foes.

	The Communist Party should abandon the policy of maintaining antagonism between the two regimes.



We will exchange the latter for the former and resume our cooperation with the Kuomintang to fight for national salvation. (https://​www.​marxists.​org/​reference/​archive/​mao/​selected-works/​sw-in-pdf/​sw-flp-1965-v1.​pdf).
Mao’s success can be attributed to an incident1 that occurred with the help of Zhang Xueliang. It is important to consider Mao’s two essays considering this ongoing effort. In other words, Mao’s two essays reflect his experience in formulating the United Front. The proposal is striking for prioritizing unity with the Kuomintang over various methods to undermine their power to maintain Chinese nationalism against Japan. As to the philosophy presented in the two essays, Mao recognized he was in a period when the principal contradiction was changing in China from a global struggle against imperialism to a local conflict with the Japanese occupation within the Chinese national framework. Essentially, he had to understand this evolving situation, the evolution of ideas from practice (“On Practice”) and the new concept’s relationship to the theory of contradiction (“On Contradiction”).
Mao held two very different types of dialectical theories in his hands. The first was the theory of contradiction inherited from Western classic thinkers of dialectics, which Mao further developed. The second was the theory of dialectical concept development, entirely original to him, grounded in observations of practice and largely unrelated to the ubiquitous concept of contradiction. It is a dialectical theory with a distinct engine, the rule of motion, which involves differentiation and integration that allows disparate aspects of things to be integrated into a new concept through a “leap in the brain” among other things. The question looming before him was how to merge the theory of contradiction with the practice of concept development. We have shown Mao’s two solutions to the problem, one contained in the relationship between the two essays, the other one uncovered in the analysis of his practice as it related to the war with the Kuomintang and the resistance against the Japanese during the time the essays were written.

4.4 Conclusions
It’s possible that Mao, who, according to Žižek, “scathingly dismisses the category of dialectical synthesis of opposites,” did not realize that his compromise proposal to the Kuomintang inadvertently suggested a form of dialectical synthesis he “dismisses.” This compromise was a middle ground between two opposing positions, conditioned by the presence of national unity between them.
We now have a deeper and more comprehensive understanding of the relationship between the two essays. Mao’s triple dialectics can be understood as a theory explaining the evolution of a single facet of contradiction. Alternatively, it can be interpreted as a tool to create a new synthesis between two opposing sides by emphasizing their shared values, especially in terms of national unity. In some cases, seemingly irreconcilable contradictions can be resolved without one side overpowering the other when there is a shared quality or objective that brings the opposing parties together. This happens when there is a common quality or goal that unites those holding opposing principles. Remarkably, Mao did not initially introduce the concept of compromise into his philosophical system. He did, however, revisit this idea two decades later in his 1957 speech at the Eleventh Session of the Supreme Soviet Conference titled On the Correct Handling of Contradictions Among the People. In this speech, Mao introduces two distinct types of contradictions, highlighting their fundamentally different characters: the contradiction between the Chinese Communist Party CCP and its enemies and the contradiction within the people themselves, that is, among the various classes or groups within society.
He emphasizes (Žižek, 2017, p. 132) that the resolution of this contradiction is conditioned by the similarity—more precisely, by the identity of people’s interests, exactly as Mao’s triple dialectics require. It is also instructive to consider his note on the antagonistic contradiction in the same paragraph:
The contradiction between the national bourgeoisie and the working class is one between exploiter and exploited and is by nature antagonistic. But in concrete conditions of China, this antagonistic contradiction between two classes, if properly handled, can be transformed into a non-antagonistic one and be resolved by peaceful methods.

With this in mind, we can now attempt to answer the question Mao posed, implicitly, in “On Practice” and “On Contradiction”: How can the theory of contradiction be integrated with the practice of concept development within the two different aspects of the contradiction? While a more in-depth explanation is given in Chap. 5, I would like to suggest that the key to understanding the contradiction between the two “aspects of contradiction” can be better understood by examining how they are integrated during a specific historical period. This can be achieved by emphasizing their contradictory nature or highlighting their similarities. The same two aspects can sometimes represent the contradictory elements and at other times the elements of similarity, much like the varying interpretations of the yin and yang symbol. If we focus on the colors of each aspect within yin and yang, we are in the realm of contradiction; if we focus on their shapes, we are in the realm of similarity. Both perspectives are legitimate and influence each other.
I would now like to emphasize the methodological errors Žižek made when discussing Mao’s philosophy. Those errors include not acknowledging Mao’s theory of knowledge rooted in practice (see excerpt at the start of this chapter). Another error is not focusing on Mao’s theoretical rejection of the dialectical synthesis without considering his actual practice at the time of writing the essays. This struggle between theory and practice has been a consistent feature of Marxist revolutionary thought that persists to this day. The conflicting stances of the Left on the war in Ukraine serve as an example of the disconnect in their thinking between theory and practice.
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Footnotes
1In 1936, Chiang Kai-shek assigned “The Young Marshal” Zhang Xueliang, leader of Northeastern Army, the duty of suppressing the Red Army of the CCP. Battles with the Red Army resulted in great casualties for Zhang’s forces, but Chiang Kai-shek did not provide any support to his troops.
On 12 December 1936, a deeply disgruntled Zhang Xueliang kidnapped Chiang Kai-shek in Xi’an to force an end to the conflict between the KMT and CCP. To secure the release of Chiang, the KMT was forced to agree to a temporary end to the Chinese Civil War and the forming of a united front between the CCP and KMT against Japan on 24 December 1936. By the time Chiang arrived in Xi’an on 4 December 1936, negotiations for a united front had been in the works for two years.
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5.1 Introduction
This chapter probes further into the relationship between classical Marxism and Piaget’s theory of conceptual development introduced in Chap. 3. We have already analyzed the connection between the contradiction theory, a key aspect of Marxist theory, and Mao’s theory of knowledge outlined in “On Practice.” We have also demonstrated that the Mao triple underlying Mao’s theory of knowledge bears a striking resemblance in structure to Piaget Garcia Triad’s theory of conceptual development, an insight that has led to the conclusion that contemporary revolutionary theories should incorporate both the dialectics of contradiction and the dialectics of similarity.
In this chapter, we will be looking at a new perspective on the relationship between human essence and social relations. One could argue that we have taken a more fundamental approach to the well-known difficulties posed by Marx’s “Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach,” which asserts that “the human essence is not an abstraction inherent in each individual, in its reality it is the ensemble of social relations.”
While Piaget’s theories were originally based on biological instincts, we now can look upon the human being as a “species man,” a stance that complements the concept of humans as solely social animals. As A. Schaff points out, Feuerbach’s insight that individuals are inherently part of nature and biological beings is a stroke of brilliance comparable to Marx’s recognition of society and its impact on individuals. The initial connection between the two was formed through “the bursting of the instinct,” which ultimately led to the intellectual growth of individuals.
Incorporating critiques of Marxist theory from revolutionaries around the world, I will be discussing how the “Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach” is often seen as the main culprit for excluding “blood and bone” individuals from revolutionary thinking. We will see how the Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge seeks to blend societal influences with personal cognitive processes. Voices calling for critical reflection on historical and dialectical materialism have long emerged among social- justice advocates in different parts of the world, with figures like Lech Walesa leading the way in the 1980s (Playboy, 1982):
and out of it should come a book. But not a boring one. It must be interesting. It has to overturn the old theories. And at the same time, describe them, and restore them to overturn them.

According to the interviewer, Walesa was indirectly alluding to Marxism as the basis of socialism in Poland at that time. As a worker, Walesa, like many others in Poland, recognized that there were flaws in the system in both theory and practice. But what exactly was the problem? What steps should have been taken to strive for improvement in alignment with Marx’s “Eleventh Thesis on Feuerbach”?
In Marksizm a Jednostka Ludzka (Marxism and the Human Individual (Schaff, 1965) Adam Schaff, a Polish Marxist philosopher from the 1960s, identifies the key weakness of Marxism as the relationship between the social man of classical Marxism and the everyday individual with a tangible existence and a rich psychological-spiritual life. Schaff suggests that the early Marx from the Manuscripts should be the foundation for interpreting Marx’s Capital. He stresses the importance of integrating the humanist Marxism of the Manuscripts into classical Marxism to form the cornerstone of the younger generation’s education. Subsequent history has shown that this reinterpretation of classical Marxism was not enough to salvage the system it was based on. Clearly, something more was necessary, something that transcended Marxism.
Two examples that support this viewpoint are provided below.
Linera, an ex-vice president of Bolivia who together with Evo Morales led Bolivia for 14 years until November 2019, says in Indianismo y Marxismo El desencuentro de dos razones arias (Linera, 2005) that
Marxism came to form political culture…based on the supremacy of the working-class identity over and above other identities…and in the historical and class-based inferiority of the country’s predominantly campesino communities.

Quite correctly, Linera assessed the hierarchical and therefore oppressive nature of the Marxist cultural, intellectual, and political milieu.
Drawing from the triumph of the Zapatista Movement’s uprising in Mexico in 1994, John Holloway (2005) reminds us of that scientific socialism, as developed by Engels and which later evolved into Lenin’s theory of the vanguard party, is a theory of the proletariat’s emancipation, but not of its self-emancipation.
Each of these situations addresses, in my view, a common quality outside the framework of Marxist theory. In Poland, it was national liberation. In Bolivia, it was Indianismo. In Mexico, it was the self-emancipation of the proletariat. And now, in Ukraine, it is national sovereignty. It is the liberation of the self, of one’s identity in different guises. These comments underscore the idea that individual identity is often overshadowed by the social identity shaped by class struggle in Marxist revolutionary theory.
Have you ever wondered why Marxist theory overlooked the full identity of a human being instead of concentrating primarily on the social identity formed through class struggle?

5.2 The Interplay Between the Social and the Individual in Marxist Discourse
In the realm of Marxist theory, a key issue that has long been debated is the relationship between the individual as a biological entity, as seen in Piaget’s theory of conceptual development, and the social individual defined by the network of social relations, a central tenet in Marx’s philosophy. Recent discussions on this complex matter have spanned several decades, from E. Fromm’s Marx’s Concept of Man (1970) to A. Schaff’s Marxism and the Human Individual (1970), culminating in the recent publication of The Concept of the Individual in the Thought of Karl Marx, Engels, and Marxism (2023) by Palgrave Macmillan, featuring Z. Li′s chapter “The Concept of the Individual and Marx’s Philosophy.”
Although various authors acknowledge the multifaceted nature of Marx’s views on the individual, they all grapple with the “Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach.” The thesis asserts that “human essence is not an abstraction inherent in each individual, in its reality it is the ensemble of social relations.” This assertion seems to exclude the existence of an autonomous individual capable of making choices, as Schaff notes in his argument for the individual’s capacity to exercise free will and ethical decision-making within societal influences. Matias (1972) probes deeper into this dilemma by posing the question of how individuals can genuinely exercise autonomy in decision-making while being intricately woven into a network of social relations: “How can individuals determine their course of action when their identity is intertwined with social connections?”
In addition, Mitias considers how ethical values influenced by society can limit an individual’s ability to make ethical decisions freely. The continuing discussion on human creativity as a means of breaking free from societal constraints is eloquently summarized by Koestler (1964). He argues that creativity represents a victory over ingrained patterns of thinking enforced by societal norms: “The creative act is an act of liberation—it signifies the triumph over the routine (imposed, among other factors, by the social milieu) by originality.”
Koestler’s perspective offers a solution to the dilemma. Norman Geras (1983) shares this view. He suggests that although the core of human identity is shaped by social relations, it is not limited to just that. He leans into the idea that Marx intended to qualify the concept of human nature in terms of inherent, general species characteristics rather than outright rejecting them through a historical and linguistic analysis of the sixth thesis (p. 32). Furthermore, Geras argues (p. 33) that Marx may have intended to highlight that human nature is not entirely separate from the individual, but rather encompasses more than what is inherent in each person.
Similarly, Schaff (1970) emphasizes this possibility by noting Feuerbach’s insight that the individual is fundamentally a part of nature, a biological being. He considers this insight a stroke of brilliance comparable to Marx’s recognition that individuals are shaped by society and its conditions. Schaff further asserts the biological and social duality of humanity more emphatically (p. 59), suggesting that while Marx criticizes Feuerbach for reducing human essence to a mere abstraction inherent in each individual, true evolution lies in recognizing that individuals are shaped not only by biological ties but also by social connections.
In reconciling these divergent viewpoints, it becomes clear that neither perspective alone offers a complete understanding of human existence. The task at hand is to merge these perspectives into a unified theory; that is the main objective of this chapter. The convergence of historical materialism in Marxism and Piagetian epistemology is an unexplored area in scholarly research, yet it presents opportunities for a unified approach. Dongo-Montoya (2017) underscores Lucien Goldmann’s (1970) observations regarding the methodological similarities between Marxism and genetic structuralism. Likewise, Czeslaw Nowinski (1969) highlights the methodological parallels between Piaget’s genetic psychology and Marx’s theory. Expanding on these findings, Wartofsky (1982, 1983) further explores the shared principles of historical materialism and psychogenesis, moving the discussion closer to a comprehensive understanding within a bisociative framework. In this vein, I want to draw attention to Ruben’s statement (1979), which I discuss at length in the section “Marxist Theory of Knowledge.”
We do not deny that, in addition to the social transmit, a man receives a biological transmit. On the contrary, Marxist materialism must be especially alive to the ways in which the natural world continues to exert its influence—its constraining and limiting influence as well as the possibilities it provides—over social man. It is important to get the social and individual mix right in a theory of knowledge. (pp. 110–111)

Getting the “social and individual mix right in a theory of knowledge” is the goal of this chapter.

5.3 Responding to the Critique of the Left
Independent of these points of convergence, I have also included a thorough critique of Piaget’s theory from the stance of dialectical and historical materialism conducted by A.J. Durak (http://​marxistphilosoph​y.​org/​PiagetDurak.​pdf). The response to Durak’s criticism is the guiding thread of the exposition.
The first point of Durak’s criticism concerns what Piaget calls “dialectic,” which is not based on negation or contradiction but is a dialectic of “putting together.” Indeed, this is the principle of Piagetian dialectic I observed in my studies of college students’ mathematical thinking during my many years as a mathematics instructor. As previously stated, the goal of these investigations is to understand how the two dialectics can coexist and reinforce each other in social and individual history.
How to integrate the two different dialectics mentioned by Durak is a key question that Mao partially addressed in “On Practice” and “On Contradiction” (Chap. 4). Chinese dialectics provides the motivation for finding a general solution to the problem. The solution comes from the analysis of a yin and yang diagram, where we see two opposing forces in dynamic co-existence. The black and white colors represent the opposition. At the same time, we notice a remarkable similarity in the shapes of the objects whose mutual fit creates the condition or circumstances allowing for the expression of color opposition. These examples thus demonstrate the simultaneous coexistence of similar and opposing elements, each with its own dynamic interaction.
Like the dialectics of a yin-yang symbol, Piagetian dialectics of “putting together” can coexist in history with the materialist dialectics of the fundamental contradiction. For example, in Poland during the 1980s, this contradiction was between the communist “class” on one hand and the workers and national liberation movement on the other; yet within each aspect of the contradiction, the development of ideas leading to their complete formulation had proceeded along the PG Triad of “putting together.”
Duran’s second objection pertains to knowledge development in both Marx and Piaget. Here, the primary issue is the concept of “idealism in spades,” as Durak calls it. Idealism in spaces refers to the notion that “the relationship between objects… does not exist independently of their being thought by the subject but is imposed on the object by a subject.” With Wartofsky’s help, we will be able to assess the extent of existence as separate from or reliant upon being perceived, as well as the degree of imposition. The concept of idealism in spades is subtle enough to allow for both processes: the independent existence of objects and their imposition by the subject.
Why is it so important to establish a clear correspondence between these two theories and their dialectics at this time? There are two issues here. First, both theories stand to benefit from their mutual interaction, enriching their own theoretical structures, especially in areas where theories are incomplete. Second, by equipping each theory with new conceptual tools, we can uncover hidden structures that were previously masked by the constraints of individual theories. These new structures may prove invaluable in deepening our understanding of the current global socio-political landscape and in developing groundbreaking strategies.

5.4 Piaget and Marx: The Common Base of their Theories
Let us start with two elements of Piaget’s genetic epistemology that have a deep connection with Marxist elements of the theory of knowledge. To quote Piaget (1968),
One of Karl Marx’s primary sociological propositions is that man acts on nature to be productive, but at the same time is conditioned by the laws of nature. This [dialectical] interaction between the properties of the object and the property of human productivity is also found in the psychology of knowledge. We can get to know objects only by acting on them and by producing some transformation in them.

His emphasis on transforming objects of knowledge is crucial for the learning process, for it is only through active engagement with these objects that we can acquire true knowledge. We acquire knowledge about objects in two ways. The first way is by finding out their properties and qualities and by understanding the impact they have on our cognitive processes, that is, in our way of thinking about these objects in a broader sense. One reason learning depends so much on the choice of appropriate examples is that it helps students adapt to new ways of operating and transforming the objects. That, in turn, enhances cognitive development. The dual nature of learning mathematics corresponds to the concept of objectification, one of Marx’s main dialectical manifestations of the relationship between production and thought, as succinctly articulated by Piaget.
By being involved in the process of production, which takes place following the laws of nature, those laws, like the laws of mathematics used in problem-solving, influence our way of thinking about the world. In philosophical terms, this means they have an impact on our modes of cognition of the world. The structural similarity here is striking. The second important structural similarity of Piaget’s theory is the relationship between our modes of cognition and their historical genesis. The evolution of the modes of cognition has its roots in the adaptive mechanisms of biological evolution. Piaget connects these processes to assimilation and accommodation in living organisms. The role of both is to keep the balance between the external environment’s influence and the internal management of that influence. In other words, Piaget sees intellectual development as a product of biological structure. Consequently, his theory needs to acknowledge the presence of this throughout all stages of development. At the same time, he recognizes an important break in continuity that occurs at the moment of the “bursting of the instinct.”
It is at that moment in evolution when instinct fades to the background and its mode of automatic operations gives way to self-directing human intelligence, whose modes of operations are related to the biological one, but at the same time, they transcend them, leading to the formation of what I call the biological-intellectual human being. Cognitive functions are an extension of organic regulations and constitute a differentiated organ for regulating exchanges with the external world.
This is when the social and cultural history of intellectual development begins to unfold. Thus, both Piaget and Marx pay attention to how ideas and systems evolve over time. The difference is that Piaget searches for them in the biology of the species, whereas Marx searches for them in the history of socio-economic development by means of historical materialism. This difference is crucial because of its source and conditions for the required structural compromise between these two different components. What is needed is to investigate the requirement of historical materialism: How does social structure impact the process of cognition? By the same token, we need to understand how individual activities and thoughts influence the development of social structures.
To answer this question, Wartofsky proposes a historical epistemology in which modes of perception and cognition are related to changes in the modes of historical praxis and the history of science. Historical epistemology is a correlate of historical materialism, a representation of it in the domain of cognition. The historical epistemology has its birth at the “bursting of the instinct.”
Wartofsky examines Piaget’s reliance on norms to uncover evidence of socio/historical elements in his methodology. He finds them in Piaget’s conception of knowledge, specifically in the teacher’s knowledge, which mirrors the historical development of educational concepts. The second piece of information about norms of knowledge is hidden in the artifacts used in the learning process, which are symbols that, with time, acquired their historical socio-scientific roots. For example, using fingers on two hands to count to ten, using bars to show division into fractions. It is through these two channels that norms are introduced into a learner’s knowledge.
A child’s cognitive development is guided and determined by these historically and culturally determined norms. Hence, children’s actions on objects that transform them while learning and gaining knowledge are more than natural or rooted in nature. This transformation of cognition prefigures “the stages of a child’s cognitive development because they embody the cognitive development of the adult world,” while also allowing space for individual imagination and creativity.
Hence, creativity can express itself through historically developed artifacts and modes of cognition and by asserting itself in uncharted territory. Of course, discoveries can also shape the future by altering historically developed modes of the adult world. Or a child’s personal discovery can affect cognitive knowledge and challenge cultural and historical influences. By embedding genetic epistemology into the evolving socio-historical framework, Piaget’s cognitive structures, once thought to be universally timeless, must adapt and evolve over time through practical application. This is why Wartofsky suggests exploring changes in cognitive processes and uses a metaphor from Calculus 1 to illustrate his point. He says that Piaget provided us with the rate of change of cognition within the individual child’s development. We still need to supply the second derivative, the historically determined “rate of change of the rate of change” of the child cognition’s development; that is certainly a good research question, especially in our own times.
While Wartofsky’s argument shows us how individual learning becomes socialized, Lev Vygotsky’s experimental work explores how learning can be stripped of the socio-historical norms. A Marxist Russian psychologist, Vygotsky is credited with developing the cultural-historical theory of cognitive development through the internalization of cultural tools. It was a theory in line with the demands of historical materialism. It is worth mentioning an idea about the conceptual development of a learner that shows the potential to control the extent of cultural-historical influence on cognitive development. Chap. 3 of Vygotsky’s work (1987) describes a teaching experiment designed to investigate the development of concepts by individuals with minimal guidance from the researcher. The researchers had created a set of meaningless artifacts and words from which the subject successfully constructed a new concept. This experimental arrangement removed, to a large degree, much of the socio-historical meaning associated with the concept. That unusual experimental setup shows us the degree to which individuals can free themselves from the constraints imposed by historical materialism.
I know that the last remark will raise the eyebrows of many readers, but I don’t see another way to interpret the meaning of that experimental setup.

