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WHAT PEOPLE ARE SAYING ABOUT


CONTINUITY AND RUPTURE


This is a fascinating must-read and highly readable book; even if you disagree with the author’s arguments, you will reconsider much of the rhetoric that we take for granted regarding Maoism. Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz, author of An Indigenous Peoples’ History of the United States


Continuity and Rupture is Moufawad-Paul’s theorization of a political and revolutionary thought of today. This book offers an active framework for understanding the Maoist turn in Marxism, which the author grounds in a challenging vision of history and a necessity for social change.


Julian Jason Haladyn, author of Boredom and Art


Capitalism is headed for disaster. Any serious attempt to alter the course of history requires revolutionary theory. Whether you agree with J. Moufawad-Paul’s conclusions or not, this book raises the questions we all need to ask.


Gabriel Kuhn, author of Life Under the Jolly Roger and Turning Money Into Rebellion


Calling all organizers, anti-capitalists, and people who care about anticolonial struggle — this book is for you. Beautifully clear, Moufawad-Paul lays out the concepts that we almost never get to learn in our schools or in our social movements—the concepts that many have struggled to grasp and apply—the concepts that are necessary for revolution. Placing the tools of western philosophy in the service of explicating the significance and necessity of actually-existing Maoism, this book is an accessible and compelling primer in science, theory, philosophy, and revolution. This book is just in time. At its heart, it is an historical materialist account of the unfolding of revolutionary praxis through the rupture and continuity of Marxist-Leninism and Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. Moufawad-Paul begins his periodization and clarification of Maoism from the revolutionary theory of the Community Party of Peru and the Communist (Maoist) Party of Afghanistan situated in the global struggle against capitalism-imperialism. And for you, eurocentric academic Marxists: you have been put on notice—you can’t say you haven’t been told.


Rachel Gorman, Associate Professor in Critical Disability Studies, York University


Moufawad-Paul’s Continuity and Rupture is a much welcomed attempt to bring philosophical clarity to political debates which all too often are wrapped around vague terms at the expense of conceptual clarity. Its central thesis claims that Maoism is a coherent theoretical development that both continues the revolutionary content of Leninist theory and breaks with its historical limitations, thus opening up a new set of theoretical possibilities ultimately rooted in the scientific propositions of historical materialism. It is a provocative thesis, but one that is lucidly explored by Moufawad-Paul. This is a book that should renew interest in historically concrete forms of Marxist theory and produce spirited, but invaluable, debate on the nature of Maoism. Highly recommended for both practical and philosophical reasons!


Esteve Morera, author of Gramsci’s Historicism and Gramsci, Materialism and Philosophy
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Clearly, both continuity and rupture are part of the process of the evolution of every science, because this process of evolution—of every phenomenon in the natural realm, society and human thought—is informed by the unity of opposites. — Communist (Maoist) Party of Afghanistan


Whence a revolution in Marxism, the Maoist revolution.


—Alain Badiou
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CmPA = Communist (Maoist) Party of Afghanistan


CPI (Maoist) = Communist Party of India (Maoist)


CPI (ML) = Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist)


CPI (ML) Naxalbari = Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist) Naxalbari


CPI (ML) PWG = Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist) People’s War Group


CPN (Maoist) = Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist)


CPP = Communist Party of the Philippines


CWG (Marxist-Leninist) = Communist Worker’s Group (Marxist-Leninist)


GPCR = Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution
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MIM = Maoist Internationalist Movement


MKP = Maoist Communist Party of Turkey


nPCI = The New Communist Party of Italy


PCI (Maoist) = Communist Party of Italy (Maoist)


