
Full Response to Two Articles on the Website 
“People's Voice News” 

By the Editorial Board

Nearly two weeks ago, Tribune of the People reached out to People’s Voice News (PVN) through 
private correspondence regarding an article on their website, “Opinion: On Incendiary News and 
its Milieu: Against Dogmato-Revisionist Bogeymen, Sectarianism and Opportunism.”

The article originally contained no byline and it was unclear to us whether this was the official 
position of PVN or not. But soon after, PVN issued a disclaimer which included an updated 
byline and clarifying that it was an opinion article, and that the comrades made a few minor but 
important edits to the article. We wish to openly state our gratitude for this. However the changes 
are unsatisfactory, so the article needs to be addressed, as well as a more recent piece from PVN, 
“A Response to Tribune of the People,” which openly addresses us.

We must express that the following is mainly in regard to the opinion piece by the author 
“Comrade Toussaint” and those who agree with him, and concerns PVN when appropriate. That 
being said, PVN has shown amateurishness and irresponsibility as editors and publishers. Before 
getting into the meat and bones of the “Toussaint” opinion hosted on PVN, we must address 
PVN itself and correct some of their poor reading and analysis as seen in their most recent piece.

The PVN comrades claim we refer to ourselves as “Gonzaloites”:

“The subject of the criticism clearly is the principally Maoist trend as a whole, referred to by the 
author as ‘Gonzaloites.’ The Tribune of the People publicly refers to themselves as such.”

We do not. In good faith we will assume they simply did not read the article they hyperlink in 
order to support this incorrect claim. If they did, they would see with a simple word search that 
our article “Defend the Life of Chairman Gonzalo on his 86th Birthday” mentions Gonzalo’s 
name 24 times, but never once uses the word “Gonzaloite” to describe ourselves or anyone else. 
Hence it is abundantly clear that Tribune does not publicly refer to itself as such, nor has it ever. 
Such poor reading objectively results in misleading their readers in an attempt to defend their 
writer who is in error, rather than accept correct criticism.

PVN is further mistaken when linking to an article and rationalizing, “In March 2020, an editor 
of Incendiary News outlines the relationship between Incendiary News and The Tribune of 
the People.” 

More bad reading—in the article hyperlinked, the Incendiary editor, when self-criticizing, 
encourages readers to support Tribune, but he does not outline a relationship. In fact, this editor 
is not and has never been involved with Tribune and there is nothing in the linked article to 
suggest otherwise. For our part, we make no attempts to conceal the fact that some of 
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Incendiary‘s writers and Support Committees joined Tribune of the People after having resigned 
from Incendiary before its demise. This is clear in the bylines of our articles. Unlike PVN, we do 
not paint an organization or publications with the same brush. We demarcate between the good 
and the bad, we affirm the good and negate the bad, and in so doing we accept members on their 
merit and ability to self-criticize for their mistakes and correct their political line and work 
methods. The PVN comrades are grasping at straws to defend the indefensible rather than just 
accept that they make mistakes.

What other links do they attempt to establish? They claim a link to Incendiary on the basis that 
they reported that someone once at a protest in LA mentioned the theoretical journal Struggle 
Sessions! To be clear, we and Incendiary have reported on many events, where speakers quote all 
sorts of individuals and publications, and reporting on this does not establish a link except in the 
imaginations of those who suffer from sectarianism and want to connect nonexistent dots. For 
our part, we find much of the material published by Struggle Sessions useful and illuminating, 
but we are not affiliated with them any more than PVN is.

PVN’s most recent piece attempts to criticize our initial response, “What Is a Provocateur?” 
which examined “Touissant’s” pattern of online provocation to make clear that he operates with 
no higher purpose but to bait sincere revolutionaries and promote his social media persona. Our 
published arguments that “Toussaint” was engaged in police work had to do with the attempts to 
link our news service to the Mike Ramos Brigade (MRB). We appreciate the fact that PVN 
removed this speculation from the article—better late than never. However the retraction does 
not absolve the writer of his activity, and by denying it, the PVN comrades just cover up the 
mistake. Their public response, if it wishes to be taken as a genuine attempt, at the very least 
should state that linking us and other publications to a repressed organization was wrong and 
unprincipled. It is disappointing that PVN would rather shield their own from criticism than 
criticize “Touissant”, and this is more harmful to them than to us—they just don’t see it yet.