5.5 Elements of Piaget’s Genetic Epistemology
Let’s take a closer look at Piaget’s methodology to see how knowledge is acquired through concept formation and how it can accommodate both materialist and idealist interpretations simultaneously.
Piaget’s theory of cognitive development, known as his epistemology, can be understood on two levels: the progressive organization of the network of concepts within the dialectical triad of Piaget and Garcia (1989) and the level of thought involved in the reflective process. Empirical reflection refers to the process of reflecting on objects of interest or concern in physical reality. Reflective abstraction, by contrast, is the cognitive process of deriving general principles or concepts from specific observations, empirical data, or recurring patterns. That is the direct knowledge of the objects we are learning about. The work of abstraction, however, doesn’t stop here because then reflective abstraction starts operating on our knowledge of objects and the relationships between them. In other words, reflective abstraction acts on the results of previous acts of empirical abstraction. In general, reflective abstraction is a cognitive process where individuals observe and evaluate their thoughts, feelings, and actions. It comprises thinking about one’s thinking and reflecting on experiences and mental processes. By paying attention to the relationships between objects, we learn about our own ways of thinking and organizing reality. This is objectification, a common quality of Piagetian and Marxist theories.
One of the central types of reflective abstraction is interiorization, which means incorporating the object or relationship between different objects’ interiors into one’s mental structure. It is the stage when a learner “owns” the concept and truly understands it. Interiorization is central to historical materialism because it ensures the interiorization of modes of practice. It is also central in learning mathematics because it assures a deep understanding of a concept. Even though both types of abstraction, empirical and reflective, generally play a role in knowledge construction, it is important to note the distinct focus of each type. This contrast helps us to see how the materialist, empirical aspect interacts with the mental, idealist aspect in cognition. A full understanding of an object is achieved by applying Wartofsky’s theory (Wartofsky, 1982):
The reflections build upon the previous reflective abstractions. What comes to be constructed is a symbolic structure of significances…relations, which are not those of causal origins but rather what Piaget calls “implicative” sort, i.e., relations among signs in a structure freed from contingency and operating according to the laws of necessity.

In responding to Durak’s concern that relationships between objects are not independent of the subject’s perception but are imposed by the subject, we view the situation in the following way. First, we have the process of interiorization of empirical abstraction, the materialist stage, which creates the mental (causal) representation of the object in question. Then, through the reflection on these representations and on the transformations between them in the Inter stage, new “implicative” or non-causal relationships are formulated and interiorized as reflections upon reflections—the idealist stage.
The process of the subjective “imposition”, Durak’s concern, takes place in the second stage of reflection when the mental objects free themselves from their causal contingency and start fulfilling their own set of rules. That is when the expression 2x + 1 stops being seen as the generalization of arithmetic numerical patterns and becomes part of the algebra of polynomials in one variable with its own structures. The meaning of the expression is then given by the structure of the polynomial algebra. That is the (structural) imposition. One of the main difficulties in learning algebra is the mental leap between seeing 2x + 1 as a generalization of arithmetic and recognizing it as a component of an independent algebraic structure.
That process involves transforming a student’s cognitive perception, because working with polynomials requires different cognitive approaches than working with arithmetic numbers. In this example, we find a structural resemblance to the Marxist idea of self-objectification, which Piaget elaborates on through concrete mental operations acquired during the process of learning and discovery. These processes of empirical and reflective abstractions are organized into three distinct stages of concept development described by Piaget and Garcia Triad mentioned above. The book Psychogenesis and History of Science examines the parallels between the development of mathematical-logical concepts in children and the historical development of these concepts in mathematics. It is noteworthy that the dialectical triad can be applied in intellectual domains beyond mathematics. It has been used in this volume to analyze social movements, Mao’s thinking, and the role of the triple in the Revolution of Solidarity in Poland. As a digression, at times in the arguments in different chapters, I use the theory of Vygotsky (1987), which views learning more from a Marxist perspective as primarily determined by the social environment. While that theory is intriguing and relevant to the role of language in learning, it does not address the individual learning process separate from the social community.

5.6 Marx(ist) Theory of Knowledge
In my view Marx’s theory of knowledge is a crucial aspect of his philosophical thought that requires further elaboration. In his original writings, Marx only left us with brief fragments: paragraphs that offer hints about his ideas on the subject but not much more. Let us revisit Piaget’s quote describing the important concept of objectification:One of Karl Marx’s primary sociological propositions is that man acts on nature to be productive, but at the same time is conditioned by the laws of nature.

In his commentary on Adolf Wagner, Marx elaborates on this idea:men by behaving actively [are] gaining possession of certain things in their external world by their actions, thus satisfying their needs. By repetition of this process, the property these things have of satisfying their needs is impressed in their brains…and with time, becomes their mode of cognition, or simply way of thinking about the nature they work with.

Thus, objectification occurs through the externalization of a person’s intentions onto nature and the interiorization of nature’s effects on the human mind. Together with Piaget, Marx emphasizes the role of active practice in the development of consciousness and knowledge. But he defers to Piaget for a deeper understanding of how consciousness is formed and developed.
The second important part of Marx’s incomplete theory of knowledge puzzle is historical materialism, which provides a general theory of the evolution of these social structures. They have their genesis in the modes of productive activities. We can say then that the modes of productive activity are constructed in the course of and because of those activities. They are human creations that become the organizing conditions of new activities. Wartofsky argues that Piaget did not consider how historical changes in socio-economic conditions affect the evolution of human cognition. He does suggest that these influences are implicitly present in Piaget’s work, especially in the role of teachers as conveyors of historical mathematical knowledge and in the significance of artifacts whose meanings are shaped by historical processes. Wartofsky’s (1983) investigation of how historical materialism influences learning adds a necessary theoretical dimension to the integration of Piaget’s and historical materialism theories we are attempting here.
Unfortunately, we have limited information from Marx, apart from a brief excerpt emphasizing the importance of imagination (Marx 1867–1951):
A spider conducts operations that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee puts to shame an architect in the construction of her cells. What distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is that the architect raises this structure in imagination before he erects it.

Nowhere does Marx explain in detail how the process of knowing occurs. Based on the discussion of the excerpts so far, we can identify some similarities between Piaget’s and Marx’s approaches to knowledge acquisition:	Both Piaget and Marx agree that knowledge, or more broadly human consciousness, is shaped by practice (the centrality of human activity).

	When a person is actively transforming the world, whether through learning mathematics or engaging socially with the external world, those very actions also play a role in self-transformation (dialectics of the theory).

	Both Piaget and Marx view the acquisition of knowledge as a result of processes of interiorization or appropriation, two different processes that lead to reflective abstraction on objects and transformation processes. The results of reflective abstraction become the new modes of thinking underlying future actions. Therefore, the continuing change forms the basis of the theory of knowledge (dynamic centrality of human activity).

	They both recognize that the modes of cognition are not innate a priori (knowledge gained through reason or logic) or derived solely from inductive experiences a posteriori (knowledge gained through experience and observation). Instead, they both conclude that these modes have to be constructed (the social aspect).



Piaget and Marx shared a unique connection in their beliefs about cognition. Piaget argued that cognition originates from the adaptive mechanisms of biological organisms. At the same time, he proposed that once biological modes of adaptation are surpassed “with the bursting of the instinct,” a new process of cognitive development starts within a specific historical and cultural context.
But what exactly does this mean? It suggests that the effects of “the bursting of the instinct” allows for the historical analysis of cognitive development modes in alignment with historical materialism. We see once again that instead of viewing biological and social determinism as opposing forces, there is a novel way of seeing both processes as coexisting. This time, it is not through simultaneous coexistence but rather through sequential coexistence, where social determination follows in the history of the species’ biological determinations. What is especially important is that through the development of intellect, or intelligence, as the extension of organic regulations, our biological determination influences our socio-historic conditions.
This section has been discussing how Marx’s basic ideas help us understand the world. According to Ruben (1979), the most complete set of requirements for an adequate Marxist theory of knowledge can be found in Lenin’s (1970) book Empirio-Criticism. For me, Mao’s essay “On Practice” offers a more profound insight into the process of acquiring knowledge.
The main ideas of Mao’s theory are as follows: There is a correspondence between objects in reality and our ideas about them. In other words, whereas the object and subject are separate, they are linked by the correspondence between them. The concept of correspondence between reality and our consciousness emerged later and can be traced to the work of Lukács (1971), who criticized the idea of a “mirror reflection” as implied by Lenin’s understanding that “cognition is a reflection of the external world by human consciousness” Kalvan, 1978). Instead, Lukács introduced the term “correspondence” to better capture the relationship between reality and our perception of it. Ruben later used this same term in what seems to be the final formulation of the theory of knowledge, or rather conditions necessary for its existence. Indeed, the idea of mirror reflection suggested by the reflection theory is very simple, if not to say simplistic Kiralivalfi (1975). David Hillel Ruben (1979) provides an extensive analysis of the Marxist theory of knowledge in Marxism and Materialism: A Study in Marxist Theory of Knowledge. In his detailed and well-informed discussion, he articulates the “reasonable demands that any adequate theory of knowledge must satisfy” (p. 96) from the perspective of historical materialism (see below).
My goal throughout this chapter is to argue that Piaget’s genetic epistemology, together with Wartofsky’s generalization to historical epistemology, meets these “reasonable demands” on various levels, some of which were discussed in the previous section regarding the common features of Piaget’s and Marx’s approaches.
I will now address this topic more pragmatically. Before doing so, I want to quote his intriguing statement on the role of the biological individual in this process:We do not deny that, in addition to the social transmit, a man receives a biological transmit. On the contrary, Marxist materialism must be especially alive to the ways in which the natural world continues to exert its influence—its constraining and limiting influence as well as the possibilities it provides—over social man. (pp. 110–111)

It is important to get the social and individual mix right in a theory of knowledge. This is precisely the goal of this chapter. To be an acceptable theory of knowledge for historical materialism, David Hillel Ruben (1979) lists the six conditions such a theory must meet. Since my goal is to demonstrate that Piaget’s theory fulfills these conditions, below each condition, I will state how that theory fulfills it:	The theory must acknowledge the reality of the external world.
Piaget’s theory acknowledges the existence of the external world through its methodology. The basic tools used to investigate children’s thinking were real artifacts from the external world.

	The theory must be consistent with science.
Our previous discussion focused on the scientific aspects of it and confirmed the successful application of the Piaget Garcia Triad to the history of mathematical and scientific development in Piaget, Garcia.

	The theory should have a social conception of knowledge.
As Wartofsky pointed out (1983), Piaget’s theory makes the connection with the social conception of knowledge by the norms with which the theory assesses the degree of knowledge development, and those norms are embedded in the mathematical knowledge of teachers as well as in the meaning, construction, and uses of artifacts.

	The theory must account for human activity as central to understanding knowledge.
Piaget’s theory is based on human activity. Let me remind readers of the excerpt from Piaget used above: We can get to know objects only by acting on them and by producing some transformation in them.

	The theory should be, in some sense, a dialectical theory.
Piaget and Garcia’s Triad is a dialectical triad of conceptual development. Its main qualities were discussed in Chap. 3 in comparison with Mao’s triple. It is a dialectic of similarity, not of contradiction.

	The theory should not solely rely on appearances but permit access to how the world essentially is.



As both Piaget and Marx emphasize, we can understand by interacting with real objects through practice. As a mathematics instructor, how can I determine my students’ level of understanding in the world of mathematics? I design my pedagogy in agreement with Piaget’s cognitive theory and observe the current state and development of the comprehension of the topics being taught. That allows me to gain insight into the true nature of my students’ mathematical world. In short, with the help of Piaget’s theory, I gain access to the world of my students.
We are now ready to formulate the Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge.

5.7 Conclusion: Piaget-Marx Theory of Knowledge
The Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge is built on elements of Piagetian genetic epistemology, the elements of the Marxist theory of knowledge, and Wartofsky’s historical epistemology. The theory rests on two common assumptions:	Knowing originates in practice through which we can learn about changes in our own modes of cognition.

	Theory is grounded in the historical (historicity) development of its concepts and modes of cognition (ways of thinking). There is, of course, a difference in the concept of historicity of Piaget and that of historical development in Marx. Piaget looks for historicity in the biological development of organisms, followed by the bursting of instinct and the development of intelligence. Marx, in contrast, looks for it in the history of the development of modes of production and their effect on human beings.



We therefore need to find a conceptual compromise between the two approaches to form the basis of the synthesis we are constructing. (A conceptual compromise is akin to the principled compromise between two different principles introduced into the discourse by Balibar (2011)).Wartofsky’s (1983) views on historical epistemology reinforce the idea that modes of cognition depend on socio-historical development and evolve over time. They play a crucial role in the compromise. Based on the discussion in this chapter, I propose the following conceptual compromise as the foundation for our synthesis: Piaget’s conceptual framework accepts the influence of historical materialism as proposed by Wartofsky’s historical epistemology, the repercussion of which only occurs through the emergence of human intelligence after the “bursting of the spirit.” Historical epistemology alters the philosophical implications of Piaget’s theory by showing how cognitive processes are influenced by shifting socio-historical conditions, making them less universally applicable.
As a mathematics educator, I can confirm that there has been a noticeable shift in cognitive processes over the past 30–50 years due to advancements in AI technology. One striking example I’ve noticed is that the ability for mental calculation among college students has been rapidly declining. Contemporary practices confirm changes in modes of cognition.
The Marxist conceptual framework accepts as its own the Piagetian mechanism of knowledge acquisition. In a nutshell, this proceeds with the help of empirical and reflective abstractions through the sequence of two steps of “reflections upon reflections.” The double step assures the process of objectification of knowledge. For a discussion on concept development as described by the dialectical triad of Piaget and Garcia, refer to the introductory passage above.
What do we gain by this synthesis?
One of the most significant benefits here is the construction of a bisociative frame between the biological-intellectual individual and the “social man” defined by the “Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach.” Our prior discussions about bisociative frames suggest a great potential for creative thinking at this intersection as we work to build bridges between ourselves as individuals and as social beings defined by the sixth thesis. I believe we’ll need a lot of creativity in the near future in our personal lives and interactions as social beings. But we have the potential to gain even more. Let me confirm the promise I made at the beginning of this chapter: Both theories stand to benefit from their mutual interaction, enriching their own theoretical structures, especially in areas where theories are incomplete. Moreover, by equipping each theory with new conceptual tools, we can uncover hidden structures that were previously obscured by the limitations of each theory on its own.
These newfound structures may prove invaluable in deepening our understanding of the current global socio-political landscape, as well as in developing strategies. Two examples of such an exchange come to mind. Marxist theory enhances its theory of knowledge by adopting the basic principles of genetic epistemology. Piagetian theory is presented with a new research question: how to assess the rate of change in modes of cognition. Using the Piagetian tool, the PG Triad, to analyze a variety of social structures and movements, such as the Mao triple in Chap. 4, the workers triple of Chap. 2, and the Bolivian revolution triple in Chap. 7, holds significant meaning. That means that the concept symbolized in the PG Triad holds broad applicability in areas of social discourse far beyond mathematical thinking.
My biggest hope is that by creating a synthesis of the two theories, the theoretical integration of the individual with the social at the very foundation of the approach to social revolution, human beings will not be dismissed as they have been up to now in Marxist theory.
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6.1 Introduction
The ideas presented below trace their origins to the winter and spring of 2016, when events at the University of Hyderabad and Jawaharlal Nehru University (JNU) in New Delhi brought into sharp focus the ongoing and unresolved marginalization of Dalits, emphasizing how the lack of cooperation and solidarity between the Communist Party of India (CPI) and the Dalit movement contributed to this social failure. The discussion below introduces the concept of the bisociative revolution as the expression of the dialectical integration of class struggle and Dalit identity struggle, two distinct yet interconnected forms of human oppression. This approach to understanding the Marxist-Dalit movement mirrors broader challenges faced by contemporary revolutions in various national and socio-economic contexts worldwide, including Poland, Bolivia, the US, and beyond.
As of this writing, the US is still grappling with the unexpected victory of Donald Trump in the 2016 presidential elections. (Although his opponent, Hillary Clinton, won the popular vote by a comfortable majority, she lost the Electoral College vote to Trump.) A critical point for our discussion is timing. Just a day or two after the election, it became evident that the so-called progressive Democrats had lost mainly because of a split within the party along the axis of class-based economic struggle versus identity struggles. Most white working-class voters supported Trump while most women and minorities voted for Hillary Clinton (though, notably, 53% of white women supported Trump). This outcome serves as a critical warning to the Left: It is vital to build a bridge between identity struggles in their various forms and the socio-economic class struggle. Though independent, these two identity components must be synthesized or integrated in theory and practice to form a unified vision for success.
Another significant divide between these two axes of struggle lies in educational attainment. Trump attracted a large share of voters without a college degree, but the so-called educated elite rallied behind Clinton. The convergence between the class struggle-identity politics divide in India in the spring of 2016 and the outcomes of the 2016 US elections can be viewed as an early confirmation of the validity of the reasoning proposed in this volume.
A new concept called the bisociative revolution is proposed, which unfolds along two very different pathways, each governed by its own laws of development. Such a revolution draws from two motivational resources that reinforce each other within a consciously constructed dialectical synthesis. The moment of synthesis, the Aha! moment is the act of revolution or reordering of structure, akin to a quantum leap. The Polish Solidarity movement of the 1980s is a good example of a bisociative revolution where class struggle and national liberation become irreducible identity components (until the military takeover). The cocaleros (coca leaf farmers) of the Bolivian revolution (Chap. 8) provide another good example of the synthesis of identities.
This introduction follows the story of Rohith Vemula1 from the University of Hyderabad and uses it as a segue into a discussion of the split between Marxist and Ambedkarite views as expressed in “What the Communist Manifesto is for the Capitalist World, the Annihilation of the Caste is to caste India” of Anand Teltumbde. The main disagreement is whether to prioritize class struggle or Dalit struggle in practice.
The chapter aims to leave either-or-based discussion and focus on solutions that prioritize both struggles simultaneously. In this chapter, I turn to intersectionality theory for guidance on the importance and characteristics of these dual battles. The theory points to the need of a common goal, a common experience to start the process of synthesis. We propose the method of revolutionary action units, which choose the tasks for struggle that have economic, workers’, and caste issues.
Observing the standard media pattern, the essentially Dalit issue became overshadowed by broader discussions of human rights and fascism. However, K. Kumar, during the spring strike at JNU against “the punishment” of most of the student government that led the strike, acknowledged that the rapid rise of Hindutva fascism can be attributed to the divide between the Left and the Dalit community. Section 6.2 discusses Teltumbde’s metaphor, which leads to the main points of disagreement between Indian Communists and Indian Dalits as seen throughout the discussion between Anand Teltumbde, the Dalit activist, and Abinav Simha, a leader of CPI(M). Section 5.​3 contains reflections on the situation presented. One manifestation is the concept of principled compromise, the analytical tool proposed by Balibar (1991) (and by the entry “a compromise” in the 1969 version of Webster’s Library of Universal Knowledge). The discussion continues in Sect. 5.​4, where we finally solve the problem of synthesis described above.
The question is how can we construct a coherent path to integrate this divide theoretically and practically? My goal is strictly pragmatic: to focus on the essential principles or components of Marxism and Ambedkarism necessary for the construction of such a path. This is not an attempt at a full comparison of the two ideologies but rather an exploration of the pertinent elements needed for their integration.

6.2 What the Communist Manifesto Is for the Capitalist World, The Annihilation of Caste Is for Caste India
Let us begin this discussion with a statement by Indian scholar and human rights activist Anand Teltumbde, who draws on Antonio Gramsci’s concept of the “organic intellectual.” Teltumbde offers a profound metaphor: “What the Communist Manifesto is to the capitalist world, the Annihilation of Caste [of B. Ambedkar] is to Caste India” (Teltumbde, 2013a, 2013b).
Why is this metaphor so profound?
The metaphor is profound because it suggests that the deep divide between the Dalits and the Left arises from two closely related frameworks: class struggle and Dalit identity struggle. The metaphor further suggests a hidden analogy—that the two struggles, though different, must be understood in tandem to bridge the divide and pave the way for a more unified approach.
As a quantum physicist and mathematics teacher-researcher, I use several conceptual frameworks from these fields to guide the development of this theory. One is the wave-particle duality of Quantum Mechanics, with a special debt to the Schrödinger Cat—its consequence (Schrodinger, 1935).2 Another is Koestler’s bisociation theory of the Act of Creation (1964), which defines bisociation as a spontaneous leap of insight…the bisociative act [which] connects previously [two or more] unconnected matrices of experience” (p. 45) revealing at the same time the “hidden” analogy between the two.
Strong parallels can be drawn between these dual processes and concepts. Allow me to add a third analogy to the mix: the definition of the compromise as “the composition of two rival principles in which part of each is sacrificed to make the composition possible” (Webster, 1969). All three concepts share the quality of dialectically integrating different (whether opposed or not) frames of reference or discourses. To clarify the relationship between Ambedkar and Marx’s intellectual paths, I will apply two theories of conceptual development, Piaget and Garcia’s dialectical triad and Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). See Introduction.
A careful reader will immediately ask: What kind of theoretical framework is composed of three or five different disconnected pieces? The answer is that this is not yet a theoretical framework, simply because I am still creating one. The absence of a complete theory while simultaneously formulating one serves as a counterexample to Abinav Simha’s (2013) claim that we always do have a theory. But here we don’t. What we have are three interesting observations that might share analogies and a common pattern that could eventually lead to the development of a theory.
6.2.1 Posing of the Problem: Ambedkar and Marx
This section presents the central components of the problem as viewed through the lenses of both Ambedkar and Marx. To clarify the methodology and hidden analogy, I will use Vygotsky’s (1987) Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). The ZPD represents the mental space within which learners develop new concepts, such as those used in mathematics or language. The boundaries of the ZPD are defined by everyday concepts based on experience, practice, and scientific concepts reflecting the knowledge of a given discipline.
The development of concepts progresses in both directions: from spontaneous to scientific and from scientific to spontaneous. According to Vygotsky, the ideal situation for such development occurs when spontaneous concepts are just “below” the scientific. A corresponding metaphor from Piaget’s point of view is the Piaget Garcia Triad (Piaget and Garcia, 1987), which describes conceptual development leading to discovery, particularly creative discoveries (Baker, 2016).
These two metaphors allow us to grasp the conceptual pathways of Marx and Ambedkar. For Marx, the path progressed from the theoretical foundations in the Communist Manifesto and Das Kapital to the realm of revolutionary practice. By contrast, Ambedkar’s path began with practical engagement and advanced toward Dalit liberation through his radical reinterpretation of Buddhism. Both men grasped the totality of the oppression they sought to eliminate—Marx through the lens of economic exploitation and Ambedkar through the dismantling of the caste system with its hierarchy.
They approached their struggles from opposite conceptual directions, as understood through the ZPD framework. Marx saw the proletariat as the natural fighter for his cause; Ambedkar turned to the Dalits. The two recognized the need for international solidarity but from significantly different viewpoints. Marx based it on the theory of capital’s development; Ambedkar emphasized the urgent need to address the Dalits’ condition.
Had their starting points been within the same conceptual framework or a single dimension of the ZPD, we could try to join them conceptually within that space. But what we have here is not one but two different conceptual frameworks: class struggle and Dalit liberation. What we must find out is how these two independent, yet interconnected concepts relate to each other. We want to do this in a way that provides both tactical and strategic guidance for the struggle. The difference between the two approaches is their focus. Marxists prioritized class struggle as the core of the movement that led to the revolution. Ambedkar focused on the need to change attitudes first, believing that this shift would lead to revolutionary practice and liberation. Below, I confront the two points of view.