PCMF = Maoist Communist Party of France


PCP = Communist Party of Peru


PCR-RCP = Revolutionary Communist Party of Canada


PPW = protracted people’s war


RCP-USA = Revolutionary Communist Party, USA


RIM = Revolutionary Internationalist Movement


RU = Revolutionary Union


TKP/ML = Communist Party of Turkey Marxist-Leninist


WCP = Workers Communist Party of Canada









Prologue
Maoism and Philosophy


Before 1988 Maoism did not exist. I begin with this counter-intuitive statement in order to clarify the particular theoretical position that is the concern of this book. In The Communist Necessity, the polemical “prolegomena” to this book, I argued that there needed to be a “new return” to the concept of the revolutionary party—a reclaiming of the theoretical tradition marked by world-historical revolutions—and that this new return was to be found in the “three-headed beast” of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. Unfortunately some of my critics, unaware that The Communist Necessity was primarily a polemical introduction to a philosophical intervention that still needed to be written, made the mistake of conflating my demand for a “new return” with the very “old return” that I warned about: they assumed that, by arguing for a Maoist party of the new type, I was arguing for an unqualified and uncritical return to the partybuilding experiments, and actually-existing socialisms, that had reached their limits in the mid-20th-century. In point of fact, and this is one of my main claims, Maoism is not an old-fashioned Marxism but, unlike all of those demands to “return to Marx” (again fashionable following the crisis of 2008 and the onslaught of austerity), a modern theoretical terrain.


The moment one speaks of returning to the concept of a revolutionary communist party, and motivates this return with a reclamation of past categories of struggle (i.e. the vanguard, proletariat-bourgeoisie, revisionism and anti-revisionism, revolutionary science), every defense mechanism conditioned by the collapse of the Eastern Bloc and the supposed triumph of world capitalism is mobilized to inoculate the reader from ideological contamination. There is a common assumption that such a demand is “orthodox” despite the fact that a rejection of the party might also be orthodox: it is the orthodoxy of a movementist understanding of reality, the contemporary first-world left’s dogma, or even the orthodoxy of a return to a pre-Lenin Marx untainted by revolution. Then there is the rejection of applying the category of science to Marxism which is seen by some as old-fashioned but might be a misidentification with the general category of science with its “natural” and “hard” iterations. There is often scant investigation of what is meant by the employment of the categories of “party” and “science” or what theoretical constellation could be mobilized under the rubric of a “new return”.


Thus, at the outset of this project, it is necessary to declare two qualifications that will hopefully undermine these imprecise criticisms. First of all, I am interested in declaring fidelity to a heterodox revolutionary tradition that occupies a political sequence between the twin orthodoxies of party monolithism and movementist utopianism. If the demand for some sort of return to a revolutionary party is “orthodox” then so too is the demand for a return to disorganized non-party utopianism which was the kind of organizing that existed before, during, and after Marx. Just as modern movementists return to the latter approach without necessarily being orthodox, I believe we can embrace a new return to the former for the same reason. Secondly, I think it is worthwhile to speak about theory with some sort of scientific rubric in order to determine why historical materialism is preferable to another theoretical approach. Those Marxists who reject the category of “scientific” have no legitimate reason to privilege historical materialism because they cannot say why it is superior outside of theoretical taste. Although it might be the case we need to define science according to an older sense of the term, or maybe just content ourselves with the qualifier of “scientific approach”, we can only dispense with this distinction and retain the significance of historical materialism by playing with semantics.


The very fact that I need to make these qualifications, though, demonstrates that in the imperialist metropoles, there has been very little understanding amongst the contemporary mainstream left about the history of the name Maoism. Since this mainstream left’s discourse is often determined by anarchist, autonomist, and Trotskyist/post-Trotskyist understandings of history, Maoism is a term attached to a vague understanding of the Chinese Revolution—that is, it is the Marxism practiced by the Chinese Revolution led by the figure of Mao Zedong—and is thus immediately relegated to the past. To speak of “Maoism” is to render oneself more than half-a-century out of date, or worse to enunciate a “Stalinism” with Chinese characteristics. Leaving aside, for the moment, the fact that some of these analyses of Maoism are themselves over-determined by an out-of-date Marxism, there is also the fact that they pass over the anti-revisionist Marxist-Leninist period in silence.