PVN states, “We can clearly see that bad-jacketing is a destructive force, ironically, a tactic 
widely used by police.” We agree, which is precisely why we take issue with “Toussaint” 
claiming that Maoists “get people arrested.” Clearly the comrades at PVN cannot identify any 
problem with making claims like this. They can redact his attempts to link us to MRB, but not 
take this seriously enough to condemn it.

We did not “bad-jacket” “Toussaint”; we condemned him for “bad-jacketing” others. The sort of 
deflection issued by the comrades at PVN does not conform to reality and reduces itself to the 
childish skit “I know you are but what am I?” Tribune would have had absolutely no reason to 
mention the issue if PVN had not published such an irresponsible screed in the first place.

As for PVN’s claim that we have not responded “to real criticisms, raised by many, notably, the 
banning of ‘postmodernist words.’” This is partially true. On one hand, we made it clear in 
“What Is a Provocateur?” that we intended to produce a thorough repudiation of the opinion 
article, and on the other hand the opinion article does not contain “real criticisms, raised by 
many.” Tribune has furthermore never claimed to ban terms. We do not, and our response below 
addresses this. The issue is that PVN provides nothing to support the claim that we do ban terms, 
and simply assumes as much because Incendiary did, another indication of their clinging to 
“Touissant’s” line that the “milieu” is all one and the same.
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PVN comrades misread articles and do not take editorial work seriously enough. They lower 
standards and defend this on the basis of identity politics and accuse us of racism in the process 
for no other reason than that, as editors ourselves, we believe certain editorial standards should 
be in place:

“The editors resort to extreme scrutiny of the author’s style and tie his media accounts together. 
New Afrikan writers are routinely subject to bourgeois academic critiques of their writing style, 
language and tone, and Tribune takes the role of the racist English teacher in complaining about 
‘run on sentences’ and other things.”

This relies on the idea that there is no Marxist criticism of editing and writing and that any 
technical criticism of the work of a Black writer is bourgeois. Let us be clear: “Toussaint” is a 
college graduate, a fact he boasts about regularly. His poor writing has nothing do with being 
disadvantaged as a Black man and this is a deflection. We do not deny that during his studies at 
St. Louis University he experienced racism; in fact, it is documented that he was penalized for a 
“bias-related incident” for criticizing Israel. In our view, this does not mean that his specific 
writing style is beyond criticism. Instead of accepting criticism, the writer and PVN respond by 
jumping to conclusions and deflecting.

In more poor reading from PVN, they say that we “even claim Toussaint makes a statement on 
the murder of Garrett Foster. No link to such a statement is provided because this does not exist.”

Let us have a look and see. In our article, “What Is a Provocateur?” We say the following:

“’Toussaint’ expresses a view similar to that of Austin Police Association president Kenneth 
Casaday, who in an attempt to criminalize Garrett Foster (a supporter of MRB who was 
murdered by Army Sgt. Daniel Perry at one of their protests) tweeted ‘Please watch this video. 
This is the guy that lost his life last night. He was looking for confrontation and he found it. The 
Feux [sic] Mike Ramos Brigade needs to be stopped. The only people out of control during this 
incident was the Feux [sic] Brigade.’” [emphasis added]

It is clear to anyone paying attention that the appearance of the word “who” at the start of the 
clause immediately following “Kenneth Casaday” means that “who” is referring to Casaday and 
not “Toussaint,” while highlighting the similarities in their viewpoints that MRB are 
“adventurists” (Toussaint) and “out of control” (Cassaday). What we did not do was make any 
claims about “Toussaint’s” view of Foster. However, Foster was a supporter of MRB and a 
participant in the majority of their actions and protests, so yes, by claiming MRB were 
adventurists, “Toussaint” indirectly makes a comment about Foster as well. Suggesting that a 
group is reckless and brings harm to themselves has clear implications regarding Foster’s death.

Pertaining to “Toussaint,” we are not responsible for whatever random individuals on social 
media say about him. We do not use this method of exchange and do not take it seriously. We 
cited his Facebook post to substantiate a point: that on one hand he calls others “adventurists” 
and on the other hand baits them for not being adventurist enough, and that this is textbook 
provocation. We made no claims that he is an agent provocateur. He is a bad element, a 
revisionist, a loudmouth, a gossip, and a provocateur nonetheless.