6.2.2 Ambedkar: Annihilation of Caste
Can you have economic reform without first bringing about the reform of the social order? whereas the …conditions for socialist ideas centered on property have matured in Europe [circa 1936], they certainly had not matured in India, where religion, status, and property are all sources of power and authority, through which one man has to control the liberty of the other. One is predominant at one stage; the other is predominant at another stage. If liberty is the ideal, and if liberty means the destruction of the dominion which one man holds over another, then obviously, it cannot be insisted upon those economic reforms must be the one reform to pursue (Ambedkar, 2014, p. 231).

If the source of power and dominion is social and religious, then social reform and religious reform must be accepted as the necessary sort of reform. Ambedkar states:
The assurances of the socialist leading the revolution that he doesn’t believe in caste, I am sure, will not suffice. The assurance must be coming from a much deeper foundation, namely, the mental attitudes of the compatriots towards one another.

He continues:Can it be said that the proletariat of India, poor as it is, recognizes no distinction except between the rich and the poor? Can it be said that the poor in India recognize no distinctions between caste or creed, high or low? If they do, what unity of front can be expected from such a proletariat in its action against the rich? How can there be a revolution if the proletariat cannot present a united front?

Ambedkar’s statements must be understood within the broader framework of his philosophy, which he coordinated through Buddhism Ambedkar (2015) Buddha or Karl Marx. The Buddha’s method was different. His method was to change the mind of man, to alter his disposition so that whatever man does, he does it voluntarily without the use of force or compulsion.
We can see that this approach contrasts with Marx’s method of transforming socio/economic conditions; this difference is further manifested by Ambedkar’s emphasis on the primacy of the individual (“The birth of an individual is not for the service of the society, it is for his or her own emancipation”) compared with Marx’s view of the individual as the member of the class.

6.2.3 CPI(M)M/L Position Paper on Caste
Having briefly discussed Ambedkar views on caste, I want to contrast them with the view of CPI(M) presented in the Position Paper on Caste. The position paper starts with a strong assertion that “No revolutionary project of making the Indian society exploitation-free can be made by excluding the caste question.” (p. 1).
The second sentence of the position paper states the precise limits of the inclusion mentioned in the first sentence:
There are enough grounds to reject outrightly the belief that first the caste system should be eradicated at the socio-political plane through certain conscious attempts, and only then the revolutionary mobilization of various groups of people would be possible.

The position paper (http://​english.​arvindtrust.​org/​) provides a detailed and informed discussion of the caste and its relationship with class struggle to support the statement above. It leads through:A historical materialist perspective on the origin and evolution of caste
History of the caste system from ancient to modern times.
The inter-relationship of caste and class and ‘base-superstructure’ Metaphor: Marxist formulation, to the socialist project of the elimination of caste (after the Socialist revolution will take place).

After extended arguments based on dialectical materialism, the position paper comes back to the conclusion that the essence of cast oppression remains that of class struggle, and it gets expressed in a distorted manner as caste-struggle. (p. 63) Ambedkar’s rejection of the Marxist position as the central axis for combating caste oppression, mainly through the elimination of class oppression, rests on two points: the primacy of socio-religious oppression and the importance of the socialist’s attitude. The concern for the latter seems to be well-justified, given the following excerpts from the position paper of CPI(M)M/L (2013), which reveal a consistent lack of decisive action by the CPI (or its individual members) at crucial moments. This includes failure to form a clear program for caste elimination and the absence of successful efforts to remove caste prejudice within its own ranks.	The Communist Party, while discussing the fight against untouchability, labeled Ambedkar as a separatist, opportunist, and British sympathizer without offering a concrete program for the elimination of caste. Further, it fostered caste-based prejudices within its ranks. The failure of the Communist Party to present a clear strategy for addressing caste oppression is a critical issue.

	What was needed to engage the Dalits was not to blindly embrace Ambedkar but to identify concrete tasks within the ongoing struggle for the abolition of untouchability and the caste system as part of the broader democratic revolution. In failing to do this, the Communist Party exposed a significant gap in its approach.

	That Dalit workers in the mills faced discrimination and were denied certain jobs because of their “untouchability” is a separate issue. The Communist Party should have consistently educated its members on these matters and made demands to management.

	While the caste system distorts and divides the class struggle in rural areas and undermines unity among the toiling masses, it also poses an obstacle to class unity in urban areas, though to a lesser extent. In recent spontaneous or organized struggles by unorganized workers, caste-based discrimination has not been a barrier to unity. That said, it must be acknowledged that caste-based discrimination and segregation persist among the urban proletariat even as they are exploited by the trade union leaders aligned with bourgeois parties.



That repeating pattern of CPI(M) inaction in relation to Dalits in critical moments exposes the absence of the mental attitude that Ambedkar emphasized. This lack of commitment ultimately weakens the argument that class struggle is more fundamental than the caste-liberation movement. The CPI(M)’s failure to take concrete action and their apparent lack of awareness of this failure expose the contradiction in their ideological integrity. What we see here is a clash between two powerful principles grounded in distinct philosophies of emancipation that not only offer different conceptual frameworks but also point to different methodological approaches for their realization.


6.3 Conceptual Reflection
Balibar (2002), in addressing the duality between nationalism and class struggle, notes how they have been become reified into the nation-form as a compromise between the two:
The nationalization of the society to which we have referred …is the administrative (decentralization/centralization), economic, and cultural. In these conditions, the nationalization of society is a process of statization.
But it also is a compromise—not just a more or less stable compromise between classes, but a compromise between two “principles” themselves: between the principle of nationality and the principle of class struggle. This is the first factor of ambiguity in national identities and class identities, and a corollary of their reciprocal determination. It is (1998) the crises of the ultimate form assumed by that ‘bourgeois state’ which has been referred to as the “Welfare State’ [and/or the Socialist State of Eastern Europe]. It is the crisis of the relative integration of the class struggle and classes themselves—into and by—the nation-form. p. 65.

If the nation-form fails to correspond to or adapt flexibly to the “justly formulated class needs of the society,” the revolution will persist, continuously making the necessary revolutionary adjustments.
Interestingly, Balibar picks up on this dualism in the context of race and class. He views them as antinomic poles that have not yet reified into a compromise, as is the case with nationality and class. He (1991) states, “We accept the working hypothesis that ‘class’ and ‘race’ constitute the two antinomic poles of permanent dialectic, which is at the heart of modern representations of history.” p. 207.
Collins’s ideas offer a potential route for forming a compromise between these two antinomies in the ongoing dialectic. When augmented by the principles of “Race Liberation and Feminism,” especially as articulated by Black Feminism, this set of dual principles offers insight into how to address the tension between opposing principles. We will apply this framework to the duality between class struggle and caste liberation.
Collins (1989) states:
To me, we must shift our discourse away from additive forms of oppression. Such approaches are typically based on two premises. First, they depend on either/or, dichotomous thinking…. In spite of the fact that we all have “both/and” identities, we persist in trying to classify each other in either/or categories. Either/or, dichotomous thinking is especially troublesome when applied to theories of oppression because every individual must be classified as being oppressed or not oppressed. Both/and position of simultaneously being oppressed and oppressor becomes conceptually impossible.

In other words, the challenge is how to reconcile two opposing principles and construct their synthesis. Audre Lorde suggests that the true focus of revolutionary change is never merely oppressive situations that we seek to escape but the piece of the oppressor that is planted within each of us. This insight parallels Ambedkar’s call for cultivating the proper mental attitudes of the compatriots towards one another. For Lorde (2007), the liberation struggle must be pursued on both internal and external fronts simultaneously.
In a similar vein, we propose that the struggle within the antinomic system of the Principle of Class Struggle and the Principle of Caste Liberation must be coordinated across both axes in a well-coordinated manner. How to navigate this duality in theory and practice is a question we now address.
As a final comment, we are moving beyond traditional intersectionality theory by accepting its emphasis on the relations between different frameworks but focusing on the relationships between class struggle and race, nation, feminism, and caste. In other words, we are exploring the fundamental duality between the social and the individual in the contemporary world. The tension between feminism and race is a component of the individual’s antinomic position within the broader Identity Liberation movement.

6.4 Proposed Route to Solve the Problem
Is there a way to resolve the contradiction between these two principles without one dominating the other? Anand Teltumbde’s comparison of Ambedkar’s What the Communist Manifesto is to the Capitalist World, the Annihilation of Caste [of B. Ambedkar] is to Caste India, suggests a fruitful approach by positing the two principles as independent pillars of the solution. The solution can be approached through the notion of a “mutual principled compromise.” According to the 1969 Webster’s Library of Universal Knowledge, this is “the composition of two rival principles in which part of each is sacrificed to make the composition possible.” This definition echoes Balibar’s suggestion for constructing a conceptual compromise setting new antinomic poles.
In this context, the solution calls for a dialectical synthesis: integrating the two principles while eliminating certain aspects of each to obtain a new, unified approach. Specifically, apropos of caste and class, Marxism needs to adjust its structure, and Ambedkarism must similarly adapt in agreement with the contemporary revolutionary strategy to allow for the synthesis of both.
This is no trivial task because the acceptance of the possibility that one of the central motivations for revolutionary struggle might come from the struggle against socio/religious oppression is contradictory with the dialectics of historical materialism, which places it squarely at the class struggle socio/economic contradiction.
Clearly, Ambedkarism also has to relinquish its claim to the primacy of the mental or spiritual aspect in the path to liberation. Concurrently with Marxism, it must be accepted that both struggles (socio-economic class struggle and Dalit liberation struggle) are independent and interlocking. Both need to unfold with equal strategic importance. The critical question then shifts to what the conjunction AND means when joining two opposing principles. From “class struggle” OR “caste struggle” to “class struggle” AND “caste struggle” or historically from “To be OR Not To be” of Hamlet toward “To be AND not to be” of the Schrodinger Cat:3 how can two distinct frameworks be combined into a flexible and powerful instrument for liberation? The question then becomes how to formulate a theory of revolution based on two separate but closely related concepts, class struggle and caste struggle, or more generally, class struggle and identity struggle, that is, how to formulate a bisociative theory of revolution. Chapters 4 and 5 aim to begin answering that question.
We now turn our attention to bisociation, a term introduced by Arthur Koestler (1964) in The Act of Creation. Bisociation refers to the Aha! moment or Eureka experience defined as the “spontaneous flash of insight, which…connects the previously unconnected frames of reference and makes us experience reality at several planes at once.” (p. 45) Unconnected frames of reference that become connected through the discovery of the hidden analogy in the Aha! moment can conveniently be called a bisociative framework or a framework that offers greater potential for creativity. One could make the case that a revolutionary theory incorporating class struggle and caste struggle as distinct yet interconnected principles forms a bisociative framework with considerable creative potential, especially in addressing the challenges encountered in revolutionary efforts through the integration of these struggles.
Koestler’s bisociation theory suggests that Marxist class struggle and identity liberation movements can work together to build a creative, successful social revolution that strives to “wrench out class relationships” and “abolish the caste.” Through the profound realization of the Black liberation movement’s insights (Collins, 1989) that “we must see the connections between these categories of analysis and our personal lives,” the bisociative revolutionary framework connects social and personal realms for self-realization that transcends both. The optimistic concept suggests new revolutionary strategies and reinterprets traditional ones.
It is equally important to recognize the opportunity to gain a new, deeper understanding of past events, the most important one here being the realization that Polish Solidarity was the result of integrating two distinct yet interlocking movements of the working-class struggle and the national liberation movement. Each movement had different aspirations, objectives, and timelines, but they ultimately converged over a span of 34 years to culminate in the revolutionary Aha! moment of the rise in 1980–1981. The collapse of the workers’ movement component leading to the 1989 agreements revealed a fundamental divide between the progressive intelligentsia of the time and the workers in Poland (Chap. 7).
6.4.1 What Is the Nature of that AND that Joins the “To Be AND Not to Be” of the Schrödinger Cat?
The following excerpt answers the difficulty of Abhinav Sinha, who, in his response to Anand Teltumbde, asserts:
Mr. Teltumbde forgets the basic teaching of science: you can’t escape theory; even those who claim to be purged of all theories are putting forward a theory. In natural (hard) science, too, one needs to take an a priori theoretical position, namely, the dialectical approach, otherwise, they are obliged to fall into the pit of determinism or agnosticism because, at any given point, science cannot give answers for all questions. That was the tragedy of the debate between the Copenhagen School (Heisenberg and Bohr) and Einstein; a fetish for science always leads to this ‘disjunctive synthesis’ of determinism and agnosticism.

From this, we can see that the synthesis of determinism and agnosticism leads to a well-defined certainty for one variable and corresponding uncertainty for the other. This synthesis, in linking two concepts, shows how they are related while also highlighting the uncertainty inherent in their relationship because of the Heisenberg principle. We see that the debate between Bohr and Einstein was not a tragedy but a blessing in disguise because it opened the door to a new, purely quantum phenomenon of entangled states and teleportation.
By way of comparison, these phenomena suggest powerful ways to address similar contradictions. Consequently, the correct philosophical stance here is “determinism AND agnosticism” rather than the false dichotomy of “determinism” OR “agnosticism” with the illusory pit in between, which is filled by the human observer’s choices. To answer the original question, the nature of AND can be broadly understood as the shift from a conceptual framework governed by two opposing states to a new framework where these opposites are integrated within the new structure. What’s represented is precise dialectics providing insight into how the Principle of Caste Liberation can be synthesized with the Principle of Class Struggle. How does this translate into class struggle and Dalit identity development, two separate domains?
At present, they are in opposition. If class struggle is prioritized, identity development is secondary, and vice versa; one centers on economic equality and the state. The other one prioritizes identity equality and the absence of the state. The challenge lies in finding a connection between these two states that does not reduce them to separate components. It must be some other concept that binds the components,
P.L. Collins provides a real-world example of such a concept in her insightful work, Towards the New Vision: Race. Class and Gender as Categories of Analysis and Connection. She shares her experience as an inner-city teacher where parents came from vastly different social backgrounds, seemingly at odds with one another. “Despite profound differences in our biographies, differences that in other settings would have hampered our ability to relate to one another, we found that we were all deeply committed to the education of Black children” (p. 43).
This unifying force turned out to be stronger than any separate identities that would have driven people apart in a different situation. Under these circumstances, we can see how focusing on separate identities would have undermined the common goal—both “the education of Black children” and “the separate identity of parents” cannot be satisfied at the same time.
O.L. Collins’s framework, rooted in Black feminism, offers a helpful approach to synthesizing class and caste in the Indian context. She argues that race, gender, and class oppressions intersect in complex ways that cannot simply be “added” together. Each oppression is experienced differently and shaped by distinct social and psychological factors. That is why statements like “I am more (less) oppressed than you” make little sense. Instead, these oppressions should be qualitatively compared, and the relationships between them investigated. Collins proposes using the axis of domination/subordination to build relevant comparisons, but we propose adding a dimension of liberation to explore the dynamic aspect of domination and freedom.
It is not surprising, then, that Collins was among the first academic intellectuals to recognize the inadequacy of dichotomous thinking often represented by Hamlet’s soliloquy, “To be or not to be: that is the question.” Rather, she advocates for the simultaneous presence of multiple identities. For Collins, as well as for the structure of caste in India, the coexistence of being the oppressed AND being the oppressor is essential. Likewise, for us, the relationship between class oppression AND caste oppression matters, particularly those connections strong enough to unite efforts and reduce the drive for separate actions. For Collins, it was “the education of Black children.” What analogous concepts can unite the economically exploited Indian proletariat and the oppressed Dalits of the same village?
With this in mind, we will start designing the answer to the question of how to formulate a theory of revolution based on two separate but closely related concepts, class struggle and caste struggle, or more generally, class struggle and identity struggle. That is how the bisociative theory of revolution is formulated.

6.4.2 Conclusions: Initial Research Answers
We are seeking a theory and praxis that draws from Dalit identity oppression and class oppression as distinct yet interconnected sources of motivation. In Sect. 6.2, we discussed the main problem of the nature of the divide between communists of CPI(M) and Ambedkarites. Our search for a solution involved reflecting on the difference between “either-or” and the word “and” in social discourse. This brought us to the idea of a principled compromise between the two principles of the struggle. Throughout this struggle, these forces can help foster mutual trust and unity. According to the bisociative theory of revolution, the revolutionary goal merges issues crucial to Dalit liberation with those at the core of class struggle. Below, we offer the solution as the construction of a compromise in elementary revolutionary actions.
The task could either be a unified one or a combination of two coordinated components. In this case, the proposed “compromise” between the two principles is the creation of the socio-cultural and economic units of revolutionary action that tackle both the socio-economic oppression of the worker simultaneously with the socio-cultural oppression of the Dalit and not the distribution of seats in parliament or a traditional united-front approach. This approach builds the synthesis at the elementary level of practice. With time, new levels of understanding of the intricate relationship between the economic and religious-cultural oppression will be reached based on that experience. This concept of bisociative action may be the basis of a deep transformation of identity like that of cocaleros (Chap. 6).
Until now, we have discussed the bisociative revolution in relation to class struggles and identity movement struggles, such as with feminism or Ambedkarism. Collins’s postulates, which come from the Black feminist experience, push us to go deeper with that connection to the individual dimension of oppression that resides within each of us, shaped by our lives in a world full of pervasive oppressive structures. Hence, the bisociative revolution does more than link social-class struggle to identity movements; it also intertwines social liberation with individual liberation across various circumstances. In a successful bisociative revolution, social liberation and individual liberation are inseparable.
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Footnotes
1Rohith Vemula, a PhD Dalit student in the University of Hyderabad, the leader of Dalit Students’ Association died by suicide in response to being expelled from the university.

 

2I am not going deeper into quantum analogies because it may confuse some readers. However, I can’t help mentioning the essential model of non-binary thinking, which came with the metaphor of the Schrödinger Cat who, theoretically at least, is in the state of being alive and dead at the same time. That’s why the phrase “From To be OR Not to be” of Hamlet toward “To Be AND Not to be” of the Schrödinger Cat appeals to me. It took 500 years to change our way of thinking.

 

3Schrödinger Cat is the quantum theoretical cat proposed by Schrodinger (1935) as the macroscopic analogy of the quantum structure. The experimental set up is designed which puts the cat into the state of being alive AND dead at the same time.
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7.1 Introduction
In 2005, when Bolivian labor leader Evo Morales and the Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS) won the presidential election, the newly sworn-in vice president of Bolivia, Álvaro García Linera, published a critical paper titled “Indianismo and Marxism: The Missed Encounter of Two Revolutionary Principles.” The paper sheds light on the unique foundation of the Bolivian Revolution, which emerged from the combination of two sociopolitical principles: Indianismo and Marxism. These two principles form the bisociative frame that underlies the revolution. Below, I outline the interaction between these two components.
The sections below also expand on Paul and Kaufman’s (2013) definition of creative to include three different categories: a social group or a social movement, a process or activity, or a product. I view this bisociative frame as a specific example of a broader revolutionary action: the liberation of Indigenous identity and class struggle. Both principles originated on Bolivian soil in the twentieth century. It is evident, however, that the struggle and interaction along those two axes began much earlier, starting with the rebellion of Túpac Katari, an indigenous Aymara leader, in the second half of the eighteenth century. To understand how this interaction developed, we need to examine its history and how the bisociative process contributed to the revolution’s success, resulting in a creative breakthrough.
There is another noteworthy observation guiding our analysis. Bolivia and Poland share several historical similarities despite the two countries being separated by a vast ocean, several thousand kilometers, and a time distance of 20+ years between relevant revolutionary movements of Solidarity (1980–1981) and MAS (2000–2005).	The introduction of a neoliberal transformation in both countries was designed and facilitated by the same American economist, Jeffrey Sachs. Following the “success” of the Bolivian neoliberal transformation starting in 1985, Sachs was hired by the Polish leadership that emerged after the 1989 transformation in Poland to do the same.

	The sequence of uprisings of 2000–2001 and 2003 in Bolivia that led to victory in 2005 bears an unusual similarity to the series of worker uprisings discussed in Chap. 1: 1970, 1976, and 1980–1981. The time distance between the three events in Bolivia, 3:2, mirrors the time distance of 6:4 between the worker uprisings mentioned in Chap. 1. While the significance of this similarity is unclear, both uprisings are historical events that inform our discussions to some extent.