Therefore, there has been a lacuna in the comprehension of the New Communist Movement of the late 1960s–1980s that gripped the majority of the world. I attempted to speak to this lacuna in The Communist Necessity when I indicated the significance of the anti-revisionist Marxist-Leninist movement. As Aaron Leonard and Conor Gallagher, among others, have demonstrated in Heavy Radicals, the New Communist Movement, where the name “Maoism” was first raised as a standard (for it was not used prior to the 1960s, not even during the Chinese Revolution in 1948) in the context of the Sino-Soviet Split, was extremely significant. Indeed, according to Leonard and Gallagher, the New Communist Movement in the US greatly eclipsed the New Left; the anti-revisionist Marxist-Leninist movement, that usually called itself “Maoist”, was so pervasive that it was designated as the security threat by the FBI.1


Outside of the US the situation was much the same: we can discover (despite the fact that many of these movements erupted only to spectacularly disintegrate or slowly degenerate) a massive world-wide communist movement that mobilized under the name of Maoism. In Canada, the Workers Communist Party and En Lutte became mass parties, seeding their members into the ranks of organized labor, in a manner that had not been accomplished since the 1930s, only to be absorbed and collapse. In the UK, the Revolutionary Communist League of Britain was temporarily able to pull the masses into its orbit so as to launch one of the first significant critiques of Eurocentrism.2 In the European continent, particularly in France, the anti-revisionist Marxist-Leninist movement was at the heart of May 1968, producing intellectuals such as Jacques Rancière and Alain Badiou who, though now departing from their “Maoist” past, still cannot help demonstrating some fidelity, in their own particularly ways, to this experience. Most important, however, in places such as the Philippines and India, the New Communist Movement would persist and develop, continuing to this day, transforming into the contemporary Maoist movement. These are just some examples of this period, a time when the name “Maoism” was temporarily en vogue, and it is disheartening that contemporary Marxist intellectuals are either unaware or disinterested in making sense of this past.


But even this poorly apprehended New Communist Movement preceded Maoism proper. Regardless of its mobilization of the name Maoism, it was only a precursor of contemporary Maoism—its skeleton, its DNA—and was ultimately conditioned by the fossil remains of a Leninism that had reached its limit, despite those moments where it yearned for more than Leninist orthodoxy. So if those who did not understand the context in which I demanded a new return to the communist necessity were incapable of even grasping the significance of the anti-revisionist period of struggle, they were largely incapable of understanding what was intended by the concept of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. I was indicating a theoretical terrain that had only emerged at the moment capitalism declared itself the end of history, years after even the New Communist Movement had collapsed.


Maoism Did Not Exist?


Let us return to my initial claim: prior to the end of the 1980s, Maoism did not exist. The controversial, if not erroneous, nature of this assertion seems obvious since there were indeed organizations and individuals that referred to themselves as “Maoist” before the 1980s. Thus, to claim that there was really no such thing as Maoism before 1988 is indeed counter-intuitive, possibly a willful denial of history. But it is precisely this claim that is my point of departure, a line of demarcation that is only absurd insofar as the entire practice of philosophy is absurd.


Indeed, if the practice of philosophy is to demand conceptual clarification, then philosophical statements often manifest as absurd in the context of the real world where conceptual clarity is generally abjured in favor of nomological confusion. Take, for example, Aristotle’s old claim that there is no such thing as human being outside of the social. One might counter, without being wrong, that Aristotle’s definition is absurd since human beings can and do exist outside of social contexts—hermits who live on mountains, lonely desert wanderers, rugged individuals who live “off the grid”—and content oneself with the obvious absurdity of philosophy. Aristotle would reply, however, that his point was misunderstood since the human species cannot be human, and be recognized as human, without recourse to the social: the human can only be human in a space wherein other humans exist; the human can only be human after it is socialized, growing to adulthood, in this same space. Whether or not we agree with Aristotle’s definition of human being is not the point here; I simply wish to indicate that his argument, regardless of its internal merits, is no longer absurd once it is understood as an argument that is meant to draw conceptual boundaries.3


Therefore, what we find with the example of Aristotle’s definition of human being is an attempt to provide clarity to a concept that exists beyond the name: it is absurd insofar as it denies conceptual meaning to the name itself when it is used to contradict the concept, it is possibly rational insofar as it attempts to excavate the conceptual meaning behind the name and fix this meaning in a specific context that is both spatial and temporal. And this is precisely what is meant by arguing that Maoism did not exist before 1988: a coherent conceptual content was not fixed prior to the end of the 1980s, the term “Maoism” was as conceptually incoherent as Aristotle’s bare human prior to the event of socialization that ascribed meaning to the name.