We are well aware others have criticized him for years; some we agree with, others we do not. 
However, he was no better at taking criticism now than he was then, or PVN are now, for that 
matter. Then and now, deflecting criticism with identity politics has been the order of the day, 
and when Black comrades criticize him, he claims they are “brainwashed.” The baseline is denial 
and attack in response to criticism.

PVN states, “However, after receiving an email from Tribune, the comrade has agreed to remove 
their name from his article.”

But this was not done: after publishing this claim, the PVN-hosted article at the time of this 
publication still mentions us.

We have chosen to publish the following long response, which deals with “Toussaint” aka “Black 
Red Guard’s” false claims, sectarianism, etc. so that there is no confusion on our position, and so 
that we engage as requested with claims about Incendiary, ourselves, and others.

Our exposing of the provocateur behavior of “Toussaint” was made necessary by PVN not 
removing the opinion article from their website due to the issues within it that they have 
committed to ignore in the main part. We would normally prefer that that these discussions be 
handled organization to organization. We had never mentioned PVN in our publication before 
they published the screed “Incendiary News and its Milieu.” Now that they have, there is no 
putting the cat back in the bag. It must be addressed and in the terms set by PVN—a public 
exchange. And while we do not seek to muddy ourselves, “Toussaint’s” methods do not warrant 
padding our response any at all.

As far as PVN’s suggestion that we and others single out “Toussaint,” we feel it is necessary not 
to attribute his extreme opinions to anyone else. When we focus on him, it of course includes 
those who agree with his methods and take his political line.

A Response to the Opinion Article “Incendiary News and its Milieu: Against Dogmato-
Revisionist Bogeymen, Sectarianism and Opportunism”

“We must remember that our ‘doctrinaire’ faithfulness to Marxism is now being reinforced by the 
march of revolutionary events, which is everywhere furnishing object lessons to the masses and 
that all these lessons confirm precisely our dogma. Hence, we do not speak about abandoning 
the dogma, or relaxing our distrustful and suspicious attitude towards the woolly intellectuals 
and the arid-minded revolutionaries. Quite the contrary. We speak about new methods of 
teaching dogma, which it would be unpardonable for a Social-Democrat to forget. We speak of 
the importance for our day of using the object lessons of the great revolutionary events in order 
to convey—not to study circles, as in the past, but to the masses—our old, ‘dogmatic’ lessons 
that, for example, it is necessary in practice to combine terror with the uprising of the masses, or 
that behind the liberalism of the educated Russian society one must be able to discern the class 
interests of our bourgeoisie”—V.I. Lenin

A Word on the Situation



The opinion article “On Incendiary News and its Milieu” contains so much speculation, and so 
many unsubstantiated claims and outright lies, that it deserves thorough repudiation. Necessarily, 
this public response must be longer than our standard articles, and we request our readers’ 
understanding in this respect.

There is no point in reasoning with irrationalism of this particular author. It is pure idealist muck; 
this avenue is closed. Our purpose is then to inoculate our readers against the sham of this 
published opinion. We have no expectation of changing the irrational opinions of the individual 
writer, but maintain our optimism that others working with PVN might find some partial 
agreement with us, and more importantly that other readers will find our response useful. We 
take this shameful libel as an opportunity to express and defend our own politics, as well as the 
politics of others which we have some agreement with.

PVN, the website which hosts this condemnable screed, like ourselves, is relatively new. We do 
not place the fault mainly with them, and we take this position from an understanding of how 
difficult running a left news service can be. We believe that some disagreements can be struggled 
over with respect and in a disciplined manner. Our disagreements are ideological as well as 
political and organizational. We believe such a struggle would benefit both Tribune and PVN. 
The opinion article in question however harms such a process through its use of frantic attacks 
on the International Communist Movement and various organizations in the US from a place of 
bitter sectarianism. This does not take PVN off the hook: they published the article and host it. 
They are partially responsible for it, and have issued a defense for it, and they have made no 
clear statement that it does not reflect their own views.

About Us

Tribune conducts regular in-person distributions, carries out solidarity actions, carries out or 
documents international solidarity, covers and documents real struggles with reporters on the 
ground, and hosts cultural events, art shows, and fundraisers. Most importantly we carry out 
investigative journalism exposing the identities of enemies and killers of the people when no 
other news organization will. We are relatively new, barely closing out our first year, but we have 
built and are still building a modest organization in patient struggle. We develop worker 
correspondents within workplaces across the country, and some of our Support Committee 
activity can be seen in our “Week in Struggle” section. We carry out our work with dedication to 
revolution, the proletariat, and the people. This is all that we claim of ourselves.