7.2 From the Katari Rebellion of 1780 to the MNR Revolution of 1952
This section discusses the evolution of the bisociative frame devised by García Linera (2006) between Indianismo and Marxismo. This bisociative frame, broadly understood, represents the struggle for the liberation of Indigenous identity and economic liberation symbolized as class struggle, both of which predate Indianismo and Marxismo. Marxismo was first brought to Bolivia in the early 1920s through the writings of Mariátegui and Marof; Indianismo was a movement that was developed in 1970 by Fausto Reinaga. Our investigation must therefore begin much earlier, because all Bolivian revolutionary writings trace back to the rebellion of Túpac Katari, a key figure in the Great Rebellion of 1780–1781.
The earliest example of the bisociative frame structure was observed during the powerful Indigenous uprising led by Túpac Katari in 1781. This was part of a larger rebellion initiated by Túpac Amaru II in 1780 in the northern region of Lake Titicaca, which was then governed by Spanish colonizers. According to Serulnikov (2016), Túpac Amaru II’s rebellion had deep socio-economic causes linked to the Bourbon crown’s decision to intensify the economic exploitation of its colonial territories in the Andes in the mid-eighteenth century. New measures such as increased Indian tribute quotas, sales taxes, a liquor tax, a tobacco retail monopoly, and other taxes significantly impacted Indigenous communities.
The commercial monopoly forced Indigenous peoples to purchase goods at inflated prices from Spanish provincial magistrates. Research by O’Phelan Godoy (1985) found a connection between the Bourbon reforms put in place by Visitador Areche starting in 1777 and the rise in social unrest that led to the Great Rebellion of 1780–1781.
In addition, the mita Potosina, a forced labor system in the Potosí silver mines, played a crucial role in fueling Indigenous rebellions in the Andes. This period saw the mining center entering a new phase of growth marked by the harshness and sophistication of forced labor. The Túpac Katari uprising to the south of Lake Titicaca encompassed similar socio-economic grievances but had a unique ethos focused on reclaiming double independence for the Indigenous population from both Spanish and Inca conquests. Thus, the Katari rebellion was driven by two distinct motivations: economic issues and Indigenous liberation.
Though both Túpacs shared the name of the Brilliant Serpent, they belonged to different ethnic groups. Túpac Amaru was Inca, Túpac Katari was Aymara. The Aymara spread across the Andean altiplano and were subjugated by the Incas. This double subjugation created a marked sensitivity to independence, forming the second component of the bisociative frame within the Katari uprising. Serulnikov (2013) documents an interaction between Túpac Katari and Quechua (Inca) commanders before the siege of La Paz. The Quechua assumed command owing to their historical dominance, but Túpac Katari asserted Aymara’s independence. Both components of the bisociative frame were thus formed simultaneously during the 1780–1781 uprising.
Túpac Katari’s memory, which has endured into modern times, inspired the Kataristas movement that shaped the political aspirations of Álvaro García Linera. The Bolivian satellite, built with Chinese collaboration, also bears Katari’s name. The main finding of this investigation is that the bisociative frame was fully formed only three times in modern Bolivian history: during the Katari rebellion, during the MNR revolution of 1952 (where the Indigenous component lagged behind the class-struggle component), and from 2000 to 2005 when both components aligned victoriously. From the late eighteenth century to the mid-nineteenth century, Bolivia experienced a decline in silver mining and revolutionary independence wars. Independence was gained in 1825. After establishing the new Bolivian state, the ayllu, an independent traditional Indigenous organization in the Andes, became central to the agrarian social structure. They were defined by the tributes they paid, which accounted for 54% of state revenues (Weber, 2012, p. 41).
This arrangement reflected a unique agreement between economic exploitation through tribute payments and the preservation of Indigenous independence. This peaceful coexistence continued until the late nineteenth century. The rapid expansion of silver mining led landowners to covet Indigenous territories. Mariano Melgarejo’s government declared the lands of the ayllu to be state property, making them available for sale and requiring individual ayllu members to purchase plots. Indigenous resistance peaked during the Aymara uprising of 1869–1871, echoing the strength of Túpac Katari’s uprising. Land privatization became a means of primitive capital accumulation. Despite setbacks, the resistance varied across rural regions. During the Federalist War of 1899, for example, Indigenous rebellion emerged as traditional silver mining interests clashed with the new capitalist class around tin mining. Indigenous resistance allied with the Liberal party, although the alliance fractured repeatedly.
A decisive moment was “insurgent federalism,” led by Zarate Wilka, combining Quechua and Aymara soldiers united by ethnic identity. This movement aimed to redefine justice, law, honor, and land ownership from an Indigenous perspective within the framework of liberation, challenging Liberal ideology emphasizing individual property rights. Over 30 years, the movement evolved from class-based struggles against land expropriation to broader Indigenous uprisings rooted in cultural identity and social values. The second independent component of the bisociative frame, class struggle, was not prominent because of the decrease in the price of silver and the resulting abandonment of silver mines. Attention then turned to tin mines, and a new workers’ class consciousness arose over the course of two decades. During the early twentieth century, the Indigenous movement responded to ethnic oppression and economic challenges like land expropriations. This dynamic interaction between the two components is evident in the development of insurgent federalism. Conversely, anti-Indian sentiment intensified, marginalizing Indigenous communities from public life. This period also saw the rapid growth of miners’ struggles championed by the Marxist-Trotskyist movement. The discriminatory treatment of Indigenous peoples became pronounced during the Chaco War of 1932, a key event in Bolivia’s history, according to Shesko (2015).
The war’s defeat prompted societal reevaluation that laid the groundwork for the 1952 revolution’s goals, shaped by the Chaco generation’s experiences. Shesko also highlights the harsh realities of Indian conscription, with the military structured along caste lines. In essence, the Indigenous peasantry resisted the economic impacts of land expropriation and defended the Indigenous way of life. Calls for self-governance within a new federal structure based on Indigenous values underscored the multifaceted struggles faced by Indigenous communities. The early twentieth century saw the development of class struggle by Indigenous peasants and tin miners. This period marks a noteworthy moment in the bisociative frame’s history, as the class struggle of Indigenous peasants defending their land joined the burgeoning workers’ class struggle against exploitation in the tin mines.
One of the first Bolivian Marxists, Marof, announced the distinctly Marxist goal in 1926: “Land to the peasants, mines to the state.” The bisociative components followed separate pathways in various historical moments. After the Katari uprising, Indigenous resistance was primarily along the economic component of the frame until 1899, when the Indigenous-identity component reached completion in insurgent federalism. These pathways exhibited an interesting pattern: When the Indigenous pathway came to the forefront, economic class struggle waned, and vice versa. While the components remained separate, they coalesced during the 1952 revolution, motivated by the nationalistic ideology of the MNR. In the first half of the twentieth century, the labor movement spearheaded by tin miners developed.
Attacks by tin barons on Indigenous communities temporarily eliminated one bisociative frame component, while the Marxist workers’ movement rapidly developed. This time, the theoretical and agitational pamphlet “La Justicia del Inca” (Marof, 1926) suggested a theoretical blending of Indigenous ideology and Marxism, as inspired by Peruvian Marxist Mariátegui, advocating for the slogan “Land to the Indians, tin mines to the state.” Bolivian Marxism, influenced by Trotsky’s concept of permanent revolution, resonated with tin miners and seemed more amenable to embracing Indian cultural values in labor uprisings.
During this time, the bisociative frame was established between what later developed into Indianismo and the Trotskyist interpretation of Marxism. Peasant risings of 1914, 1918, and 1921 against hacienda expansion and labor strikes of 1923, culminating in the Massacre of Uncía, exemplified the bisociative frame’s awakening. The 1929 depression slowed resistance, but it reemerged in the 1940s with the formation of the National Indigenous Congress (NIC) in 1945 and uprisings in 1947 against labor exploitation in haciendas. Miners also fought for better conditions, evident in the 1942 Catavi mine strike and massacre and the 1948 Catavi-Twenty Siglo strike and massacre by government forces.
These independent developments united briefly in the 1952 National Revolution, which fulfilled Marof’s demand: “Land to the Indians, mines to the state.” This period also saw the separate pathways of the bisociative components in different historical moments.

7.3 MNR and the 1952 Revolution
The third social movement, “revolutionary nationalism,” developed simultaneously with Bolivian Marxism. According to Linera (2006),
Unlike this nascent Marxism, for which the problem of power was a rhetorical theme steeped in faithful adherence to the written texts, revolutionary nationalism from the outset developed as an ideology informed by a clear desire for power that had to be resolved practically.

As a result, the Indigenous population embraced the ideology of Bolivian nationalism, hoping to find its place within the concept of “mestizaje” (those of mixed European and Indigenous ancestry) by the revolutionary leadership.
The Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario (MNR), the political arm of revolutionary nationalism, led its push to power through three radical events: the uprisings of 1949 and 1950, and the electoral victory in 1951. Its demands for the nationalization of mines, agrarian reform, and general suffrage garnered broad support, especially among young urban intellectuals. The origins of these ideas date back to the lost Chaco War (Zotkowitz, 2007). According to Weber (2012, p. 55), the party’s intellectual origins can be traced to the La Calle newspaper, which initially published pro-Nazi articles. After World War II, the MNR abandoned its fascist leanings and extended its support to miners and the peasantry.
Despite broad support in the 1951 election, the army intervened and put General Ballivián in power. However, the national revolutionary movement, with the help of armed militias, led a successful revolution from April 9–11, 1952, seizing power and holding it for 30 years until the mid-1980s. Interestingly, the MNR based itself on the middle class while extending its influence on the tin mines and Indigenous countryside. Notwithstanding these power sources, miners and Indigenous campesinos each developed routes within the revolutionary nationalism of the MNR.
The miners’ labor movement played a vital role by centering on union politics, improving worker’s conditions, and actively participating in national politics. Their strong voice resonated with urban labor, students, intellectuals, and, at critical moments, the rural Indigenous peasantry (Weber, 2012, p. 71).
Their reach across Bolivian society was grounded in the miners’ allegiance to pre-colonial and pre-capitalist Indigenous traditions, which provided deep roots for their identity and rejection of subjugation and repression (Nash, 1989). Zavaleta Mercado (1983, pp. 222–225) described this process as “locus minero” with the quality of irradiation, meaning its influence extended throughout Bolivian society until the mid-1980s. Miners, led by Juan Lechín, were the main force behind the state’s power seizure. The nationalization of mines led to the rise of radical miners’ unions, influenced by Trotskyist Marxism.
Conversely, Indigenous campesinos attacked haciendas and began breaking up large landholdings, forcing the government to announce agrarian reform to pacify the Indigenous peasant movement. Here, we can see the separate pathways of both components of the bisociative frame. Agrarian reform allowed peasants to acquire land, establishing the legality of land occupations and expanding rural education and general suffrage. Initially, there was active subordination to the MNR’s state-led capitalism. By 1958, it had switched to passive subordination. This passive subordination transformed in 1966 into the peasant/military pact, aimed at turning independent peasant unions into para-state structures, thereby constricting Indigenous resistance.
During the radical left surge under the military regimes of Ovando and Torres, Trotskyist movements led efforts, resulting in the Asamblea Popular in the summer of 1971.
This attempt to establish dual power through national workers’ organizations was intended to support a military takeover. After ten days of discussions, the Asamblea failed to address the “military question” and ultimately failed to prevent Banzer’s coup a month later. This underscores the Marxist emphasis on theoretical consistency over practical revolutionary efforts (Linera). The Asamblea’s composition stressed the divide between Indigenous peasantry and urban labor: 123 delegates represented labor unions compared to only 23 representing peasant confederations (Weber, p. 79). Despite the peasantry being the country’s majority, Marxist ideology overlooked the potential of Indigenous revolutionary power.
Under Banzer’s regime, workers’ and peasants’ conditions worsened: Workers’ purchasing power declined by 36.3 percent (Weber, p. 95). The contradictions of Barrientos’ agrarian reform exacerbated peasant struggles. A minority of landholders held plots of approximately 8000 hectares, but the majority had less than 59 hectares. The smaller plots continued to shrink because of population growth. This situation significantly hindered the development of the bisociative frame’s components.
7.3.1 The Katarismo Movement
The Katarista movement, also known as Katarismo, emerged in response to the global revolutionary movements of the 1960s. Led by a new generation of Aymara peasants who had access to educational opportunities that opened after the 1952 revolution, they attended schools and universities in La Paz, where they were introduced to the ideas of Fausto Reinaga (1970). Reinaga advocated for the formation of a radical Indianismo movement rooted in precolonial Indigenous culture and the eighteenth-century Tupaj Katari revolt. Initially, the Katarismo’s efforts targeted Aymara peasants experiencing rising racism in Bolivian society. By the late 1970s, the movement had expanded its activities to include the working class participating in workers’ unions and conferences.
Their time in jail and exile served as an informal university where they found common ground with incarcerated miners, workers’ union leaders, and radical students, thereby helping to lay the foundation for a bisociative frame combining Indianismo and class struggle.
According to Weber (2012, p. 100),
Katarismo was a phenomenon that quintessentially bridged rural and urban worlds, linking urban Aymara teachers and students in the capital with the grassroots of the peasant movement organized around the Indigenous ayllus (traditional communitarian structures).

By the late 1970s, Katarismo had expanded to decisively include the labor movement through its association with Central Obrera Boliviana-Bolivian Workers’ Central, better known as the COB. Under the leadership of Felipe Quispe, the Kataristas were invited to the fifth COB congress during which steps were taken to create a peasant union, the Confederación Sindical Única de Trabajadores Campesinos de Bolivia (CSUTCB-Bolivian Peasant Trade Union Confederation), affiliated with COB.
The late 1970s and early 1980s marked a transitional period in Bolivia from military autocracy toward democratic elections. This era witnessed several coups d’état, some lasting only days, others a year or two. The resistance activities of both the Indigenous and the workers’ movements were strong enough to topple governments or support more favorable ones, yet they were not ready to produce a different vision of governance. Two significant examples of resistance prepared the ground for later, more coordinated activities.
The mass mobilization in November 1979 in response to Colonel Natusch Busch’s coup d’état was of a scale comparable to the revolution of 1952. The mobilization of the Aymara Indigenous movement against the colonel used COB as its organizational epicenter, reinforced by Kataristas who were already entrenched within the Aymara nation and COB leadership. The government of Colonel Natusch Busch fell after 16 days in power, finally ending the Peasant Military Pact (PMC). The last significant mobilization by COB was the miners’ marches on La Paz in 1985 in response to the destructiveness of the neoliberal economy designed by Jeffrey Sachs. This policy, intended to lift Bolivia out of poverty, dramatically increased it.
The two components of the bisociative frame—Indigenous peasant and workers’ movements—reacted separately to oppression. Indigenous peasants, led by Kataristas, reacted to the militarization imposed by Banzer’s regime, which contradicted the PMC deal, while miners reacted to the closing and privatization of tin mines in September 1986, when the neoliberal economic policy went into full effect. The end of the PMC shifted the Indigenous leadership’s focus to unions, with Kataristas driving this change.
Unions, connected to classical class struggle, brought the two components –class struggle and Indianismo –closer together within the Indigenous peasantry. This concept was successfully realized with the creation of CSUTCB. The phrase “Trabajadores Campesinos” (Peasant Workers) represents a significant step in unifying worker and Indigenous peasant consciousness. As Weber notes, Kataristas can count this achievement as their most significant success; they established a new awareness based on the bisociative framework, which resulted in calls for a popular constituent assembly during the Water War.
Neoliberalism in Bolivia in 1985 had a dual impact on the development of the bisociative frame. On one hand, privatization and the closing of tin mines sent tens of thousands of miners into unemployment, undermining the power of the workers’ unions. Fragmentation of production lines further disempowered COB, active since the 1952 revolution. This meant that just as the Indigenous peasant movement was ready to assume its bisociative revolutionary role, the organized workers’ power was disintegrating.
On the other hand, the mass migration of ex-miners back to their home villages brought miners’ union organizational experience into Indigenous struggles, expediting the integration of class struggle and Indianismo.

7.3.2 Emergence of the Cocalero Movement
The second component of the bisociative frame was the cocalero movement, a tradition in Bolivia that involves collecting coca leaves dating back to pre-colonial times.
The workers’ identity as coca growers, according to Castillo (2004), emerged as an alternative to the Indian or urban poor identity. This identity blended elements of the Indigenous subject with mining unionism, transmitted to the area by relocated miners who organized the first unions. Why was this dual identity significant? The answer is it clarifies why the cocaleros became a strong force that ultimately propelled Morales and MAS to victory. Their bisociative identity, tapping into two different motivational resources, provided them with the innovation to elevate the local issue of coca growers to a national scale and broaden their struggle. Cocaleros themselves became the creative bridge between Indigenous and class-struggle identities. Castillo (2004) points out that this shift signified a transition from a class-struggle component to a national (largely Indigenous) identity. In other words, it symbolized the identity of a subjugated and exploited nation.
According to Brewer-Osorio (2020), following the neoliberal reforms introduced after 1985, the Bolivian government systematically oppressed national labor and Indigenous peasant movements, disempowering both while creating a unique opportunity for cocaleros to move to the forefront of national struggles. Most of the 22,000 miners displaced by the closing of mines settled in Chapare. A 1997 survey showed that 30% of the recent migrants to Chapare were from the mines of Potosí. Their rich organizational experience, acquired in battles led by Trotskyist views of Marxism, was adapted to the struggles of cocalero unions. In so doing, they created a new revolutionary identity for coca growers.
The integration of the rebellious cocaleros’ Indigenous spirit with the miners’ class-struggle experience was grounded in the miners’ commitment to pre-colonial and precapitalist Indigenous traditions. The miners’ identity was deeply rooted in these traditions, which helped them resist subjugation and repression (Nash, 1989). Over time, Morales, as the leader of the Six Federations, adopted the FSTMB command structure and protest strategies. As a result, new strategies of struggle, such as blocking major transport arteries to force the government to negotiate, became the new fighting approach of cocaleros. The coca leaf industry and its export as cocaine to the US generated substantial revenue for the Bolivian economy and daily living for between 500,000 and 800,000 Bolivian people.
During the neoliberal period in Bolivia, while other industries and their workforce were declining, coca production was thriving. This growth gave cocaleros a chance to influence peasant and national resistance movements. Their role in the revolutionary arena symbolized the globalized cocaine trade’s massive profits and the creation of a cocaleros workforce with strong class consciousness. Because of their involvement in the US imperialist industry, they were able to make direct connections between the oppression related to coca production and the daily life and labor in Cochabamba province. The cocaleros, who were part of the working-class supplying cocaine to the West, had strong ties to Indigenous culture.
Consequently, cocaleros embodied both components of the bisociative frame, from which they derived their revolutionary strength. As James Petras (1997) noted, “the politics of coca growers involved harnessing ancestral spiritual beliefs to a modern form of class and anti-imperialist struggle.”
Several historical facts elucidate the significance of the Cocalero movement. The main boost for the movement was the 1994 Law of Popular Participation (Law 1551), which established 300 new municipalities with local elections for mayors and councils. For MAS, Law 1551 motivated grassroots organizations to compete and win local elections in the municipalities of Chapare. The Six Federations of Coca Growers of the Chapare of Cochabamba (Six Federations), together with COB and CSUTCB, became one of the three national organizations leading the resistance movement. By 1992, the movement realized the need for a “political instrument.” It ultimately emerged in 1996 as the Assembly for the Sovereignty of the People (ASP).
The word sovereignty here is significant; it represents the generalization or reconceptualization of the cocaleros’ struggle to the level of national sovereignty, directly threatened by US coca-eradication programs. This was a pivotal moment when the movement transitioned from being “in itself” to “for itself.” Being “for itself” means seeing oneself and one’s role in the larger framework, hence the need for a political instrument. The ASP aimed to enter electoral politics, which it did in the 1995 municipal elections where it won 49 town council seats. Cocaleros became one of the central resistance organizations in the Cochabamba Water War of 2000 and ran a presidential campaign in 2002, where Evo Morales received a comparable number of votes to Lozada.
We will now examine the three key uprisings that dismantled the liberal rule in the country, leading to early elections in 2005. The focus is on the role of the cocaleros to see their development as a political identity and as a political subject.


7.4 The Revolutions of 2000–2005
7.4.1 Water War (2000–2001)
The immediate cause of the Water War in Cochabamba in 2000 was the government’s plan to privatize water resources. Until then, the water system was operated by a public company that went against the traditional Indigenous social rules of “usos y costumbres” (customs and traditions) regarding water use in the region. The usos y costumbres assert that water can be neither sold nor bought because it is essential to life. Hence, the Water War was ultimately anchored in the violation of Indigenous culture and way of life. The Coordinadora, with its headquarters in Fabriles, led the struggle by uniting the workers’ movement with Indigenous-peasant resistance movements such as Fedecor and the cocaleros of CSFTC. The cocaleros constituted an independent, cohesive force able to forge links with various resistance movements in the region, including those from the popular classes as well as members of the middle class.
The Water War went through three phases of battles in January, February, and April. The first two phases ended with government compromises concerning the cancellation of the arrangement with Aguas del Tunari, which were later broken by the government. This gave the ultimate reason for the third battle, which started with roadblocks by the CSUTCB, a general strike in Cochabamba, and blockades of highways in the region. After a week, the battle was won, and the government declined the privatization of water by Aguas del Tunari.
The victory has been attributed to the brilliant coordination between the Indigenous proletariat and Indigenous peasantry, with a special emphasis on the cocalero movement that not only decisively contributed to the victory but also created demands for a constituent assembly as a “new type of political action born out of civil society, as a means to discuss and decide collective matters.”
The newly established bisociative frame started yielding its first creative fruits. Such demands are characteristic of a movement that has grasped its “for itself” nature. Weber (2012) asserts that the success of the Water War was due to the combined politics of Indigenous liberation and class struggle against imperialism, hence in establishing connections between the two, and that means making the creative bisociative bridge between them.
Even though the Cochabamba Water War ended victoriously on April 21, it sparked a continuation of the struggle in the Western altiplano populated by Aymara peasants. Here, the idea of Indigenous self-governance promoted by Felipe Quispe appeared in the form of Indigenous headquarters established in Qalachaka. What we see here are two different approaches to self-assertion: through emphasizing the Indigenous aspect and through civil society by way of a constituent assembly.