Upon leaving the absurd realm of philosophy and entering the realm of the social wherein theory emerges, let us examine the end of the 1980s when Maoism, I argue, begins to emerge as Maoism proper. The communist-led People’s War in Peru, a revolutionary eruption right at the moment when capitalism was declaring itself “the end of history”, produces this statement:




While Marxism-Leninism has obtained an acknowledgement of its universal validity, Maoism is not completely acknowledged as the third stage [of revolutionary science]. Some simply deny its condition as such, while others only accept it as ‘Mao Tse-Tung Thought.’ […] The denial of the ‘ism’ character of Maoism denies its universal validity and, consequently, its condition as the third, new, and superior stage of the ideology of the international proletariat: Marxism-Leninism-Maoism.4





Here, then, we have a theoretical statement that is drawing a boundary between the previous usage of “Maoism” and a concept of Maoism that is supposedly new: a theoretical tendency apparently guiding a revolution that manifested following the supposed defeat of communism. Before the above statement was made, even those responsible for making it spoke of a Mao Zedong Thought, short-handed as Maoism. And though, in 1981, these same Peruvian revolutionaries began to think of the possibility of Maoism (in a document entitled Towards Maoism), it was not until they had reached the apex of their revolutionary movement that they declared the “universal validity” of Maoism as a “third stage” of revolutionary science. Hence the supposedly controversial claim that Maoism did not exist before 1988: it did not exist as a properly coherent theoretical terrain.


Even still, 1988 was not the crucial moment where the concept of Maoism crystallized; it was still too vague, still burdened by conceptual confusion, to be anything more than a provocative suggestion made by an organization that was, at the time, reigniting revolutionary praxis. The moment of rupture, wherein the theoretical continuity of Marxism-Leninism was forcefully disrupted, would be 1993… But before I explain this in further detail, I want to provide an introductory background to this book’s existence and subject matter.


The Exclusion of Maoism


In 2012 I wrote a pamphlet-sized polemic entitled Maoism or Trotskyism5 in an attempt to not only respond to what I felt were bad faith engagements with Maoism, most of which presupposed the Trotskyist narrative and definition of Maoism, but to also clarify the grounds of the debate between two divergent theoretical trajectories that were claiming to be either the proper representative or further development of Marxism-Leninism. My intention was to define the basic conceptual terms of the debate, to clear up misunderstandings, and at the very least, if the reader was faithful to a Trotskyist-influenced tendency and had no intention of gravitating towards Maoism, provide grounds for appreciating the actual meaning of Maoism rather than promoting and debating straw-person versions.


Furthermore, Maoism or Trotskyism was written in the context of my frustration with the silence and ignorance surrounding Marxism-Leninism-Maoism amongst popular first-world academic Marxists. For example, The Critical Companion to Contemporary Marxism,6 which purports to provide a map to every significant Marxist tendency, possessed no chapter on Maoism (although it did, ironically, possess chapters on Marxist tendencies that were inspired by Mao Zedong and the Chinese Revolution), a rather strange omission even if one was to identify Maoism only with the Chinese Revolution. The fact that Marxists could be silent about a Marxist trajectory that has been responsible, since 1988, for multiple people’s wars, and thus exclude a significant contemporary phenomenon, was a glaring oversight.


This quietus regarding Maoism, however, was not entirely surprising. My own introduction to Marxism was one that was decidedly silent on the theoretical trajectory inspired by the Chinese Revolution. Indeed, my understanding of Leninism was heavily influenced by a discourse that, echoing Cold-War propaganda, assumed that Stalin was a mass murderer and that Mao was a tragic echo of Stalin. It was not until I was confronted with revolutionary traditions and movements in the global peripheries that this discourse was challenged and I came to understand it as partially the result of Trotskyist ideology, and partially a result, I suspect, of an orientalism that is more interested in European expressions of Marxism than the tendencies that developed in the so-called third world.7


By placing Maoism in confrontation with Trotskyism, my polemic was also meant to address two related issues: the ignorance regarding Maoism that is promoted by a Trotskyist-influenced discourse; the fact that Marxism-Leninism-Maoism was indeed quite significant because, unlike other tendencies, it was the ideology that influenced every existing communist people’s war—it was actively attempting to make revolution.