A vital part of our work is solidarity with comrades internationally and nationally, and this 
includes those we agree with and support, as well as those we have partial agreement with and 
are still struggling with for greater unity. We have taken up the task of struggling now against 
this article because of its claims against good comrades. We are well aware that these groups are 
capable of defending themselves, but raise our issues nonetheless because we believe in 
defending the movement internationally.

Technical Criticism

It tests the patience of the reader to suffer through the screed, composed of single paragraphs that 
sometimes exceed 800 words each (for reference, a standard paragraph conveys a single idea and 
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spans 300 words or fewer), replete with run-on sentences, as if the writer is unable to find the 
period or enter keys. Multiple thoughts are crammed into a sentence, and multiple topics into a 
paragraph, making the article nearly unreadable. Of course, you can provide good analysis and 
political opinions even if you do not know how to write; however, this writer can neither write 
well nor say the right things. We point this out to expose the amateur carelessness in both the 
technical and political approach to this work. As journalists, we take this supposedly shared work 
seriously, and wish to express that “Comrade Toussaint” unfortunately does not.

We find such amateurishness to be a trademark of the petty bourgeoisie, who with all of their 
available education seldom have a proletarian work ethic, and seldom attempt to be professional 
and disciplined in their work when they are not making money. Those of us who are proletarian 
writers have had to teach ourselves and each other writing and editing, so we tend to notice these 
things.

What is more, the excessive single paragraphs which span multiple pages of text constitute the 
fingerprint of the writer, who has blogs stretching back years of identically structured articles in 
which he harangues his reader with the same technical and political approach. We state this to 
show continuity and establish a pattern.

Nevertheless, we have taken up the task of examining this trash heap of an opinion, so we must 
be prepared for the unpleasant nature of it.

Getting into the Article: “On Incendiary News and its Milieu”

The opinion article launches a feeble tirade against the growing forces in the International 
Communist Movement in its opening salvo.

It would be one thing to carry out defamations and scandalmongering against groups only in 
one’s own country, but it is another altogether to attack the Maoist movements in other countries 
without even examining their public positions, especially those in the Third World, the storm 
centers of the world proletarian revolution, who have given martyrs and raised the red flag in the 
most difficult circumstances, most importantly in Latin America. We believe that anyone can 
make criticism, no matter where and no matter their level of development—we simply insist that 
this should be based on engagement with content, and not reckless gossip.

Tribune of the People takes its role in promoting international solidarity seriously, so we dedicate 
time and effort to covering important events internationally, providing translations, carrying out 
our duty to conduct modest international solidarity actions, and building bonds with democratic 
and revolutionary newspapers across the world. This writer makes no such effort (we do not see 
this effort from the publications he works with either). The article mocks and despises our 
international comrades and attacks them in a vague, dishonest, dismissive, and liberal manner.

This attack against international comrades is launched from a very bad position, desperate to 
defend postmodernism by condemning those who criticize bourgeois irrationalism. From the 
start, this is enough to identify immature, vulgar, and arrogant illusions expressed in the opinion, 
which immediately gets into unsubstantiated gossip about the ICM:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qp2B-ckxeNs&feature=emb_title


“The bogeyman of ‘postmodernism’ has been raised by dogmato-revisionists the world over to 
justify all sorts of reactionary behavior and lines. Dogmatism, as Mao said, has no force, and we 
and others have seen the ‘Gonzaloite’ wing of the ICM fall further and further down the rabbit-
hole of dogmato-sectarianism, labeling all and sundry as ‘postmodernist’, even other Maoist 
formations and individuals.”

What sorts of “reactionary behavior and lines?” The article cannot provide actual examples and 
instead focuses on a poorly written policy of a defunct organization in the US. By “Gonzaloites,” 
the reader can only assume that this means the groups, publications, and organizations who, like 
ourselves, uphold the contributions of universal validity of Chairman Gonzalo, and raise the 
slogans “Defend the life of Chairman Gonzalo!” and “Learn from Chairman Gonzalo!” This 
includes movements and organizations all over Latin America and Europe, as well as 
publications such as El Maoista, web journals like Communist International, and web resources 
like Dem Volke Dienen (Serve the People). There are ample resources and published positions 
from all these Parties, publications, and organizations, yet the opinion makes no effort to cite 
anything posted, written, or said to prove that they are engaged in “reactionary behavior” or hold 
reactionary “lines.”