7.4.2 Gas War (2003)
The Gas War, the second uprising in the series, had a distinct starting point. It voiced concerns about a critical issue of importance to all Bolivians. Whereas the Water War in Cochabamba was about the privatization of water by international and domestic investors, the issue in 2003 was the export of Bolivian gas by international companies. The movements tackled a national issue independently, without government provocation. But the harsh response from police and the army toward the protesters ignited calls for President Lozada’s removal.
Although the movement was started by Aymara peasants, its primary actors were the working class in El Alto. Similar to how the Water War in Cochabamba reflected Indigenous- peasant concerns over water, the overarching aim of the Gas War was the defense of Bolivian-produced gas, a workers’ issue on a higher level of concern requiring significant abstraction. The nationalization issue was slow to gain general attention, but once noticed, it became the key focus of the Bolivian Workers’ Central (COB). It was, however, eclipsed by popular outrage over the Warisata massacre and the demand for President Lozada’s removal. Protests in El Alto, supported by the middle class, played a significant role in his ouster.
The cocaleros took part in different battles throughout the uprising, but neither MAS nor Morales himself was heavily involved, except in two instances. MAS, along with the Coordinadora, organized a National Day of Protest in defense of gas, during which Morales warned Goni de Lozada that if he signed the contract, their government would not survive 24 hours. One month later, when the government’s fate was hanging in the balance, Morales supported the constitutional process of succession by Vice President Mesa but proposed that only 50% of gas profits go to the state coffers. Ultimately, the Gas War ended with Sánchez de Lozada leaving office and Vice President Mesa assuming power through the constitutional process. The question of gas nationalization was left undecided.
Weber’s (2012) assessment that the masses were united in their absolute resistance to the neoliberal state and were able to paralyze it but had no alternative project with which to replace it; this became a pressing problem from 2003 to 2005, when the issue of gas nationalization resurfaced. The absence of vision then was as acute as it is now. Morales’ position during the Gas War requires special comment. By proposing 50% of profits instead of full nationalization and supporting the constitutional change of the president, he was moving away from the radicalization of the street. Some commentators point to the election of 2002 when Morales garnered almost the same percentage of votes as Lozada. Consequently, his eyes were set on the upcoming election. He knew he needed middle-class support to win and was ready to offer 50% of the profits to international companies in exchange for achieving independent political power as president.
This interesting interaction between the two components of the bisociative frame is reminiscent of the transaction the ayllu in Bolivia established with the state government after Bolivia’s independence; they paid tribute in exchange for a higher degree of autonomy. In Bolivia, freedom from the oppression of Indigenous identity is prioritized over freedom from economic oppression.

7.4.3 Second Gas War (2005)
Between 2003 and 2005, the third uprising in the series was filled with President Mesa’s efforts to find equilibrium between the left and right opposing movements. MAS, with Morales, which by that time was the second-largest party in Congress, supported the president until the decision concerning the nationalization of gas resulted in only 18% of profits going to the state. That is when MAS broke its alliance with the president and joined the left bloc.
The law was not accepted by the left-Indigenous bloc, which organized what was probably the largest mobilization and manifestation to date, clearly posing the question of revolutionary power. According to Weber (p. 256), who witnessed the events,
The question of a revolutionary power was everywhere in the air. Assemblies at the neighborhood level were asking: y ahora que? As one of the FEJUVE–EL [Federation of Neighborhood Councils] activists commented: we talk about how to paralyze the city, but not about the method of power”—the absence of a positive vision.

All those involved were well-integrated workers-Indigenous peasants’ movements supporting revolutionary transformation. Yet they could not articulate how to achieve that goal; there was no overarching strategy for the whole movement. Similar observations were made about the first Gas War in October 2003. While the period between the last two uprisings was spent battling the issue of nationalization, no clear vision emerged for seizing and holding power, except for Evo Morales’ election-strategy plan, which gained momentum when the acting president called for elections in December 2005.
The successful strategy led to Evo Morales becoming Bolivia’s first Indigenous president. This was a truly groundbreaking achievement in the country’s political history, a creative act that bridged the gulf between Indianismo and the class struggle of Indigenous peasants and workers, making it a valuable development on both a national and a global scale. The event’s creativity expressed itself as the bridge between Indianismo of the Indigenous peasantry and workers’ class struggle.
What we have here is an important and instructive example of the break between practice and theory in the development of Marxist ideology over the years. The cocaleros’ identity emerged as a dialectical synthesis of Indigenous motivation and class struggle, exactly along the bisociative frame. A theoretical understanding of this synthesis, which has been lacking, could have provided the missing vision at different moments of the revolution.
Why? This is the central point in Linera’s essay, “The Missed Encounter of Two Revolutionary Principles.” How did they miss each other in the final years of the Bolivian Revolution? The summary of his views can help us understand why this missed encounter occurred.
Álvaro García Linera grew up during the heady days of the 1970s when the Indianismo concept of Reinaga (1970) was taking hold among youth committed to the revolutionary transformation of Bolivia. Prompted by his revolutionary enthusiasm, Linera became a leader of the Katarista movement, more specifically of EGTK-Tupak Katari Guerilla Army, which landed him in prison for five years. During this period of reflection on his past activities, he extended his revolutionary zeal beyond Indianismo toward Marxism as the philosophy and practice of social revolution. Zarate (2023) describes Linera’s pathway of development as a joven Indianista, through Indianista marxista, “a rare specimen of marxista Indianista,” and finally to comunista-Indianista. The presence of many terms trying to describe the relationship between Indianismo and Marxismo is understandable; Linera is trying to formulate a new concept out of two essentially different matrices of experience.
The most revealing aspect of his attempts to define himself as a revolutionary is the consistent presence of two principles for revolutionary action in all his mature attempts. The relationship between Indianismo and Marxismo is central to his thinking. In terms proposed in this book, he is searching for the clear formulation of the bisociative process and the bisociative product. Yet, in my view, the phrase “The Missed Encounter between…” is not entirely true. The history of the cocalero movement, which arose from the synthesis of Marxist miners’ tactical experience of struggle with the deep motivation of Indianismo, shows us that both principles encountered each other through the tactics of the bisociative process. They missed each other in the strategy of revolution and politics after taking power.
Linera provides a succinct analysis of the inadequacy of Marxism for political and cultural identity:	In the context of describing revolutionary nationalism, he comments:
Unlike nascent Marxism, for which the problem of power was a rhetorical theme steeped in faithful adherence to the written text, revolutionary nationalism from the outset developed as a clear desire for power…” (Linera, 2006, p. 2) For this Marxism, there were neither Indians nor community, and one of the richest veins of classical Marxist thinking was blocked and rejected as an interpretative tool of Bolivian reality. Marxism came to form an extensive political culture based upon the supremacy of working identity over other identities…and in the historical class “inferiority.”

	These Marxist positions forced the emerging political Indianismo to take a firm stand in the ideological struggle in opposition to both the nationalist currents and the Marxists, who were rejecting and negating the national agrarian and ethnic communitarian subjects as political productive forces. Indianismo collided with Marxism and confronted it with the same vehemence as it criticized the other major ideology, Christianity, both being considered major contemporary components of colonial domination (Feldman, 2015).



Feldman adds that the crucial dimension of Linera’s contribution has been to bring Marxism and Indianismo closer to each other in his explicit recognition of Reinaga’s importance and of Indianismo’s centrality to the current project of Evo Morales’ government. Linera shows that Marxismo and Indianismo share parallel concerns, but let’s add that both have very different motivations for struggle.
An important concept of epistemic colonization was introduced here. It robs the Indigenous of their way of inhabiting the world, dispossessing them of their language, knowledge, and cosmology. Thus, the bisociative frame between class struggle and Indianismo acquires new meaning: economic liberation and epistemic decolonization.


7.5 Conclusions
The purpose of this chapter was to discern the historical relationship between two components of the bisociative frame leading to Bolivia’s revolutionary liberation: Indianismo and class struggle. Although both components were devised only in the twentieth century, their development dates to the Katari uprising in 1781. That uprising addressed both political liberation from Spanish conquest and the dramatic tax increases imposed by the Bourbon crown in the late eighteenth century. Thus, Indigenous and economic liberation first occurred together during the Katari uprising.
Another significant historical event is the agreement struck between the newly established state of Bolivia in 1825 and the ayllu, the traditional Indigenous social and economic community. The ayllu agreed to pay tributes to the state in exchange for a high degree of internal autonomy and independence. This unusual arrangement within the bisociative frame involved sacrificing economic independence (or accepting economic exploitation by the colonizers) to gain substantial social, cultural, and political independence.
A similar arrangement was proposed by Morales during the Second Gas War of 2005. Unlike other leaders who demanded the nationalization of gas, Morales, as a presidential candidate, was willing to give 50% of gas-generated wealth to foreign companies in exchange for their non-interference in Bolivia’s internal politics, should he win. This approach suggests a higher value placed on Indigenous autonomy and independence over economic well-being –a culturally fundamental ethical stance in Indigenous Bolivia.
A third important observation is the cyclical presence and absence of both components. Sometimes one component is present without the other, but both appear together during significant Indigenous/national events: the Katari uprising, the national revolution of 1952, and the revolutionary cycle of 2000–2003-2005. Their combined presence has decisively contributed to the intensity and victories of these events. The successes of the last two revolutionary cycles largely depended on the collaboration of both components.
This hypothesis gains traction when we consider the role and strength of the cocaleros, who embody a new identity combining Indigenous cultural identity with the miners’ class struggle experiences. This new identity forms a creative bridge between the two components of the bisociative frame: Indianness and class struggle.
I contend that forging this new bisociative identity provided the cocaleros with the cohesiveness, strength, and strategic ideas that, along with Morales, led to MAS’s victory in 2005. Cocaleros are the creative product of the Bolivian Revolution.
7.5.1 Post-script
The purpose of this chapter has been to explore the development of the bisociative frame, which led MAS to its revolutionary victory.
I hope this has been presented with sufficient clarity. Investigating the presence or absence of the bisociative frame after the victory requires a separate analysis. It is important to peek into the future of Morales’s state-building project. Farthing and Kohl (2014), published nine years after the project’s inception, assist in this endeavor.
While acknowledging significant progress, they also highlight participants’ disappointments. Casimira Rodriguez, Minister of Justice (2006–2007), states, “The process of change has stalled. There is far too much concentration of power in a few hands, and too many decisions are top-down.” (p. 147) Domitilia Barrios de Chungara, a longtime activist, remarked in 2008, “The government lacks any clear vision based on analysis of our historical experience” (p. 148). This echoes Weber’s (2012) observations during the Gas War in 2003: “The masses were united in their absolute resistance to the neoliberal state. They were able to paralyze that state but had no alternative project to replace it.”
An alternative project might have emerged through the creative conceptual synthesis of Indigenous epistemic decolonization and class struggle within the bisociative frame, which united these elements during the 2000–2003-2005 revolutionary cycle. Oscar Olivera, leader of the Cochabamba Water War, revealed his involvement in establishing a self-governing factory in Cochabamba three years ago, only to encounter government indifference.
Why didn’t the construction of the new state after the victory spur the search for a creative bisociative bridge the alternative project? Linera’s explanation highlights the weaknesses of Marxist theory in the Bolivian context, but that explanation seems incomplete. Evidence suggests that the bisociative frame dissolved early in the revolution, as Linera notes:
In the case of the left pole, the mobilizing identity is predominantly ethnocultural, around which workers’ identity is either dissolved…or complements Indigenous leadership at the secondary level (p. 83).

Contrasting this statement with one of Linera’s reasons for the inadequacy of Marxist theory stated earlier,
Marxism came to form an extensive political culture based upon the supremacy of working-class identity over other identities…and in the historical class ‘inferiority’ we see that the identity framework of Indianismo preserved the same hierarchical structure as its Marxist counterparts, just in reverse.

The Bolivian revolution failed to learn the necessity of a new dialectical “and”—the “and” of the bisociative synthesis, which eliminates the hierarchy between the two components. Consequently, while MAS’s revolution was groundbreaking in prioritizing Indigenous and rural people, this unidirectional focus may have also been its downfall through a fractured bisociative frame, which stifled the creative impulse of the revolution.
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8.1 Introduction
This chapter further explores the Revolution of Solidarity, a topic introduced in Chap. 1. To begin, let us revisit the lower diagram in Fig. 2.​1: Class and Thematic Patterns of the Revolutionary Period 1944–1980, illustrating the development of this revolution. Note: The term Revolution of Solidarity not only refers to the specific uprising of 1980–1981 but also encompasses the entire revolutionary period from 1944 to 1980.
This usage emphasizes the movement’s deep historical roots, tracing its origins to earlier uprisings and ending with the explosion of 1980–1981. Our goal is to understand the evolution of the bisociative frame, which I trace back to the 1956 uprising, where national sovereignty and class struggle first emerged together.
The lower diagram of Fig. 2.​1, though simpler than the upper one, outlines the development of the primary ideas that defined the five uprisings—1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, and 1980–1981. Among these, the ideas of national sovereignty, liberation, and class struggle together form the bisociative frame discussed in this book. One key characteristic of both themes is their differing historical trajectories. The series of worker uprisings (1956, 1970, 1976, 1980)—primarily driven by economic issues—occurs with decreasing intervals between uprisings: 14 years, six years, and four years. This pattern suggests an acceleration of worker unrest. In contrast, the sequence of uprisings centered on the national democratic theme (1956, 1968, 1980) occurred with a consistent period of 12 years. The theoretical understanding of these distinct cycles remains unclear and requires further analysis. At this point, we can only propose heuristic arguments for their interpretation by drawing comparisons with other revolutionary periods explored in Chap. 9.
This chapter examines the interaction between the two components of the bisociative frame: how these themes of class struggle and national sovereignty influenced the trajectory of the Solidarity movement. Ultimately, this investigation will explain how the powerful, autonomous workers’ movement, Solidarity, which had been grounded in 45 years of struggle against the communist authorities, was ultimately defeated by the neoliberal takeover.
To provide a deeper understanding of this dynamic, I will provide an overview of each uprising and the key events that illustrate the state of the bisociative frame at various stages. This frame, in its human representation, embodies two primary groups: the Polish working class, which centered on issues of class struggle, and the Polish intelligentsia, which focused on national sovereignty and democratization. Through this lens, we can gain insight into the evolving dynamics that shaped the movement.
The section below opens with the period from 1968 to 1970 in the history of the Solidarity Revolution to show the origins of the divide within the bisociative frame, which persisted in different forms and intensities until the military takeover in December 1988.

8.2 1968–1970: Formation of a Critical Divide Within the Bisociative Frame
Looking at the diagram in Fig. 2.​1, we see that a separation between the two aspects of the bisociative frame began to form around 1968–1970, specifically between the March 1968 student uprising (Marzec’68) and the December 1970 events, the workers’ uprising. The March protests were primarily driven by national concerns, like the banning of the old Polish romantic play The Elders by communist authorities. On March 8, 1968, the protests escalated into clashes between the students, the police, and the government-organized “worker activists.” The involvement of these workers’ activists in quelling the student movement had a lasting effect on the perception of students and intellectuals, fostering the belief that the “intelligentsia was left alone by the workers.”
That is why the workers’ strike in 1970 did not resonate strongly among the progressive intelligentsia. This division persisted until the 1976 workers’ uprising, when the intelligentsia and dissidents rallied to support workers punished by the authorities for their participation in strikes. But despite this newfound solidarity, the leaders of the progressive intelligentsia and dissidents began to adopt a liberal approach that ultimately led to the restoration of capitalism. Rather than fostering an independent workers’ movement, their efforts were dedicated to helping workers deal with the sanctions imposed on them. Still, the persistence of the rank-and-file workers’ struggles during this period forced the dissident intelligentsia to take workers’ demands more seriously and reassess their responses.
Later investigations by Eisler (2006) documented the presence of workers in many brief, localized strikes and skirmishes with the police during March 1968. At the time, the student protests, which spread across all of Poland, seemed isolated because the authorities had actively suppressed all information on workers’ participation in these events in the mass media.

8.3 The Uprising of 1956 and Its Aftermath: Formation of the Bisociative Frame
The student uprising of March 1968 marked the first vocal expression of the postwar generation (those born and raised after World War II) yet was closely linked to the Polish uprising of 1956, which had been largely driven by the older generation. To understand these connections, we must reflect on the years immediately after Stalin’s death, a period that brought significant changes within the Eastern Bloc. While the 1953 workers’ uprising in Germany was crushed by Soviet troops, broader changes in the region took longer to materialize. Beginning in 1954, articles critical of the restrictions on literature started appearing in the press, written by Polish intellectuals closely connected with the Communist Party. Over time, the Polish intelligentsia took the lead in articulating broader criticisms of the entire system.
In August 1955, disillusioned with Communism, the Polish poet Wazyk, published “Poem for Adults” a bitter denunciation of the regime: “We appeal for bright truth and the corn of freedom…”. This democratic “thaw,” while unsettling for the communist authorities, influenced the central leadership, many of whom saw the inclusion of democratic demands to official policy as a way forward. The situation changed radically after the 20th Congress of the CPSU, when Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev denounced the brutalities and atrocities of Stalin’s regime.
Polish leader Bolesław Bierut’s sudden and unexpected death during the congress opened the door to significant changes in Poland, most notably the release of Władysław Gomułka, a communist leader arrested in the late 1940s for his “Titoist deviation.” Titoism advocated for different national paths to socialism, as championed by Yugoslav leader Josip Broz Tito. Yet despite these reforms, party politics remained largely unchanged.
The disappointment over the lack of significant reforms, particularly in economic development, sparked the June 1956 protests in Poznań, where workers demanded better working conditions and higher wages. Even though the uprising was crushed with the help of the army, resulting in hundreds of deaths, it had a profound effect on the communist government and forced it to reconsider its approach and align with the reformist wave. Despite these efforts, discontent simmered. In response, the party invited Gomułka, with his vision of a more independent Polish path to socialism, to take power. The communist leadership hoped that Gomułka’s nationalistic views would resonate better with the rebellious populace.
While all this was unfolding, Soviet leaders were closely monitoring the situation in Poland. By 1956, they had already faced the bloody suppression of the Hungarian workers’ uprising and were determined to avoid a similar fate in Poland. According to Bromke (1958) and my personal recollections, Soviet military forces had begun moving toward central Poland precisely as a high-level Soviet delegation arrived in Warsaw for a critical meeting of the Polish Workers’ Party’s Central Committee. It was the calculated response of the Polish leadership that prevented Soviet military intervention. In return, the move yielded serious positive outcomes: the Polish equivalent of the KGB was dismantled, and military leadership was overhauled under Gomulka’s more nationalistic approach.
A staunch advocate of Polish national identity, Gomułka, oversaw a brief but more liberal thaw that included the release of Cardinal Wyszyński, the restoration of individual peasant holdings, and a modest increase in freedom of expression for the intelligentsia. Gomulka’s nationalistic views were considered an acceptable compromise for a nation in revolt.
Yet it is crucial to recognize the presence of a more conservative nationalist faction within the Communist party, which in 1956, much like in 1968, stirred antisemitic sentiments that encouraged the remnants of Polish Jewry who had survived the Holocaust to leave the country. By contrast, during the third event of 1980–1981, which demonstrated strong national feelings within the workers’ movement, there was no notable antisemitism among the workers. This suggests that earlier waves of antisemitism in Poland were more closely associated with the nationalistic factions within the Communist party rather than reflecting an inherent antisemitism among the broader Polish population.
Reflecting on the 1956 events, we see the beginnings of a response structure by the communist authorities that would characterize the entire revolutionary period from 1944 to 1989. The government’s reaction depended on the extent to which new ideas had penetrated the party. Before June 1956, the response was slow and minimal; within the intelligentsia, however, criticism grew. Gomułka was freed, but his party program was initially rejected. The intensity of the criticism, combined with the government’s failure to make radical reforms, mainly in economic matters, resulted in the bloody workers’ uprising in June. After crushing the uprising, the communist government had no choice but to restructure its policies to align with Gomułka’s program, signaling the second phase of the government’s response. A similar sequence of events would repeat itself in 1970 and 1980.
Another important observation is the contrasting timing of the intelligentsia’s and workers’ responses. The intelligentsia began to criticize the system 1.5 to 2 years before the workers were ready to act. Workers’ consciousness and readiness to strike only developed after the government’s hesitation and sluggishness in leading reform. The delay between the intelligentsia’s early critique and the workers’ subsequent action mirrors the delay between the events of 1968 and 1970. Although solidarity existed between the two groups in 1956, it did not endure in subsequent years. The degree of freedom gained during the October 1956 events quickly shrank. By 1957, the student opposition journal Po Prostu was shut down.
In 1964, Polish intellectuals drafted the Letter of Thirty-Four to protest censorship and publishing difficulties. That same year, two young intellectuals, Jacek Kuroń and Karol Modzelewski, were arrested for their quasi-Marxist critique of the communist regime expressed in the Open Letter to the Party. Influenced by Yugoslav communist Milovan Djilas’s ideas about the emergence of a new bureaucratic class within the regime, this critique would prove significant. Kuroń and Modzelewski were sentenced to three and 3.5 years in prison, respectively, and were released shortly before the March 1968 student uprising, indirectly sparking the wave of student protests.
Upon their release, Kuroń was welcomed by a group of dissident students eager for action, but the entire group, including Kuroń, was soon surrounded by the secret police. After the March 8 protests, they were arrested again. Hundreds of students and workers across the country were detained during the month-long uprising.
As is often the case with communist politics, the solution to celebrating both anniversaries at the same time was precluded by framing the issue as an either-or choice. Kuroń and Modzelewski thus became a bridge between the 1956 uprising of the older generation and the 1968 student movement. Unlike the 1956 uprising, the 1968 events, while involving some worker strikes, did not represent an independent workers’ movement; instead, they were largely in support of the students. Workers did not begin to forge their distinct rebellion until 1970.