The need to expand on aspects of this polemic that were more important than the polemic’s thesis became clear after Montreal’s Maison Norman Bethune began to produce and sell Maoism or Trotskyism as a pamphlet only months after I had cast it into the internet ether. What was most evident was the fact that the philosophical investigation of the terms Maoism and Trotskyism masked the need to explain many of the assumptions behind the term to which I was declaring fidelity (Maoism) that I had treated as a priori. Simply demanding that people accept Maoism over Trotskyism was not enough; I also needed to further explain, beyond my quick summations, why Maoism was a “new stage” of revolutionary science after Leninism, as I claimed, beyond the axiom of “universal applicability” gleaned from world-historical revolution. It was not enough to just provide an inventory of what was universally applicable in Maoism but, based on the ensuing and invigorating discussion, it was also clear that the meaning behind these claims required further elaboration.


For example, my claim that Maoism did not exist as Maoism proper until the late 1980s and early 1990s was received with some confusion. As I have already indicated, though, clearly the term “Maoism” existed prior to this time period. I was arguing, though, that these “Maoisms” were generally unscientific hypotheses that, despite sometimes having the germ of what we can call Maoism-qua-Maoism (that is, Marxism-Leninism-Maoism), were still examples of a vague rather than coherent concept. Even though I tried to explain the difference between the name and concept of Maoism, and why the events of 1988 and 1993 were something of an epistemic break that necessarily established the beginning of Maoism as a stage of revolutionary science, I had started to realize that both in the pamphlet and elsewhere (on my blog MLM Mayhem and in a manuscript I was working on at the time) this claim demanded further elaboration.


As I have argued above, philosophical practice is generally about drawing distinctions and establishing definitions; philosophy is, to put it simply, a discipline that is concerned with discussing the meaning of concepts and theoretical terrains and, in this discussion, hopes to provide a measure of clarity. Hence, the difference between name and concept, and the need to explain a concept coherently in a way that does not simply assume that the emergence of a name means the emergence of a concept is important to grasp. For example, the name and concept of “atom”, though connected, demonstrate an important philosophical disparity: the pre-Socratic “atomists” did not have the same coherent understanding of atomic structure as modern particle theory, though it is clear that physicists borrowed the term from the ancients. In both instances the name is identical; the concept diverges.


Of course, a philosophical polemic (such as Maoism or Trotskyism or even The Communist Necessity) necessarily has to be narrow because to be focused, by definition, means a narrowing of the philosophical gaze. When we examine an object in order to understand this object, we temporarily and primarily focus upon it at the expense of everything else. Eventually, however, we must connect this object to other similar objects as well as contrary objects, for nothing exists in a void, but still a certain measure of focus is required or we cannot arrive at definitions. And it is this eventually that began to concern me after multiple discussions and arguments surrounding the initial pamphlet.


Several philosophical interventions in the terrain of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism were required: this concept not only needed to be explained, defined against the simple name Maoism, but its significance also required clarity. For there were other people who read my pamphlet and argued that one could not speak of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism because there could only be Marxism-Leninism—either dogmatically in some sort of “Stalinist” sense, or critically in the sense that the problems of Marxism-Leninism had still not been superseded and thus could not be superseded through something called Maoism.


Philosophical Clarity


The result of the discussions around Maoism or Trotskyism led me to realize that Marxism-Leninism-Maoism in some ways lacked a coherent philosophical constellation. This is not to say that it was lacking as a science, that it lacked a theory and various exciting theoretical sub-categories (which all sciences possess), but that, since it was still only a few decades old and necessarily outside of the realm of academic privilege, it had not yet produced a series of philosophical interventions aimed at clarifying its theoretical terrain.


This lack should not be surprising. Marxism lacked a coherent philosophy for many decades after it was proposed as a science, and philosophers such as Louis Althusser spent their entire lives trying to figure out how philosophy could be practiced within the Marxist terrain. When scientific paradigms emerge, and necessarily produce a theoretical process in which new concepts continuously erupt, it takes some time for us philosophers, who are generally a boring and out-of-touch group of misanthropes, to recognize the importance of these theoretical terrains. All of the pieces for a philosophical elaboration are usually contained within a scientific paradigm but, since philosophy is ultimately nothing more than an attempt to narrow down concepts for the sake of clarity and thus force meaning, philosophers may be slow to recognize the importance of a given theory or concept.