Chairman Mao calls this sort of thing reckless labeling, and we call it what it also is—
defamation in the press. The article provides no theoretical or practical argument to sustain this 
negative opinion against our comrades internationally.

Regarding the Former Incendiary News

We have no intention of defending all of the political lines of the now-defeated Incendiary News, 
as we raised our flag against their many deviations in our very first editorial. However, the 
opinion article is based on a poor comprehension of this now-defeated organ, and is guilty of 
gossip and conflating Incendiary with other organizations and publications. The article uses 
Incendiary‘s policy to disparage a diverse group of activists and publications with no evidence 
that any of them support its former policy.

As far as Tribune is concerned, we do not ban terms; we democratically struggle for unity on 
Marxist terminology in order to produce a proletarian publication. What is worse, the article 
suggests that, by simply choosing not to use terms and frameworks derived from postmodernism, 
Incendiary and others are guilty of all manner of reaction, as if it is impossible to describe 
oppression in another, more scientific manner with Marxist terminology!

Let’s Look Closer at the Claims

The article claims that “Incendiary News tried, and failed, to give justification for the vast array 
of Gonzaloite provocations, such as the LaRoucheite style attack on an antifascist event in 
Kansas City and the pointless and stupid disruption of an anti-imperialist event in Austin.”

Shameless distortions complete with derogatory remarks! LaRouche and his gang were fascists 
and white supremacists, and have nothing in common with the harebrained debacle in KC which 
the article attempts to highlight. We do not disagree that Incendiary tried (and with the wrong 



methods, as we have pointed out) to justify these actions; we disagree with the opportunist 
framing of Incendiary‘s error.

This so-called “anti-fascist event” was not really an anti-fascist event: it was a Democratic 
Socialists of America (DSA) event claiming to be anti-fascist. While the article “Incendiary 
News and its Milieu” ignorantly claims that the US is “already fascist,” it fails to comprehend 
how the DSA is in fact part of the state, and that their members are in fact office-holders in some 
cases, included in the repressive arm of the state, such as district attorney’s offices. How can an 
organization that is part of “Toussaint’s” so-called ‘fascist state’ hold an anti-fascist event in the 
first place?

This is the twisted acrobatics of opportunism, nothing more. The DSA represents corporatist 
ambitions under a veil of democracy, as part of the reactionary state no less, and hence are not 
capable of genuine anti-fascism. The matter must be considered politically and not be determined 
solely on the basis of the claims of the revisionists.

The DSA is reactionary. They are a bourgeois party interloping into the workers’ movement and 
part of the reactionary liberal democratic bourgeois state. They are not hapless anti-fascists. A 
failure to tell the truth here exposes the opportunism quite clearly. There is no real or genuine 
concern for the electoral cretins of the DSA here, just a poor excuse to misrepresent those to their 
left. The DSA is no better than the Democratic Party which they serve and should not be treated 
any better either.

Regarding this confrontation, there is no effort on our part to defend it. The action has been 
repudiated, first by Incendiary themselves, and then again by our publication because of how 
they covered it. We stated in our first editorial that Incendiary “deliberately misrepresented the 
disruption to inflate the action, which demanded a public recanting” and that “there was a frantic 
attempt to get the article released to spin the narrative emerging from revisionists, without a 
regard for soberly assessing the amateurishness of the action itself, or the paper’s responsibility 
to cover it with accuracy.” The self-correction, and our Maoist criticism, are never mentioned or 
explored in “Toussaint’s” article, further highlighting the sectarian character and purpose of the 
article.

Regarding the so-called “anti-imperialist” event in Austin, it was documented in Incendiary that 
this instance had nothing to do with the event itself but rather with its organizers. In attendance 
were members of the Party for Socialism and Liberation (PSL) (who were accused of protecting 
a violent rapist). PVN itself has published an article from For the People-Portland which called 
on their readers to “isolate” PSL, and of course the opinion from “Toussaint” fails to mention 
this. Other individuals hosting the event in Austin, also revisionists, were accused of 
collaborating with and protecting a federal collaborator by those who confronted the event.