8.4 Workers’ Uprising of 1970: Beginning of the Autonomous Workers’ Movement
The uprising of December 1970 arose as a response to the sudden increase in food prices that were part of a broader government-designed economic reform. The timing of the price increase on December 12–13, just two weeks before Christmas, was painful. Some analysts suspect this timing was designed to provoke enough unrest to remove Władysław Gomułka, the long-standing leader of the Polish Communist Party. Gomułka’s 14-year tenure had been characterized by significant shifts. Once hailed as the nation’s savior in 1956, he quickly became its main oppressor. Unfortunately, by the 1970s, his leadership lacked fresh ideas for transforming the country.
As mentioned earlier, after 1956, censorship in Poland became much stricter, leading to significant resistance among intellectuals. Moreover, Gomułka’s prolonged conflict with the Polish Church over whether to honor the 1000th anniversary as the Christianization of Poland (966 CE) or the formation of the Polish state further alienated many people. The debate over whether to commemorate the Church’s role or the state’s founding had become a deeply polarizing issue.
The unrest in 1970 began on December 14 when shipyard workers in Gdańsk went on strike. Their demands were either a reversal of the price increases or wage adjustments to compensate for the strain on household budgets. By December 16, the workers escalated their actions, announcing the occupation of the shipyards. Although the strike in Gdańsk ended peacefully, events in the neighboring city of Gdynia took a violent turn. The arrest of strike leaders heightened tensions. The following day, workers returning to the shipyards at the request of the vice prime minister were met with columns of soldiers firing live ammunition. This violent crackdown resulted in 45 deaths and over 1000 injuries.
The crackdown, especially in Gdynia, appeared to be part of a calculated ploy by a faction within the Communist Party seeking to stir enough turmoil to oust Gomułka from power. This faction succeeded but at the cost of great bloodshed. Concurrently, party committees were burned, and the railway station in Gdynia was attacked. Meanwhile, workers in Szczecin, another city along the Baltic coast, organized their own protests, demanding the reversal of the price hikes. When the government failed to respond, they also attacked the party headquarters, killing 13 people. The Szczecin workers then announced a citywide strike and formed a strike committee that reorganized the city’s public life. It was during this brief period of relative freedom that the idea of an Independent Workers’ Union first emerged in postwar Polish history.
Within days after Gomułka’s ouster, the new leadership of the Polish Communist Party, under Edward Gierek, negotiated an agreement with the workers. Gierek, who had come to power following the workers’ uprising, traveled to Gdańsk to engage directly with the workers. Crucially, the increase in food prices was not reversed at that time. It wasn’t until three months later, when textile workers in Łódź, predominantly women, went on strike, that the government was forced to reverse the price increases. The Łódź strikers explicitly demanded a rollback of the prices. Only after another wave of strikes did the government finally concede. The words of Frederick Douglass, a former slave from the American South, echo strongly here: “Power and those in control concede nothing … without a demand.”
The power dynamics at play are clear: in both 1956 and 1970, the Communist authorities employed a familiar tactic—sacrificing the leadership to pacify the workers, without addressing the underlying systemic problems. As we shall see, this approach would fail in 1980. The December 1970 uprising marked the first of three strikes completely led by workers representing the working class of Poland’s Baltic coast. For the first time, the workers saw themselves as a “class for itself” in the Marxist sense, seizing control of the region for several days. In Szczecin, they took charge of organizing the city, viewing themselves as the central force in the country’s transformation.
Meanwhile, workers secured significant victories but at the cost of 45 lives. The idea of an independent union was born during these events, though it did not yet gain widespread acceptance or recognition within the broader working class. It would take another decade before this idea fully materialized during the 1980 uprising.
The December 1970 uprising saw a striking lack of support from the intelligentsia. For the workers’ movement, this lack of solidarity would have lasting implications, especially over the next two decades. Zygmunt Bauman (1978), a Polish sociologist who fled the country after the 1968 antisemitic wave, observed in his 1978 writings that Polish intellectuals “turned their back to politics” during the strikes. Why did they distance themselves from the workers’ uprising? Why did Kuroń and Modzelewski, once advocates for the workers, fail to support the 1970 uprising?
Historians suggest that the violent turn of events in March 1968, resulting in the rise in obscurantism, xenophobia, and nationalism, profoundly unsettled intellectuals and triggered a deep-seated fear of mass movements (Gawin, 2006 Potęga mitu). According to Balibar (1997), intellectuals feared the masses and their potential for violent rebellion. Siermiński (2020) described the attitude of intellectuals to the workers’ uprising as a mindless, hate-driven mob.
For many intellectuals, the only way for the workers’ movement to evolve into a self-conscious, revolutionary force was through the intellectual guidance and leadership of the intelligentsia. This traditional paternalistic mindset was rooted in the belief that the Polish intelligentsia was the workers’ guiding force. Sadly, the Polish left intelligentsia fell back on the traditional understanding of the intrinsic limitations of the workers’ movement propagated by Marx, Kautsky, and Lenin (Chap. 2).
From this point on, the Polish intelligentsia adopted a more paternalistic role toward the working class. As discussed in Chap. 3, this attitude contributed to the split within the bisociative frame into two separate themes: class struggle and national liberation, a division that ultimately contributed to the counterrevolutionary events of 1989. The workers’ component of the movement was sidelined in favor of sovereignty from the Soviet Union, and the conservative Communist Party was ousted.
Here again, the unequal power dynamic between intellectuals and workers, which denied the workers a genuine political voice, remained a critical barrier to the full revolutionary potential of the working class.

8.5 Workers’ Uprising of 1976: Re-emergence of the Bisociative Frame
After six years of relative stability in Poland sustained by price controls on food and substantial Western loans covering 12% of the GDP, food prices became a pressing issue again in 1975. The government decided to impose steep price hikes, with an average increase of 40%. Notably, the price of meat surged by 69%, with higher-quality cuts rising to 110%. Dairy products rose by 64%, and sugar saw a 90% increase (https://​polishhistory.​pl/​june-1976-workers-victory-at-the-cost-of-repression/​).
In addition, the compensation plan announced by Prime Minister Jaroszewicz was widely criticized as unfair. Workers earning less than PLN 1300 were promised PLN 240 in compensation, while those earning more than PLN 6000 were to receive up to PLN 600, more than double the amount for the better-off, which many perceived as favoring the “people in power.”
This announcement on June 24, 1976, prompted the first workers’ strikes in the smaller cities of Radom and Ursus starting on the morning of June 25. With no immediate response from state authorities, workers took to the streets; they set fire to party offices and obstructed railways as they demanded the reversal of the price hikes.
Eventually, they allowed the trains to resume operations but not before clashing violently with the police and specialized army units. By 9 p.m., the government rescinded the price increases, delivering a swift victory for the workers. Alas, the rebellion was only temporarily suppressed: Once the mass protests had been subdued, the authorities took repressive action against the main strike leaders, 80 of whom faced sentences of ten years.
In the meantime, a new collaboration between workers and intelligentsia began to develop, most notably through the Committee for the Defense of Workers (KOR) established by dissident intellectuals. As Siermiński (2020, p. 211) points out, Polish intellectuals saw the workers after June 1976, as victims of “totalitarian” power. Their actions were viewed more through an ethical lens than a political one. This paternalistic perspective toward workers continued to shape the rise of Solidarity four years later. Despite this, the collaboration between progressive intellectuals and workers, initiated by KOR and the newly launched newspaper Robotnik (The Worker), created a robust network that allowed for the exchange of radical ideas. This collaboration ultimately laid the foundation for the formation of the Committee for the Independent Union in 1978, reviving an idea first proposed during the December 1970 uprisings.
The formation of this bisociative frame between the workers’ class struggle and the democratic-national struggles of the Polish intelligentsia brought about the revival of a creative and transformative idea: the notion of an independent union bridging two seemingly disparate elements. Though not entirely new, this idea was revolutionary within the context of Russian Communism. It was fully realized in 1980 when striking workers demanded the establishment of such a union.
Why was this a creative idea? Was it new? Certainly, within the context of Russian Communism it was. Was it original? Again, in the context of Russian Communism, it was undoubtedly so. On a personal note, I recall being in Barcelona in the summer of 1980 when I first heard the news. It was immediately apparent that the workers’ demand for an independent union was a profound affront to the Russian Communist regime, a bold “kick in the balls,” if you will. The independent union demand was essentially a declaration: “You do not represent us, us the workers, in whose name you claim to govern.” This demand struck at the core weakness of Russian Communism, which had long distanced itself from the working class, a process that began with the crushing defeat of the Workers’ Opposition at the 1922 X Congress of the Communist Party.
The precision and force with which Polish workers exposed the vulnerability of the communist system were staggering. The reverberations of this strike rippled far beyond 1980, ultimately contributing to the collapse of Russian Communism 12 years later in 1992.

8.6 Workers’ Uprising, Solidarity, 1980: Victory and Defeat
The Solidarity uprising has been analyzed in numerous ways. One notable work is Self-limiting Revolution by J. Staniszkis (1984), written during the events. From the outset, Staniszkis delves into the deep divide between Polish workers and intellectuals (Chap. 3). The title of her book, Self-limiting Revolutions, conveys a paradox in the Solidarity movement. By “self-limiting,” she refers to the inability to directly challenge and overthrow the most powerful forces of the regime, primarily because of the threat of Soviet military intervention. This limitation pushed Solidarity thinkers to formulate a program in their “21 demands,” which coincided more with socialist ideals than with capitalist ones. With the creation of an independent network of worker-managed factories, Solidarity moved toward a vision that started to resemble the Workers’ Opposition in Russia in 1922 (Chap. 3). But the shift toward Western-style capitalism began during the military crackdown that decimated the overt movement.
At this point, A. Touraine (1983) was doing socio-participatory research through interviews with Solidarity participants. In his introduction, he noted what we would call a bisociative frame when he described Solidarity as “a workers’ movement born in factories…but it is also a national movement and a struggle for the democratization of society.” Krzeminski (2013) further explores the movement’s democratization by linking it to “civil society” and “participatory democracy” in transforming a newly emerging Poland.
Although Tourrain and Krzeminski offer extensive insight into the democratization processes and the role of intellectuals, their perspectives overlook the significance and contributions of workers. Essentially, they focus on the national-democratic sequence of uprisings (1956, 1968, and 1980) without giving due attention to the earlier worker uprisings in 1970 or 1976 that were foundational in shaping the consciousness of 1980s workers. Krzeminski’s volume, tellingly titled Solidarity: Unfulfilled Project of Polish Democracy reflects the reality that neither “civil society” nor “participatory democracy” survived the military crackdown, and the Round Table negotiations notably excluded representatives from the workers’ movement.
A turning point in understanding the relationship between workers and left-wing intellectuals came with Sierminski’s (2020) Cracked Solidarity. He argued that Solidarity represented the first truly authentic workers’ movement in history, with intellectuals acting more as facilitators who translated workers’ desires into demands. According to Sierminski, workers were the true agents of the movement, not the intellectuals. The realization that Solidarity was an independent revolutionary movement led by workers took more than 40 years to come to light.
Drawing on council communism, Henri Simon's (1985) work elaborates on the independence of rank-and-file workers. Influenced by Antonie Pannekoek’s 1920 theory, council communism—an early response to the centralized bureaucratic elite that emerged after the Bolshevik Revolution—argued that the only alternative to capitalism was a democracy of workers’ councils controlling the economy. Council communism was very close in its assessment and the program of action to the Workers’ Opposition in Russia of 1922, discussed in Chap. 3. It was probably one of its motivating factors.
The central tenet of council communism as articulated by Marcel van den Linden (2004), is straightforward: The only alternative to capitalism is a democracy of workers’ councils, with an economy controlled by the working class. (2004; https://​www.​marxists.​org/​subject/​left-wing/​2004/​council-communism.​htm#fn32). Pannekoek emphasized that “the working masses must themselves make the decisions about their struggle, and themselves carry out and lead it.” This view profoundly influenced Henri Simon’s analysis of Solidarity. Simon saw the movement as an ongoing struggle, first against the government authorities and later against the formalized leadership of the newly independent union. That viewpoint penetrates to a large degree the work of Henri Simon (1985) on the Solidarity uprising who sees the autonomous nature of the workers’ movement as the continuous struggle of rank-and-file workers first with the government authorities and later with the formalized attitude of the new independent union Solidarity.
Simon argues that all workers’ uprisings in Communist Poland were driven by basic class struggle over surplus value—an essential Marxist concept referring to the difference between the value workers produce and the wages they receive. Each uprising initially focused on protesting food price hikes and wage cuts, which were seen as attempts by the government to increase profits at the workers’ expense. After each revolt, the government would back down and cancel the planned price increases. But the structural limitations of the centralized economy quickly led to another cycle of price hikes. These uprisings revealed the system’s inability to address the underlying issues, motivating workers to conceive of the idea of an independent union aimed at reorganizing the economy to better meet their needs.
The concept of an independent union first emerged after the 1970 uprising and was revived in 1978 by the Underground Unions of Northern Poland which declared: “Only free unions and associations can save the state, since only democratization can lead to the integration of the interests and the will of the citizen with the interests and the power of the state.” This demand resurfaced in August 1980 when Gdańsk shipyard workers once again called for it. Here we see a developmental triple of the idea, with the third stage constituting the transcendental moment of the Solidarity revolution. This demand surpassed concerns over living standards and surplus value while encompassing the broader responsibility of unions to participate in state decision-making. With food prices still a pressing concern, workers’ demands soon evolved into calls for free unions, signaling a heightened awareness of worker representation in governance.
The spontaneous strikes that erupted on June 30, 1980, after the government announced the price hikes spread rapidly across various factories in Poland. The government’s strategy was to negotiate separately with each factory unit, offering compromises to end the strikes. As Simon (1985) notes, new elements began to emerge in the struggle: Workers sought to guarantee that the demands already met would be respected, and rank-and-file committees continued to exist even after the strikes ended. These committees, elected by workers, negotiated directly with management, bypassing the official unions.
The spontaneity of the strikes was notable. After the government’s crackdown and arrests of activists in Warsaw, the strikes moved north to the Gdańsk shipyards, where the strike committee quickly grew into the Inter-factory Strike Committee encompassing 180 factories in the Gdańsk region. This is when the class struggle component of the bisociative frame began to assert itself, while the democratic-national component was reinvigorated by the work of KOR (the Committee for the Defense of Workers) and its associated newspaper The Worker, both of which had emerged after the 1976 uprisings.
As the independent union began to take shape by the end of August 1980, a deepening rift emerged between rank-and-file workers and the progressive intelligentsia advising the union leadership. Once the independent union was accepted as a potential partner in the administration in line with Kuroń’s view that “the unions ought to be partners in the administration and protectors of the workers,” Lech Wałęsa announced on August 31 that the strike was over. Despite the workers not achieving everything they wanted, they had secured “the essential: the right to strike and independent unions.”
Simon sees this as a revolutionary mistake. By becoming a partner in the administration, the union would inevitably be drawn into fulfilling the demands imposed by that partnership, thereby diminishing the revolutionary impulse of the rank and file. From the moment the Gdańsk accords were signed, the differences between the demands of the rank-and-file workers and the leadership of the new union became increasingly apparent. Local movements continued to organize strikes around specific grievances, while the union leadership sought to guide the union toward acceptance by the state and to use that position to help transform the state. In doing so, the union had to prove its ability to manage and contain rank-and-file movements.
This difference in objectives reflected a deeper divide between the working-class base and the union’s leadership, which was dominated by intellectuals. As noted in Chap. 3, the progressive intelligentsia’s patronizing attitude toward workers, shaped by fear of mass movements since 1968, persisted. Although the dissident intelligentsia radicals had entered the Solidarity movement as supporters, they often acted as authorities who believed they knew better how to interact with the government. This created a relaxed atmosphere, as noted by Staniszkis: “One of the reasons was that the experts on both sides were more or less from the same world in the capital.”
Her comments confirm our conclusion in Chap. 2 that the Polish working class had two enemies: the government and the progressive dissident intelligentsia. Both sought to curtail the workers’ power, but neither side succeeded in doing so. By the second half of 1981, the situation in the country was becoming critical; neither side was able to find the language or vision to channel the workers’ focus on something relevant to the working class.

8.7 Workers’ Self-Management: Self-Governance as the New Structure of Polish Society
In early 1981, a new instrument of resistance was formed, driven by rank-and-file workers and middle-level factory supervisors: the concept of self-management in factories. Workers’ self-management councils were set up spontaneously in the fall of 1980. By spring 1981, a Network of Self-managed Factories was formed, initially consisting of 17 “cornerstone” factories from across Poland’s administrative regions. This network eventually expanded to include 3000 participating enterprises (Simon, 1985).
One of the movement’s primary organizers, Jerzy Milewski, argued, “It was necessary to find a body that would create a new model for society and then implement it. This is the aim of the Network, which I would call an ideological aim” (Walters, 2016). The main goal was to select factory managers based on “competence” rather than party loyalty, thereby abolishing the nomenklatura system (posts to be filled by Communist Party appointees) that had dictated the appointment of factory managers. Though this powerful idea emerged outside the official Solidarity union framework, it gradually gained formal support. In September 1981, both the Solidarity Union and the Polish Parliament expressed legal support for the Network. Parliament’s decision, however, tempered the radicalism of the movement, stipulating that politicians and unionists would occupy different posts, with some positions remaining under Party control and others becoming “fully self-managed.”
This structure allowed the integration of rank-and-file demands with the existing system at the factory level. Simon asserts, positioning self-managed enterprises within the state capitalism of Poland inadvertently helped the system rather than undercutting it: “The ‘independence of the enterprise’ meant greater freedom for capital to establish flexible laws for the exploitation of labor.”
While organizers and workers were likely aware of this dynamic, their primary interest lay in participation in decision-making rather than eliminating exploitation. A definitive assessment of the implications of this compromise is still missing. The creation of self-management offered workers a space for economic and social self-assertion and decision-making, ultimately the same goals pursued by the rank-and-file in their quest for an independent union and later for self-management. Nevertheless, the compromise reached by Parliament, which placed 50% of the council under Party control, is regarded as one of Solidarity’s two major setbacks, ultimately contributing to its decline. In many cities, workers’ councils expanded their role beyond factory management, organizing life within entire communities.
The Network proposed a vision of a self-governing nation, a new model for state organization, which the progressive intelligentsia viewed as an illusion (Michnik). Thus, while national political demands led by Solidarity’s central leadership (composed largely of experts) clashed with the local class struggle demands of the rank-and-file, the workers’ councils allowed for a synthesis of the two at the factory level, fostering new forms of praxis. The network’s ambition to establish new organizational principles for the nation reflected the growing class consciousness of the Polish working class, extending far beyond traditional unionism or syndicalism, and directly challenging the ideas of classical Marxist figures like Kautsky and Lenin (Chap. 2).
Of course, the self-management spirit—the driving force behind Solidarity—was ultimately stifled by the military takeover. The movement of self-governing councils may have represented the most ambitious attempt in history to reshape the socio-economic structure of the state through an autonomous workers’ revolutionary movement. As research continues (Walters, Nojemska) to explore this, a key question remains: What path might have led to its success? Anarchist movements argue that a general strike could have been the key tool. But could there have been a more inventive approach that could have brought about lasting change?
This process offers valuable insight into the dynamics of the bisociative frame in Poland. Initially, Solidarity entered the uprising as a cohesive force due largely to KOR’s work, which fostered a close integration of ideas and actions between the workers’ movement and progressive intellectuals. Once the union was officially established, a significant rift emerged between the class struggle of the rank-and-file workers and the politics of union leadership, which was already becoming part of the state apparatus. As we have seen, the central leadership often acted to pacify the grassroots movements, resulting in the disintegration of the bisociative frame.
The development of the self-management movement, which included both workers and technical intelligentsia, helped reforge this at the grassroots level. With more time, this movement may have successfully developed a path toward self-governing national and social structures.