Moreover, if Marxism is a living science that is always open to the future, that is engaged in a developing truth process where new understandings of concrete reality are established through militant practice and most importantly world-historical revolution (for Marx and Engels argued that the motion of history was class struggle, and this was their scientific hypothesis of history and society), then philosophy must necessarily lag behind. Since a revolutionary theoretical terrain develops within the crucible of revolution on the part of the wretched of the earth, philosophers are generally divorced from these moments of theoretical development. Just as the majority of philosophers do not spend most of their time in scientific laboratories where new concepts of the so-called hard sciences are developed, they spend even less time in the laboratory of militant class struggle.


Philosophy cannot establish new theoretical concepts for a given scientific terrain, even if its practitioners would like to pretend otherwise, and is ultimately limited to the narrow realm of introspection: we take what is given, we try to elaborate on the given, we attempt to explain what this given means. Even the supposed “queen of philosophy”, ontology, is limited by the established truth processes of the scientific paradigms that have produced its possibility. One cannot imagine Plato’s theory of forms without the prior establishment of mathematics; one cannot imagine Spinoza’s metaphysics without Euclidian geometry; one cannot imagine Alain Badiou’s most recent ontological attempts without an entire host of scientific truth processes that make his investigations possible let alone correct.


The truth is that Maoism doesn’t need philosophy in order to develop its concepts any more than physics or mathematics need philosophy to persist as physics and math. Just as the physicist and mathematician are often best left alone by interloping philosophers, so too are revolutionary Maoist movements usually best left unhindered by philosophical interventions. To my mind, the only job of philosophy in these contexts is to provide clarity for people who are confused by conceptual impasses and to speak some sort of meaning to these concepts that would be developed even without this speaking.


Therefore, if Marxism-Leninism-Maoism currently lacks a parallel development of philosophical intervention, this has nothing to do with the theoretical strength of this supposed revolutionary science; all it does is demonstrate that philosophers of politics, specifically philosophers of Marxism, are lagging behind—and we always lag behind.


But in this lagging behind maybe we can provide some clarity, some light shed from the rear-guard of a theoretical movement, so as to draw the attention of critically minded people who are looking for clarity in these supposed theoretical impasses. Within this context, however, philosophers are only capable of examining the concepts and phenomena at hand; we cannot produce theory, and if we imagined we could we would be undermining the basis of the science we claim to be clarifying. In this context, a philosophical intervention is little more than an act of interlocution, rarified interpretation, and if it imagines it is something more it misses its mark.


All of this is to say that my attempt to provide some basic interventions in the terrain of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism will be an extremely limited exercise. A philosophy of any Marxism cannot produce theoretical concepts, even if it sometimes imagines it can, but can only engage with concepts presented by class struggle. In this narrow engagement, though, philosophy will demand a clarity of terms, work to reveal the structure of the theoretical terrain, attempt to force a choice, and argue why one option is more valid than another—why an entire theoretical terrain is either rational or irrational according to its own terms.


Beyond this, philosophy has nothing more to say.


Maoism as Continuity and Rupture


In the following pages, then, I am interested in examining the general boundaries of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism that have already been established by the most recent conceptual rupture of revolutionary science that labels itself Maoist. My aim is not only to provide clarity for these boundaries, but to map out some of the debates within these boundaries, how they are different from the boundaries drawn by Marxism-Leninism, and what still needs to be addressed within the conceptual terrain. Most importantly, I am concerned with the notion that Maoism is a stage that is continuous with Marxism-Leninism (just as Leninism was continuous with Marxism) while being, at the same time, a rupture from Marxism-Leninism (again, just as Leninism was a rupture from Marxism): the dialectical tension of continuity-rupture is something I take seriously as a philosopher, because it can explain so much of the meaning of Maoism, and will be addressed, from various angles, in the following chapters. As the Communist (Maoist) Party of Afghanistan has maintained, “the principal aspect of the continuation of Marxism-Leninism is summed up, and short-handed, in the phrase Marxism-Leninism-Maoism,” with Maoism simultaneously being a moment of rupture.8


Hence, one of the axiomatic claims behind this book is that Maoism is a theoretical development that is continuous with the revolutionary communism that has evolved from Marxism and through Leninism because it possesses fidelity to the principal claims of historical materialism. At the same time, while it is continuous with Marxism-Leninism, it is also a theoretical rupture because, like Leninism, it was a moment of theoretical orthodoxy that, emerging from the limits of Leninism, was a heterodox rearticulation of the theory. Here, a rupture with the limits of one scientific paradigm was necessary in order to proclaim fidelity with the science as a whole. The theoretical rupture does not emerge from a vacuum but in direct and continuous relation to the tradition of which it is a part, a tradition that it upholds (with which it possesses continuity) by the very fact of its rupture:




There is no doubt that Leninism was a rupture from Marxism, a rupture from its secondary or subordinate mistakes and inadequacies (including, in specific cases, ruptures from elements that, until Leninism, were understood as basic and fundamental), but at the same time Leninism is also the continuation of Marxism. Therefore, in the stage of Leninism, the ideology and science of proletarian revolution was not entirely recast; it was only recast to the extent required by the ideological content of this development. In this partial recasting, Marxism was not entirely erased and replaced by Leninism; rather, the principal feature of Marxism was summed up in the term Marxism-Leninism. Furthermore, there is no doubt that Maoism, while expressing partial ruptures (a rupture from its secondary and subordinate mistakes, inadequacies, and unscientific aspects, as well as a rupture from some of its accepted fundamental elements) mainly upholds the continuation of Marxism-Leninism.9





Maoism, then, is not simply an addition to Marxism-Leninism (as it was generally understood prior to 1988 under the rubric of Mao Zedong Thought), but a theoretical development of the science that sums up its continuity in the formula Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. Additional thoughts and theoretical insights are not the same as a theoretical break; the latter is similar to what Gaston Bachelard and Thomas Kuhn, speaking of science in general, categorized as an epistemic rupture or paradigm shift, respectively—a break that, while continuous with the field of science, simultaneously alters that field by producing new theoretical boundaries.


If we understand Maoism as being a moment of theoretical rupture, rather than simply the addition of key insights within the terrain of Marxism-Leninism, then our engagement with its terms is conditioned by a respect for the actual boundaries it claims to draw. Even if we choose to reject Maoism after being aware of precisely what it claims to be, at the very least our rejection will be based on a proper understanding of its definition rather than the meaning some have erroneously ascribed to its name. Indeed, the polemic that inspired this book was itself inspired by several false attributions—hence the reason for its inclusion in this book as an appendix.


Obviously this book is incapable of being the definitive intervention in the theoretical terrain of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. If every scientific paradigm necessitates its own philosophy, then much more than what I have offered herein will be required. Therefore, I have intentionally limited myself to the problematic of continuity and rupture which might be able to serve as the basis for a sustained and fruitful philosophical investigation into the realm of Maoism. That is, in the following pages I am interested primarily in how and why Maoism, as a theoretical terrain, is in continuity with the radical kernel of Marxism by the very fact of its theoretical rupture.


My hope, then, is that the following chapters will become part of a larger movement within radical philosophy to bring clarity to what I take to be the most exciting development of real-world communism to date. Thus: several small steps in the direction of a philosophy of Maoism—far less significant than the exciting strides made, through class struggle itself, in the theoretical terrain that I am attempting to clarify.


Notes


1. Aaron Leonard and Conor Gallagher, Heavy Radicals: the FBI’s Secret War on American Maoists (Winchester: Zero Books, 2014).


2. This critique, Eurocentrism and the Communist Movement (Montreal: Kersplebedeb, 2015) has recently been revised by its primary author, Robert Biel, and republished.


3. Obviously I am simplifying, for the sake of argument, Aristotle’s definition of the human animal. Although Marx drew on Aristotle’s concept of zo’on politikon (the human as the animal of the polis) in a progressive manner, it is worth noting that Aristotle intended this concept to exclude women, slaves, and foreigners. In some ways the concept itself explains Aristotle’s attempt to confine it to chauvinist categories—being a social animal himself, he was influenced by the dominant ideology of his time—but this is a philosophical can of worms that only tangentially concerns this book’s subject matter.


4. Communist Party of Peru, On Marxism-Leninism-Maoism.


5. An edited version of this polemic is included in this book as an appendix.


6. Boston: Brill, 2008.


7. Although, in my opinion, this problem might be connected to the influence of Trotskyism on first-world Marxist academia, since Trotskyism is one of the most Eurocentric expressions of Marxism.
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Chapter 1


The Terrain of Maoism-qua-Maoism




Marxism-Leninism-Maoism is a universally applicable, living and scientific ideology, constantly developing and being further enriched through its application in making revolution as well as through the advance of human knowledge generally.