8.8 Summary: The Development and Demise of the Bisociative Frame
To understand the evolution and eventual breakdown of the bisociative frame within the Solidarity movement, we must first consider the political and social context starting in 1956. The revolutionary wave of that year was driven by intellectuals’ calls for political freedom as early as 1954, a year after Stalin’s death. These early expressions of discontent gained momentum among certain factions of the Communist leadership. The pivotal moment came with the 20th Congress of the CPSU when revelations of Stalin’s crimes stimulated significant internal debate. Despite changes in leadership, economic policy remained largely unchanged, leading to a worsening standard of living.
In response to these deteriorating living conditions, workers revolted in June 1956, roughly 1.5 to 2 years after political discontent had surfaced. While intellectuals and workers both voiced their discontent, no clear division between the two groups was observed at this time. The divide between the intelligentsia and the working class only became apparent between 1968 and 1976. The 1968 student uprisings and workers’ protests in 1970 suggest an intriguing pattern: the presence of a consistent time lag in the development of revolutionary consciousness between the two groups. Intellectuals’ and workers’ uprisings occurred with a gap of around 12 to 14 years; peasants faced an even longer delay of 24 years. This temporal gap led to the misconception that the intelligentsia was isolated, a perception that fueled a lasting rift between the two groups despite growing unity after the 1976 uprisings.
On the positive side, the division between the intelligentsia and workers allowed for the emergence of the idea of independent unions, which materialized during the 1970 uprising. This workers’ initiative eventually blossomed into a nationwide Solidarity movement that encompassed both components of the bisociative frame. The creation of Solidarity also highlighted the philosophical divergence between workers and intellectuals. In 1971, Jacek Kuroń, co-author of “Open Letter to the Party” in 1963–1964, began to distance himself from Marxism. Recognizing that Marxism failed to account for the human being at its core, he sought to rethink social relationships based on the individual human. Having found out that the derivation of the Gestalt of social relations from the nature and psychology of the human being disagrees with Marxist conclusions, he decided to abandon the Marxist approach altogether (Bikont & Łuczywo, 2018, p. 331). Soon after the workers’ uprising exploded in 1970, he noted, “everything is upside down. When I stopped being a Marxist, it is this philosophy that worked.”
This shift marked a significant divergence in thinking between the intelligentsia and workers. The theoretical divide within the bisociative frame contributed to the collapse of the movement a decade later. After the 1976 uprisings, the bisociative frame was reconstituted, but the integration was marked by a change in attitudes. Intellectuals, now more patronizing, adopted a hierarchical stance toward workers. Instead of comradeship, a cultural divide emerged within the movement. Ryszard Bugaj, a leftist intellectual and Solidarity expert, noted in his 2014 memoirs that the intelligentsia, on one hand, criticized workers for not engaging with books or cultural activities like theater (Chap. 3). On the other hand, it was recognized that workers were essential for any meaningful resistance to succeed.
This recognition underscores a cultural dismissal of workers, arising from differing interactions with culture, coupled with a purely utilitarian view of the working class. Neither of these motivations provided a strong foundation for a unified struggle. More important, the cultural belittlement and the associated hierarchy of intellect, or what can be described as gaslighting, have long been central dividing forces in Polish society, both past and present.
The period from 1976 to 1980, when the bisociative frame functioned in harmony, was characterized by significant productivity and creativity. This was when communication between workers and dissident intelligentsia grew increasingly intense. By 1980, this burgeoning relationship enabled Polish society to quickly embrace the demand for an independent union, kickstarting a process of self-organization led by grassroots workers’ committees. The problem was, this self-organizing process was soon hijacked by the same cultural hierarchies, where intellectual advisers and the self-proclaimed experts began to monopolize the expressive roles within the Solidarity movement. As Staniszkis observed, the experts “monopolized all expressive roles in the Solidarity movement” (p. 121), and they came from similar social and intellectual circles in the capital.
This imbalance was most acutely felt in the national leadership of the union, where out of 17 members, only two were rank-and-file workers (Simon, 1985). This shift in the composition of the bisociative frame, from a connection between grassroots workers’ committees and democratically inclined dissident intellectuals, marked a significant change. Once the demand for the union was met and its bureaucracy was established, it gradually aligned more closely with the government. The union leadership, increasingly dominated by intellectual “experts,” sometimes even identified with the government in trying to diffuse the intensity of the class struggle. As a result, rank-and-file workers encountered a new and widening divide in the struggle. The leadership’s growing alignment with the state weakened the connection between workers and the union, further complicating the struggle and contributing to a loss of focus within the workers’ movement.
At this crucial juncture, the idea of self-managed factories revitalized the movement. Around 3000 factories embraced the idea of self-management, with the goal of integrating rank-and-file workers with technical intelligentsia at the factory level. The goal was to transform the economy to improve efficiency and eliminate the nomenklatura, the system that prioritized party members. A decision by Parliament to allow party positions in certain aspects of the self-management system undercut this vision. The government’s demand for such a compromise was one of two major setbacks that weakened the union’s power and the self-management network. This concession brought back the chaos within the movement, undermining its unity, and ultimately contributing to the declaration of a military state of emergency.

8.9 Conclusions
The analysis of the development of the bisociative frame in the Solidarity movement accentuates the crucial role that the cohesiveness and integration of this frame played in determining the revolution’s success or failure. When the frame was well-integrated, as in the early stages of Solidarity, the movement flourished between 1976 and 1980. Conversely, the movement faltered as the distance between its two components grew irreparably.
This historical trajectory of the Polish Revolution of Solidarity reinforces the initial hypothesis that the success of a revolution depends heavily on the level of integration between its two key components. Further, we witnessed the creative potential of the bisociative frame in the emergence of the concept of an independent union within the communist structure of Poland. Later, as the frame began to disintegrate, we saw the practice of self-management in factories, which eventually contributed to a broader structure of self-governance across the country. These movements demonstrated that the working class, on its own, could transcend the traditional syndicalist demands often dismissed by socialist leaders as impossible (see Chap. 3).
Like the Bolivian Revolution, which Garcia Linera described as a “Missed Encounter of Two Revolutionary Principles,” Indianism and Marxism, we observed a similar near-miss encounter between the revolutionary principles of Marxism and the Polish ideals of sovereignty and democracy. While acknowledging the dual nature of the Polish intelligentsia as a primary reason for the fragmentation within the bisociative frame, we also recognize an objective cause for this division, a cause that recurs in similar historical contexts, such as the Bolivian Revolution, the Workers’ Opposition in Russia, and the interaction between Wilhelm Weitling and Marx and Engels as described in Chap. 2.
This cause is the difference in modes of thinking, which has impeded communication between two equally powerful revolutionary forces. Antonio Gramsci was the first to analyze the roots of this problem. He proposed a solution in the form of the organic intellectual of the working class.
In broader terms, the issue is relatively straightforward: We have the rank-and-file movements of workers as indigenous peasants (Chap. 7) or Dalit castes (Chap. 6) on one hand, which offer social strength and intuition rooted in lived experience. Alternatively, the educated class of the progressive intelligentsia contributes cultural and technical expertise for governing the state. For the revolution to succeed in establishing a socialist egalitarian society, these two ways of thinking must find a common language. The challenge can be addressed by expanding Gramsci’s concept of organic intellectuals to include working-class organizers who are not just theorists but also articulators of the ideas and needs of that class.
In Chap. 2, we proposed the creation of integrated workshops for the organic intellectuals of the working class. Building on this idea, I now suggest incorporating them into a new social structure where each participant or activist is involved in building the new system and taking on the role of a motivated pedagogue. In this process, participants would mentor their rank-and-file counterparts. The fusion would help ensure that both practical experience and intellectual knowledge are equally valued, allowing for the emergence of correct and creative ideas and solutions from the integration of intuitive insights from the rank and file with the technical expertise of the intelligentsia.
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9.1 Introduction
Our discussion begins in Sect. 9.2 with an analysis of several social upheavals in 2024. Two types of cycles are identified: one with a short span of 11 or 12 years between cycles and another with a long span of approximately 60 years between cycles. Sections 9.3 and 9.4 analyze the methodology used to construct the theory, which I generally characterize as a bottom-up methodology, also known as the inductive approach.
The inductive approach starts with specific, concrete examples that are initially separate from each other. Through their comparison, a theory is later formulated. (The inductive method significantly differs from the deductive method, which follows a top-down approach.) Sections 4.​1 and 4.​2 present several such examples, while Sect. 8.​3 introduces the Triad of Piaget and Garcia (PG Triad). Their new interpretation offers a theoretical perspective on all previously discussed triples. Section 8.​4 explores an unusual consequence of the cycle theory of social revolution, namely, the capacity to predict the timing and sometimes the even content of the next event in the triple under certain circumstances.

9.2 The Revolutionary Cycle of 2024
9.2.1 Contemporary 12-Year Cycle
The winter of 2024–2025 was a pivotal time in recent history as multiple revolutionary cycles began approaching their end. It is important to reflect on these cycles’ influence on society.
Reflecting on Chap. 1, written in 2012, it was evident at the time, based on my observations and analysis of previous revolutionary cycles, that the next cycle of social upheaval in the US and the world would occur in 2024. And it did. Some notable events include the 2022 war in Ukraine, the 2023 conflict in the Middle East, and the 2024 reelection of Donald Trump in the US. These events foreshadow a period of increased turmoil, with some analysts describing them as a revolution of the far right rather than of the Left.
I’d like to draw attention to two relatively recent cycles that the current one will complete. The first cycle occurred roughly in 2000, sparked by huge protests in Seattle in 1999 when the progressive movement challenged globalization head-on at the ministerial meeting of the World Trade Organization (WTO). According to Britannica,1 these WTO protests are often viewed as the beginning of the anti-globalization movement. Soon thereafter came the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center by al-Qaeda in 2001, unleashing the Islamic world’s frustration with the US’s oppressive economic, political, and military policies. Significantly, according to Wikipedia,2 the two leaders of al-Qaeda, Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri, claimed that Israeli repression of Palestinians during the Second Intifada provoked al-Qaeda to carry out the September 11 attacks.
This detail of the 9/11 tragedy is linked to events in 2024, where the devastating war in Gaza has escalated the cycle of violence to the highest level in the triple. The second cycle of revolutionary activity took place in 2012 after the start of the Occupy Wall Street (OSW) movement in October 2011. The movement’s fervor swept rapidly throughout North and South America, Europe, Australia, and, to a lesser extent, Asia. According to Wikipedia, the movement encompassed many objectives, as local groups often focused on different areas of concern. The primary ones centered on how large corporations and the global financial system control the world in a way that disproportionately benefits a minority, undermines democracy, and causes instability.
At the same time, we witnessed the Arab Spring, which began in December 2010 in Tunisia and Egypt and spread geographically and lasted until the middle or late 2012 in countries like Libya, Yemen, Syria, and Bahrain. Sustained street protests also took place in Morocco, Algeria, Lebanon, Jordan, Kuwait, and Sudan. The Arab Spring erupted when a Tunisian street vendor named Mohammed Bouazizi set himself on fire to protest the arbitrary seizure of his vegetable stand by police due to a lack of a permit.
We see two main themes of rebellion in both crests of the revolutionary wave across the world: economic oppression in the US leading to increased social inequality globally, and the struggle in the Islamic world against American-sponsored oppression in Muslim countries. Both themes have emerged prominently in the current era with heightened intensity. While Trump’s policies may lead to further economic oppression and attacks on democratic traditions in the US, potentially paving the way for fascism, the intensity of the war of national liberation in Gaza has surpassed other conflicts in the region in modern times.
There are a few hypothetical conclusions I want to draw from this short history of the revolutionary cycle:	The period between cycles is close to 12 years, a length that reappears in several different revolutions described in this book.

	There is an internal structure within the described triple of events, in which the third event generally has a much higher level of internal organization as well as a much higher intensity of expression.




The cycle theory will be built on these foundations. Before doing so, however, I want to present a second sequence of cycles with a much longer yet steady period that includes the current cycle. The intensity of this cycle may depend on the composition of these two different sequences of cycles.

9.2.2 The Discovery of the New Revolutionary Cycle
The recent death of Immanuel Wallerstein3 has brought back to our awareness the fundamental role of the 1968 movement in the developmental history of his world-system. In his last 500th biweekly commentary published on July 1, 2019, shortly before his death, Wallerstein wrote:
It is the future that is more important and more interesting, but also inherently unknowable. Because of the structural crisis of the modern world system, it is possible, but not certain, that a transformative use of the 1968 complex will be achieved by someone or some group. It will probably take much time and will continue past the point of the end of the commentaries. What form this new activity will take is hard to predict.

I am from the 1960s generation. What occurred to me recently is that if we go back in time 60 years from the 1960s, we arrive at the beginning of the twentieth century, which seemed to be an equally exciting and revolutionary time. The events of 1905 influenced both sides of the Atlantic, the formation of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), one of the most militant unions in US history. The 1905 revolutions in Poland and Russia, followed by the events leading to the First World War in 1914, indeed transformed the world into the modern era.
Going back another 60 years, we find ourselves in the 1840s: the revolutionary time of the Spring of Nations in Europe and the creation of Marxism through the Communist Manifesto. Making a third jump back 60 years, we find ourselves in the 1780s, during the French and American Revolutions.
The key takeaway: Every 60 years, a new generation arises to confront the challenges and opportunities brought about by radical movements that challenge existing social norms. I am proud to come from one of those generations. Naturally, some individuals and groups who bear the brunt of changing social dynamics may endure repercussions through economic hardship, displacement, and political instability. We can make another observation by jumping 60 years into the future instead of looking back from the 1960s. Now we find ourselves in the 2020s, precisely in the decade whose midpoint we have just entered. We are in the middle of a revolutionary cycle that recurs approximately every 60 years in modern history.
We can see that the current cycle of rebellion in the 2020s consists of two distinct sequences of revolutionary upheavals. One sequence is short term; the other spans about 60 years.


9.3 The Theory: An Investigation of the Triples
The theory discussed applies to a specific type of social revolution. Let us clarify what that is. A social revolution is not just the final event that embodies the full social content of a revolution, but also the series of uprisings that precede it. Hence, a historical analysis is an intrinsic characteristic of the theory. In my analysis of the Bolivian Revolution led by Movement al Socialismo (MAS), a socialist political party, I examined the series of three uprisings that took place in 2000–2003 and 2005. When studying the Polish Revolution of Solidarity, I looked at the sequence of five uprisings that occurred in 1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, and 1980.
As for the Chinese Revolution, which awaits its full analysis, I will consider the period from 1921 to 1927, specifically the First United Front between the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) and the Kuomintang (KMT)-led government of the Republic of China. Following this, I will delve into the Agrarian War in China that took place between 1927 and 1937, as well as the establishment of the Second United Front in 1937. The consequences of these events ultimately led to the outcome, the communist victory in 1949 over mainland China.
The proposed theory applies to a class of social revolutions that are constructed from the bottom up. In other words, we begin by analyzing one example that is sufficiently complex to suggest the depth of its internal structure. This initial analysis is then followed by investigations of other revolutionary cases, guided by the discovery of structural elements in the first case. I originally investigated the Polish Revolution of Solidarity as the first example because it was closest to me. I discovered three basic components of its structure as characterized in Chap. 2, as “three teeth” of the revolutionary key:	The duality of revolutionary motivational resources.

	The development of revolutionary themes through the PG triples (discussed below in detail).

	The cyclical nature of the development of revolutionary themes, with different cyclical periods for different themes.




9.3.1 Methodology of Investigations
Most texts describing the Polish Revolution of Solidarity emphasize each uprising separately, naturally paying particular attention to the rise of Solidarity in 1980–1981. Eisler (2019) is an exception who attempts a comparative analysis of the different uprisings. On the first page of the introduction, Eisler (2019) writes:
I cannot give an unequivocal and well-motivated answer to the key issue whether in the People’s Republic of Poland we had a sequence of crises symbolized by the “Polish Months” or whether it was the same structural crisis of a nondemocratic and no sovereign regime, which every now and then “merely” manifested itself in the violent form.

The cycle theory proposed here resolves the ambiguity (1) by introducing new dynamics designating the uprising of 1980–1981 as the completion of several sequences of revolutionary events taking place between 1944 and 1980 and (2) by recognizing the whole period of 1944–1980 as one revolutionary period, leading through different uprisings to its completion in 1980.
My original approach was straightforward: to list all the main ideas driving each uprising, with special attention to those demands that triggered each social explosion. There were notable distinctions among these demands, however. At the same time, attention was given to the different bearers advocating for these demands, namely, the social classes backing them. This detailed analysis of individual demands unveiled distinct sequences of uprisings that ultimately culminated in the Revolution of Solidarity in 1980–1981.
Let us return to the Fig. 9.1, the diagram I created after conducting this simple analysis. In this diagram, each color represents different classes and types of demands:[image: Bar chart titled "Class Participation in Revolutionary Uprisings (1944-1980)" showing participation by Workers, Peasants, Intelligentsia, and Catholic Religion from 1956 to 1992. Key events are marked in 1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, 1980, and a predicted event in 1992. A legend indicates colors for each class. Below, a thematic pattern chart titled "Class and Thematic Patterns of the Revolutionary Period (1944-1980)" displays themes like Worker Self-Government, "Meat" Theme, Union Theme, Peasant Theme, National Theme, and Responsibility for the Nation Theme, with corresponding years.]
Fig. 9.1The diagram of Polish uprisings in terms of the main themes of rising, class composition, and the year of occurrence


This structural analysis was conducted in the spring of 1980. The blue bar positioned in 1992 was my first prediction based on my understanding at the time. It predicted the next occurrence of the national theme 12 years later. For the years 1944 to 1980, I focused my attention on the diagram presenting the information. Within this period, three observations were immediately apparent:
First, the national sovereignty/democracy theme (blue bars) occurred three times in equal 12-year-long periods, expressed predominantly by the Polish intelligentsia. Second, the standard of living/class struggle (red bars) occurred three times between 1968 and 1980, expressed solely by workers, or more precisely, the working class. In contrast to the theme of national sovereignty/democracy (blue bars), the red bars experienced a change and a decrease in occurrence. Third, each distinct triple (blue and red) shared a similar internal structure, with the third event in each triple displaying a higher level of intensity and cohesion compared to the previous two events.

9.3.2 Examples of Triples in Different Domains
After I absorbed this striking set of information, my immediate question was, what is their meaning? Pondering this question, I concentrated first on the similarities between the triples identified in the third observation rather than their differences. This period of reflection resulted in a small conceptual illumination, the Aha! moment that connected these triples with the ones I had encountered in the past in an intriguing subset of fairy tales known as heroic fairy tales featuring courageous characters.
A note of personal explanation is in order here. When I immigrated to the US from Poland, I arrived with limited knowledge of English. Despite this deficiency, I was admitted to a graduate program in physics, which, of course, required a high level of academic and technical proficiency. I urgently needed to improve my English skills but found that the traditional language program was not sufficiently engaging for me. It turned out that reading fairy tales provided a more enjoyable way for me to learn the basics of the language and ease my transition to the academic demands of graduate studies.
It was during these times that I discovered that heroic fairy tales had a similar three-part structure to their stories. Typically, a hero or heroine embarks on a quest during which he or she faces two failures before ultimately succeeding on the third attempt and winning half a kingdom and a princess (or a prince) as a spouse.4
So, having a broader perspective of those triples, a question arises:
Why does the hero or heroine need two failures before succeeding on the third try? Why not just one failure, or perhaps three or four?5
Intuitively, the answer was not difficult to obtain, knowing that the elementary process of thinking comprises searching for similarities and differences between different events. The first two events are the minimal number of events that allow us, on their comparison, to deduce the cause of their failures. Thus, by eliminating that cause, one can enter the improved route to win half the kingdom and the princess (or prince) on the third try.
A hero or heroine of a heroic fairy tale must be quite clever to do such an analysis, even if it’s done unconsciously. A succinct example of this process is described in Chap. 3 in the context of the Shi Naian (2010) story from the fourteenth century brought forth by Mao’s discussions. One way of looking at the described structure of the triple is to distinguish within it three significantly different stages: Stage 1: two different events essentially not connected; Stage 2: between the moment of the second event and the third one. It is the stage of reflection upon the first two events while searching for the connections between them. Stage 3: the victorious final event.
So far, so good. This intuitive answer to the meaning of the triple brings quite a few interesting consequences, especially when noticing different folk sayings in different cultures. For example, in Polish culture, there is a saying “to a smart mind, two words are enough,” and in baseball culture in the US, there is the saying “three strikes out.” It took me a while to make the theoretically justified connection until I became involved in research on learning in mathematics education. This is when I encountered the profound concept of the Piaget Garcia Triad described in Piaget and Garcia (1989). Because this concept plays a fundamental role in several chapters of this book, I would like to introduce another triple as a steppingstone to understanding the PG Triad. This triple is the development of a social movement proposed by Cox and Nilsen (2014). According to the authors, the process consists of three stages: militant particularism, a campaign, and the social movement project.
The authors tell us that (p. 72):
in theorizing a movement process, the starting point is people’s situated experience of a given lifeworld that is somewhat problematic relative to their needs and capacities in the context of our daily lives with a multiplicity of practical routines…that give direction and meaning to everyday activity.

In order to grapple with the experiential rationality that guides this activity, we draw on Gramsci’s conception of a good sense, “The nature and origins of good sense can be considered local rationality…[that is] as a formal characteristic about the way people make sense of and engage with the world” in that particular geographical and social locality.
Hence, the first stage of the development of a social movement, militant particularism, involves the creation of different projects that are typically distinct in terms of geography and content. I would like to introduce another term that brings us closer to the language of the PG Triad.
The first stage of the development of a social movement can be named abstractly as the Intra stage, where activists focus on analyzing local social projects separately. On the other hand, the transition from militant particularism to the campaign form of a movement activity merits special attention. This process occurs when activists involved in a struggle in one location connect with those engaged in similar struggles elsewhere and begin to identify and resonate with shared concepts across differences. This stage will be referred to as the Inter stage, where the goal is to find commonalities between different and separate projects from the previous stage of militant particularism.
The social movement project stage arises when activists critically examine the structures that cause the problems they seek to address. Through this reflection, they may grasp the systemic dimensions of the specific field and their own role within it. They may then transition from concentrating on the specific campaign to taking part in movement activities that challenge and transform the social totality. We will call this the Trans stage because it moves the development beyond the cases and beyond the set of connections to encompass the full social totality of the given domain of activity.
In parallel with the development of the social movement, we also observe changes in the consciousness of the activists who progress from being aware of specific isolated instances to recognizing the differences and similarities between them, potentially leading to an understanding of the systemic dimensions of the field and their role in it.
Two remarks are necessary to establish clear connections within the story. If we ask, what is the minimal number of militant particularisms that might generate a social movement with all three stages, the answer is that two such instances are enough and necessary. They are necessary because of the importance of the second stage, the Inter stage, where we search for the relationships between these two instances. We see that the search for the relationships between events is equally important as the events themselves because it provides the opportunity for a broader campaign based on both events and the relationships between them.
The search for the social-movement project addressing the emerging total social reality is the third event completing the triple. The initial issues do not have to occur simultaneously; there may be some time interval between them, as in the case of the workers’ triple of the Polish Revolution. Notice that at this point in the story, we are deeply engaged in the development of cycle theory. We began by examining one of the observations, the presence of triples discovered through the analysis of the Polish Revolution of Solidarity, and we sought out other situations where we could identify them: in fairy tales, the evolution of social movements, and cultural folk sayings involving the triples. This process exemplifies the construction of theory from the ground up.