— Revolutionary Internationalist Movement, Long Live Marxism-Leninism-Maoism!





General Axioms


I will begin this chapter by providing a basic definition of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. My aim, here, is to provide the reader with the framework of the book by summarizing some key axioms that might otherwise lurk implicitly in the background. If philosophy is to intervene in a given theoretical terrain in order to clarify conceptual problems and attempt to force meaning, then it is necessary to provide the reader with a rough sketch of the terrain that is being explored. The exploration of this terrain, the focus of the entire book, will mainly concern the axioms summarized below and the philosophical problematics they produce.


Axiom 1: Since the name “Maoism” existed before the concept of “Marxism-Leninism-Maoism”, while it is important to recognize that the latter shares some of the DNA of the former, I label contemporary Maoism Maoism-qua-Maoism. Similarly, before Leninism was codified conceptually as a theoretical terrain (that is, where its key theoretical developments were universally applicable in all instances of class struggle), it had already existed as a name: for some it simply meant fidelity to the revolution led by Lenin, and thus fidelity to V.I. Lenin the person and his politics; for others, as Roland Boer has pointed out, “far from being an invention by comrades after the October revolution, ‘Leninist’ was initially a term of abuse from opponents, an accusation of splitting”.1


Axiom 2: I historically locate the emergence of Maoism-qua-Maoism, the period of time in which Maoism became a coherent concept, as a process that began in 1988. My argument is that Maoism was properly established as a concept first in 1988 during the people’s war led by the Communist Party of Peru [PCP], “the first organization to refer to Maoism as a new stage of Marxism-Leninism”.2 Then, following a process of international debate, Maoism was coherently summarized (that is, conceptually crystallized) by the Revolutionary Internationalist Movement [RIM] in 1993. Obviously there are other interpretations of Maoism that do not declare fidelity to this historical narrative; my contention is that the coherent notion of Maoism as the third stage of revolutionary science produced by this process is the conceptualization of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism shared by the majority of significant contemporary Maoist organizations.3


Axiom 3: I presuppose that historical materialism is a science, a notion that has fallen out of favor with some but a claim that is necessary in order to properly understand the meaning of the theory initiated by Marx and Engels. Although I do not adhere to a crude conceptualization of this science (i.e. that materialist dialectics is the “queen of the sciences” that can explain everything and thus speak with authority about the substantial concerns of physics, biology, astronomy, chemistry, etc.), I believe that it must be understood as a science according to its own terms in order for it to have any significant meaning. Hence, what makes historical materialism important as a theory is its adherence to the basic notion of science that defined enlightenment thought: its ability to provide an explanation according to its own boundaries, historical/social causes for historical/social phenomena, rather than appealing to supernatural and mystified explanations; its ability to theoretically develop according to its fundamental laws of motion (i.e. that class revolution is the motive force of history) and thus be open to the future rather than a closed circuit in which no new truths/insights can be developed; its ability to produce theoretical moments that are universally applicable in particular instances. Historical materialism might not be the “queen of the sciences” but I presume, as an axiom, that it is the science of history and, based on its fundamental premise, the science of revolution. In the second chapter I will elaborate on this conception of revolutionary science.


Axiom 4: I understand Maoism as a third stage of revolutionary science, scientific because its key theoretical insights are universally applicable in every particular instance. In this way it represents both continuity and rupture with Marxism-Leninism, just as Leninism represented continuity and rupture with Marxism: a paradigm shift in revolutionary science, produced by coherently summarizing the experience of the second world-historical communist revolution (the Chinese Revolution led by Mao Zedong), that could only implement this shift, and thus the emergence of a new theoretical terrain, by also being a continuation of the universal aspects of the previous stage of revolutionary science. By claiming that Maoism is a third stage of revolutionary science, as the PCP first declared in 1988, I am also claiming, in line with the RIM’s statement of 1993, that “without Maoism there can be no Marxism-Leninism. Indeed, to negate Maoism is to negate Marxism-Leninism itself.”4
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