9.3.3 The Triad of Piaget and Garcia
Let us now revisit the Piaget Garcia Triad as formulated in Psychogenesis and the History of Science (1983, English 1989), published three years after Piaget’s death. Piaget is known for his profound studies on the development of logico-mathematical knowledge in children and adolescents, with constructivism as the central underlying philosophy. The term constructivism in Piaget’s theory emphasizes the epistemological question of how individuals construct (or build) knowledge in their minds based on existing knowledge.
Through numerous studies investigating the process of knowledge acquisition, Piaget presents many specific constructions of children in major domains of logico-mathematical knowledge, such as algebraic, geometrical, moral, or physics domains. He demonstrates how each construction depends on the child’s prior knowledge, implying that knowledge construction must involve its historical development. This, in turn, raises questions about how to characterize the stages in the evolution of a concept during its construction process.
This book constitutes the third and final synthesis of Piaget’s work. One of its main goals is the reorganization of the theory of developmental mechanisms. A noticeable aspect of the reorganization is the reduction of the number of stages in that process. Previously, there were six stages, but now there are only three: preoperational, concrete operational, and hypothetical deductive systems.
In the preoperational (age 4–5), children develop repeatable actions on objects of interest. These actions might modify the object, but there is no coordination between the objects specified or accomplished.
During the concrete operational (age 7–10), operations on objects become organized into somewhat self-related systems or structures.
In the hypothetical deductive systems (age > 11), children construct a full synthesis of different relevant transformations on the object.
Whereas the stated correspondences between stages and age of their presence in a child’s development were criticized for pointing out that the boundaries between them are much more fluid than indicated here, the nature of the stages has not raised many doubts. At that moment more general names of Intra, Inter, and Trans terms defined by the characterizations of stages were introduced to free the theory of these initial terms and ages, thus becoming more general and universal, so that the processes that characterize the changes are specified.
Such processes include psychogenetic or historical elaborations in each level (p. 183):a preliminary stage (Intra) is the one where particular cases are analyzed (or experienced), cases not related to each other. These are then compared to each other, and differences and correspondences are found between them, which led to the construction of transformations [relationships] between them (stage Inter). Once these relationships are mastered and generalized, new synthesis becomes possible (stage Trans).

Piaget emphasizes that these stage characteristics are functional rather than structural, meaning they are inherent in any construction rather than connected to a special domain or a development process. This characteristic allows us to apply the triad to domains far removed from their original psychogenetic considerations.
A good example of the response in the Intra stage can be seen in the elementary relation (p. 178):
“Do you have a brother?”
“Yes, F.”
“And F, does he have a brother?”
“No, we are only two boys in the family.”
What the boy lacks is an understanding of the reciprocal relationship between himself and his brother. He is only thinking about one relation – that he has a brother. But he does not consider how his brother is related to him. It is not so easy to construct this relationship; doing so involves establishing the connection between a son and a father, out of which the bond between the two brothers can be grasped.

9.3.4 Application of the Cycle Theory
One of the most profound and interesting consequences of the cycle theory is the potential to predict certain aspects of future events. The potential of prediction is anchored in both aspects of the theory discussed here, that is, the consistency of the 12-year revolutionary cycles and, on the other hand, the triple development of revolutionary themes. An interesting comment by A. Schlesinger (1949) quoted in Chap. 2 comes to mind.
His analysis of cycles in American history strongly suggests that the 12-year cycle is distinct from the revolutionary period. Post-revolutionary cycles in the US, and I’m in complete agreement, average 16.75 years (17, 12, 20.7, 32, 18, 12, 16), well beyond the precision of the 12-year cycles marking significant events.
Indeed, both the Russian revolutionary period in the first half of the twentieth century and the Polish revolutionary period in the second half have been characterized by precise 12-year-long periods, confirming Schlesinger’s observation and hypothesis. Consequently, whenever we are in the middle of such a sequence of events in time and are aware of several such cycles in the recent past, we can predict the time of occurrence of the next cycle.
I had two such breakthroughs while developing the theory. The first occurred in the early 1980s when I first constructed the diagram in Fig. 9.1 above. I predicted that the next cycle of the national theme would take place in 1992, and it did. The years 1991–1992 saw the election of a center-right formation in Poland led by Stefan Olszowski with a very strong dose of national, if not nationalistic, Christian Democratic ideals. The government lasted for six months.
The next victory of these right-wing national-conservative themes led by the Law and Justice party occurred during the 2005 election, 13 years after their first win in 1992. Yet they lost power after just two years. Finally, the party won the elections ten years later in 2015 and stayed in power for eight years during two different terms. The average period between the three different elections when the national conservative theme held power in Poland was 11.5 years, admittedly slightly deviating from the previous cycles. Nevertheless, their long-lasting victory in 2015 gives us here another thematic triple.
The second prediction for a future event in 2024 was discussed earlier in this chapter; it deviated slightly from the 12-year cycle predictions. I believe that these slight variations will become apparent once we understand why the periods are the lengths they are, potentially with mathematical modeling. What made the prediction for 2024 unique was the potential to predict its content to some extent. This was the third event in the sequence, where the previous two events had themes of Islamic liberation and economic exploitation, both prevalent in the current cycle.
These predictive possibilities are of utmost importance for revolutionary activists engaged in such events. With insights from the first two events, they can anticipate the themes of the third event and strategize in advance to either counter or reinforce the expected revolutionary themes.


9.4 The Theory: Investigations of the Bisociative Frame
So far, we have investigated “the teeth” of the revolutionary key defined in Chap. 2 Sect. 2.​4. See (b) and (c) of the diagram Fig. 9.1. Now, we will examine the “tooth (a)” on the list. But first, a personal note: I must admit that the period between the first intuitive explanations of the triples that appeared in Fig. 9.1, until the realization that the PG Triad might have explanatory value for understanding the triples, was rather long and lasted around 15 years. It was only when I became systematically involved in research on students’ learning of calculus concepts that I experienced an important creative Aha! moment, a sudden illumination during which I realized that there was a way to interpret the PG Triad in a manner that would allow me to explain the triples through a theoretical lens. Moreover, this explanation confirmed the conclusions of my intuitive approach.
I theoretically understood the duality of the Revolution of Solidarity mentioned in point a) through the analogy with my research on creativity in mathematical thinking (Czarnocha & Baker, 2021). More precisely, our study was inspired by Arthur Koestler’s The Act of Creation (1964), which investigates the presence of Aha! moment or Eureka experience in three distinct domains of human activity: humor, scientific discovery, and the arts.
The concept of bisociativity, which is central to Koestler’s framework, is as follows: The bisociation act is the spontaneous leap of insight that connects previously unconnected matrices of experience6 through the discovery of a hidden analogy. It is helpful to recall Koestler’s explanation of the term bisociativity in his own words:
I have coined the term “bisociation” to make the distinction between the routine skills of thinking on a “single” plane, as it were [associative thinking], and the creative act, which as I shall try to show, always operates on more than one plane.” (p. 15)

The bisociative frame is the “unconnected matrices of experience” within which the creative act takes place, operating on two planes. To provide a simple illustration of the bisociative frame, let’s revisit the Aha! moment I described earlier, whose one plane of thinking involved the empirical triples of diagram Fig. 9.1, and the second plane of thinking was represented by the PG Triad. The insight joining the two planes of that bisociative frame occurred when I recognized that the PG Triad could be interpreted as the minimal triple of development, as mentioned earlier.
In the case of revolutionary movements analyzed in this volume, I hypothesized that in Poland, the workers’ class struggle, national sovereignty, and triple constitute such a social bisociative frame, while in the case of the Bolivian Revolution of MAS, the bisociative frame was created by Marxist class struggle and the liberatory nature of the indigenous movement Indianismo. Chapters 7 and 8 present the history of the development of these bisociative frames leading to the creative acts of each revolution.
The detailed historical analysis of the Bolivian bisociative frame in Chap. 7 revealed another long-term triple culminating in the revolution of 2000–2003–2005. Equally interesting is the discovery of the creativity of that bisociative frame in the development of the cocaleros (coca leaf growers) movement, which ultimately led to the victory of 2005.
Alternatively, the historical analysis of the bisociative frame formed in Poland has alerted us to the danger lurking in the extreme separation of its components. A new triple trajectory in the development of the new (for Poland) Independent Workers Union in Poland resulted in its establishment during the uprising of 1980–1981.
In Chap. 6, I hypothesized that the bisociative frame was constructed through the class struggle led by Communist parties in India and the Dalit movement led by Ambedkar, the writer of the Indian constitution, after the country gained independence. I suggested building a creative bridge between these components by starting with small social tasks that address issues from both movements simultaneously.

9.5 Conclusions
This chapter started with the discovery of a new 12-year-long triple whose third event is the election of Donald Trump as the US president in 2024. In addition, the decade of the 1920s is the time of the next 60-year-long cycle, the next one after the 1960s of the twentieth century. Next, I re-introduce the diagram of Polish uprisings from Chap. 2, where I discuss the triples from the point of view of the cycle theory, which naturally leads to the discussion of PG Triad from the point of view of the cycle theory.
The cycle theory asserts that revolutionary transformations take place in the form of revolutionary triples following their internal structure of 2 + 1. The period of the cycles can be uniform, for example, 12-year cycles, or changing, as with the Bolivian Revolution of 2000–2003-2005.
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Footnotes
1https://​www.​britannica.​com/​event/​Seattle-WTO-protests-of-1999

 

2https://​en.​wikipedia.​org/​wiki/​Motives_​for_​the_​September_​11_​attacks

 

3Immanuel Wallerstein (1930–2019) was an American sociologist and political scientist who developed the world-systems theory, a macro-historical approach to understanding capitalism that gained significant traction and support in academic circles. The theory was developed in the 1970s as a result of Wallerstein’s reflection on the movement of the 1960s, which he refers to in the quoted excerpt. https://​iwallerstein.​com/​this-is-the-end-this-is-the-beginning/​

 

4The first analysis of triples within fairy tales under the term of “triplicity” was conducted by the Russian structuralist V. Propp (1928; English 1968). Much later, his work came into conflict with that of Levi Strauss, who had a tendency to devalue Propp’s work. One of his main criticisms was the perceived linearity of the triplicity approach. The proposed internal structure of the triples proposed here, which points to the differences in the sequence of triplicity, exposes an error in Levi Strauss’ thinking. My own work (Czarnocha, 2013), which analyzed three different fairy tales from the perspective of the triples, shows a high degree of nonlinear structure in some fairy tales. The analysis of Levi Strauss’ work on myths using these triples will be addressed in future research.

 

5Important note. My study of fairy tales has thus far been limited to those from Eastern and Central Europe with roots in Persian fairy tales. Fairy tales from Provence in France and Celtic fairy tales of England and Ireland reveal the presence of four rather than three elements in the sequence leading to the hero’s victory. Understanding the reasons for this difference requires separate research. Clearly, the reasons must be rooted in deep cultural distinctions between the two European regions.

 

6The definition was abstracted from the following fragment: There are two ways of escaping our more or less automatized routines of thinking and behaving. The first, of course, is plunging into dreaming and dream-like states, when the codes of rational thinking are suspended. The other way is also an escape (from boredom, stagnation, intellectual predicaments, and emotional frustration) but an escape in the opposite direction. It is signaled by the spontaneous flash/[or leap] of insight, which shows a familiar situation or event in a new light and elicits a new response to it. The bisociation act connects previously unconnected matrices of experience; it helps us understand what it is to be awake, to be living on several planes at once. (p. 45)
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The book has examined the societal structures that emerged during the Polish Revolution of Solidarity and compares them to structures in other modern social revolutions. The key to understanding the current global revolutionary situation lies in understanding the actions of the Solidarity revolution, which contain the following components:	The duality of revolutionary resources.

	The development of revolutionary themes through the PG triples.

	The cyclical nature of revolutionary themes, with different cyclical periods for different themes.



Part I looked broadly into the development of revolutionary themes with the help of the PG Triad, as well as with more detailed elements of Piaget’s theory. Part II investigated the bisociative frame in three different revolutionary situations, searching for the creative product of each of them. Chapters 1 and 8 introduced and completed the theory of the cycles.
10.1 Synthesis of the Results
At the end of this lengthy analysis, we can ask, what was accomplished?
First, I introduced three new concepts to the revolutionary discourse: the bisociative frame, dialectical triples, and the Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge. Each concept offers a deeper, more nuanced lens for comprehending the complexities of modern social reality and the way we understand our collective reality through social interactions and shared knowledge.
With the bisociative frame, we discovered that social revolutions are not just reactive; they can be radically creative. Their true innovation lies in the birth of new social movements, whose composition and organization mirror the dual structure of the bisociative frame. Take the Bolivian Revolution, for example. Its creative outcome was the emergence of a new identity among the cocaleros, a powerful fusion of indigenous identity with the traditions of mine workers and union organizing. Or consider the Polish Revolution and how it reshaped the political, social, and cultural development in the country. The Solidarity movement was a mass resistance movement: the first autonomous workers’ movement in history.
To understand these creative outcomes, we must dig into their creative processes—the emergence and evolution of the bisociative frame itself. We found that revolutions gain strength when both components of the frame move in close harmony. Conversely, when these components grow too distant or disconnected, the movement falters, as happened in the later stages of the Polish Solidarity movement.
Generalizing from two cases should be done with caution. Still, the parallels and divergences between them suggest potential avenues for deeper insights and future revolutionary trajectories. A key factor in holding revolutionary forces together is the presence of what Gramsci called the organic intellectual thinker from the working class who helps articulate that class’s ideas and needs. Whether it’s Ambedkar among the Dalits, a minister and author of the Indian Constitution, or the Katarismo movement in Bolivia, which bridged indigenous campesinos (peasant farmers) and urban intellectuals, these figures and movements breathe life into the bisociative frame. A similar bridge between workers and intellectuals in 1976 Poland catalyzed the rise of Solidarity just four years later.
The discovery of the dialectical triple (stages of development) came within the bisociative frame of the Solidarity revolution. It was the time-lag between the workers’ triple and the intelligentsia’s national-liberation triple that revealed its presence. This dynamic highlight a second power of the bisociative frame: it serves as a built-in comparative framework for generating the conditions for creative synthesis.
Dialectical triples are potent tools in themselves. Their 2 + 1 structure opens new strategic and tactical possibilities. By observing the first two cycles, if we’re paying attention, we can often predict the third and prepare accordingly. Tragically, the Left failed to capitalize on the revolutionary tremors of 2012. What was the result? A grim spiral that led us into Trump’s embrace and now leaves us watching helplessly the catastrophe in Gaza.
Those first two events in a triple are critical. They set the direction, much like two points determine a unique line on a plane.
The Piaget-Marx theory of knowledge (Chap. 5) should be read alongside Mao’s theory of triples derived from practice (Chap. 4). Together, they reflect two sides of the same philosophical coin—practice on one side, theory on the other. The frequent use of the PG Triad throughout this book shows us how deeply these ideas are interconnected.
Perhaps the most important contribution of this theory is its bold attempt to philosophically unite the social and the individual aspects of human existence.
What does that mean in practice? In practical terms, it implies that any Marxist theory lacking consideration of the inner growth of individuals is inherently incomplete—and therefore ultimately unreliable. This search for unity is repeated throughout the book. Chapter 4 proposes a synthesis between Mao’s “On Contradiction” and “On Practice,” revealing how two distinct dialectical traditions can fuse into a cohesive whole. In an unexpected twist, the analysis of empirical and reflective abstractions even suggests a possible convergence between materialist and idealist philosophies, a compelling idea for future research.

10.2 Responding to Two Questions of Marx and of Mao
The relationship between Piagetian and Marxist thought is systematically developed throughout Chaps. 3, 4, and 5, demonstrating the critical role of PG Triad dialectics in this process. Chapter 3 exposes a deep and persistent problem: the fractured interface between workers and leftist intellectuals. This divide, in my view, is due to fundamental differences in modes of thinking and, consequently, language itself. The conversation between Marx, Engels, and Wilhelm Weitling in 1846, analyzed in Chap. 3, illustrates this stark contrast. Marxist theorists and working-class activists often speak in entirely different registers that make genuine collaboration difficult.
Antonio Gramsci, whose work is examined extensively in Chap. 3, not only recognized this divide but also provided a powerful solution: the concept of the organic intellectual who is not just a theorist but a thinker and organizer who emerges from the working class and helps articulate ideas and needs. I do not merely support this idea; I argue that cultivating a new generation of organic intellectuals is the most urgent task of our time.
But Chap. 3 offers more. In his heated exchange with Weitling, Marx posed a fundamental question: “With what fundamental principles do you justify your revolutionary and social activity?” A close analysis of historical movements—Weitling’s vision of democratic self-governing communes, the Russian workers’ opposition, and the Solidarity Revolution in Poland—reveals that the “positive idea” Marx demanded, or better yet a fundamental principle, is the principle of democratic self-governance, beginning in the factories and extending into state structures. Crucially, unlike the fundamental principles of the Communist Manifesto, which Marx derived through deductive philosophical reasoning, this principle arises inductively from the lived experience of working-class people.
Chapter 4 introduces further breakthroughs. Using the PG Triad, I was able to clarify and refine Mao’s theory of knowledge and align it with the dynamics of conceptual development. This led to a novel synthesis: a structured relationship between Mao’s On Practice (his theory of knowledge) and On Contradiction (his theory of dialectics). The key question is this: How can two distinct dialectical frameworks be integrated?
The answer, developed in Chap. 4, lies in understanding Mao’s approach to contradiction. Every contradiction consists of two opposing aspects that interact according to classical dialectics (thesis-antithesis-synthesis, or more broadly, sublation). Within each aspect, Mao’s distinct three-step dialectics—akin to the PG Triad—operate independently. This is an ingenious mechanism for synthesizing different dialectical structures.
This framework has broad applicability. It helps explain the dialectics of the Polish Solidarity Revolution, where the overarching class struggle between the working class and the communist authorities followed classical contradiction. Yet, within each opposing force, development proceeded according to its own three-stage dialectical process. Chapter 8 explores the evolution of these key actors, while Fig. 2.​1 in Chap. 2 provides a schematic history of Polish uprisings, illustrating a striking pattern: a triple dialectic shaping the communist regime’s strategic responses. In 1956 and 1970, the state defused worker uprisings in Poland by simply replacing leadership. By 1980, this tactic failed miserably. The ongoing struggle escalated beyond political reshuffling, culminating in a military takeover—an event of profound, even transcendental significance in Polish history. This analysis brings a critical point to light: that revolutionary creativity is not born in isolation but is a product of the structural interplay of contradictions, knowledge systems, and historical forces. Mastering this process is crucial for shaping future revolutions.

10.3 Creativity of the Bisociative Frame of the Piaget-Marx Theory of Knowledge
Understanding the relationship between Mao’s theory of knowledge and the PG Triad leads directly to the next chapter, where a similar process of finding the relationship between Piagetian genetic epistemology and Marx’s theory of knowledge occurs.
Here, the PG triad gives way to very detailed processes of what has been called the reflective abstraction, that is a cognitive process that is responsible for the interiorization of concepts, of making concepts ‘one’s own’, for objectification. The main idea of a compromise that underlies the synthesis of the two theories of knowledge is that Marxist theory accepts Piaget’s epistemology as its theory of knowledge, while Piaget’s genetic epistemology accepts a correction made by Wartofsky (1983) through his historical epistemology based on historical materialism. Wartofsky’s main conclusion, coming from his correction, is that Piagetian modes of cognition, such as processes of reflective abstraction, are changing in time due to changing historical conditions.
Why is this whole process, this synthesis or yet this principled compromise, important? Why is creativity so important at present?
The most crucial achievement here is the establishment of what this book calls the bisociative frame—an intellectual space that enhances creativity, especially at the intersection of individual and social dimensions of human life. We are living in turbulent times. The last three years of the Ukraine war have shattered the unity and relevance of the Left. Worse, the Left has failed to generate new, compelling ideas that could inspire collective action. This vacuum of vision is precisely what drove the working class to embrace Trump’s Make America Great Again nativist political movement and slogan for nationalism. The absence of creative, forward-thinking alternatives is a crisis.
That is why fostering creativity and creative thinking within social movements is not just important, it is urgent. By synthesizing Piagetian and Marxist theories of knowledge, I hope this bisociative frame will generate bold, transformative ideas, ideas capable of shaping a new vision of society, one truly worth fighting for.
Having realized the importance of the bisociative frame and its role in facilitating creativity, I will turn to some contemporary revolutionary bisociative frames of Chaps. 6, 7, and 8. The concept of bisociative revolution was formed in Chap. 6 while designing the principled compromise between the communist and Ambedkar ideologies. Ambedkar was the leader of the Dalit movement in the twentieth century; the author of the critical book for the movement, Elimination of Caste (2013). Anand Teltumbde’s realization (Chap. 6) that what “the Communist Manifesto is to the capitalist world, the Annihilation of Caste is to Caste India, became the germ for the idea of bisociative frame.” The compromise between the two ideologies and movements contains a new, creative idea of team units of revolutionary activity with tasks based on both ideologies simultaneously.

10.4 Chapters 1 and 8
Chapter 1 introduces the main themes of the book, singling out the Revolution of Solidarity 1980–1981 as the first case to be analyzed. It briefly introduces the Piaget-Garcia Triad as a central analytical instrument whose developments, with different examples, are explained in subsequent chapters. It also points to the urgent need to raise up a new generation of “organic intellectuals of the working class”—a concept introduced by Antonio Gramsci in his Prison Notes.
Chapter 8 picks up the threads started in Chap. 1 and points to the historical aspect of a revolution as it is manifested in the different and changing demands of revolutionaries during a sequence of uprisings. In Fig. 9.​1, I identified types of developmental revolutionary triples in Poland and then proceeded to the description of the PG Triad as the theoretical understanding of triples. In these final comments on the PG Triad, I incorporate the previous discussions and results of applying the instrument in different historical conditions and provide two applications of the triad in social and cultural circumstances.
The discussion of the bisociative frame in its different guises concludes the book.
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