Furthermore, the event was not “anti-imperialist,” as the political line of the organizers 
invariably sides with Russian imperialism, Chinese social-imperialism, or other imperialist 
powers. This is a form of imperialist trafficking in anti-imperialist rhetoric and should not be 
elevated to anti-imperialism. The organizers form part of the inter-imperialist contradiction and 
are not anti-imperialist.
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Our criticisms of how this was publicized by Incendiary pale in comparison to our objection to 
this opportunist use by the opinion article.

Let us look at this writer’s erratic, opportunist, and contradictory views for a moment when he 
lambasts Incendiary and posits “a LaRoucheite” type of “attack.” Yet when discussing those 
“attacked and disrupted,” another article on PVN states: “PSL never had the potential to be a 
revolutionary organization. PSL is a fundamentally reactionary organization where principled 
struggle is not possible.” If PSL is a fundamentally reactionary organization, why does a writer 
for PVN take so much issue with individuals associated with PSL being confronted, and over an 
issue of rape no less? Consistency is not important, and neither is principle. He lashes out in 
every direction, based only on what suits him at the time.

For us, the matter is logical: when people come together to expel a group of individuals 
defending rapists or informants in their neighborhood, this has a mainly positive aspect because 
it defends the masses of women and the people’s movements. However, when the state mobilizes 
its forces to target innocent rank-and-file members of PSL and by extension the organization 
itself, this is condemnable because it hurts the mass movement broadly through the 
criminalization of activism with extreme charges. The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” 
takes almost the opposite approach to this question, condemning the confrontation of a few 
known bad elements, only to ignore the issue of PSL branches’ track record on this question. The 
author makes no comment on the calls published on the same website to “isolate PSL.” If PSL is 
to be “isolated,” this would mean confronting their events, would it not? Or is it one thing when 
PVN or FTP-PDX call for it and another when others actually do it? It is hypocritical.

For its part, Incendiary made possible the types of opportunist attacks which we see from the 
opinion article with the amateurishness in the way it reported, and the writer of the opinion, 
“Black Red Guard” aka “Comrade Toussaint,” shows a clear lack of consistency and principles. 
At least Incendiary knew when to call it quits…

More Claims

The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” claims: “Incendiary’s purpose, and the purpose of 
the milieu as a whole, was to promote and work up splits, offer boilerplate Gonzaloite analysis 
that was most often neither original nor correct, conduct intra-milieu propaganda, encourage the 
development of stereotyped ‘Party’ language, and sow confusion in the revolutionary movement 
in Trotskyite fashion.”

However, it fails to provide evidence for these claims, or even express who it is that “the milieu 
as a whole” wants to split. To support its claims about “promoting splits,” the article hyperlinks 
to an article directed at Tribune of the People from the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP) 
chief information officer, Marco Valbuena. This is itself a strawman, since our position was 
against lines the CPP and Valbuena published regarding the US elections, in our own country, 
and none of our articles have ever attempted to split the CPP, as if this would be possible for a 
small publication in the US anyway! We must be clear: regarding our serious disagreements with 
Valbuena and the CPP, we do not wish them harm or splits—we wish them victory in armed 
struggle. As we have pointed out, “Trotskyite” is being used as an empty slur without political 
justification.
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Anyone who reads our publication is sure to see that promoting or “working up” splits is not 
occurring. None of our articles call for splits in any organization. We have taken a side publicly 
in exactly one split, and it was one which occurred before we were founded. This taking a side 
was done only by expressing our solidarity with the People’s War in Turkey against the right 
liquidators. We believe in taking sides, siding with the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, with 
oppressed nations against imperialism, and with Marxists against revisionists.

The article shows a poor grasp on reality by attacking a former publication whose major 
mistakes have already been corrected by us in two-line struggle. The article “Incendiary News 
and its Milieu” never examined our articles or the developments post-Incendiary, because it is 
the work of a sectarian and for no other reason.

While we have always disagreed with most of the content in PVN articles, these disagreements 
did not merit published response from us, and there is no point in issuing a polemic against a 
website with as little or less experience than we have. We hoped to discuss our political and 
ideological differences in a responsible manner, and not to create an entertaining spectacle which 
is harmful to the potential of future unity. Public debate is great, when it is necessary; if it is 
possible to speak directly to one’s contemporaries, learn one another’s positions in organized and 
principled struggle, this is preferable. We have been patient.

The article posits “stereotyped ‘Party’ language.” We have already criticized Incendiary for the 
“8-legged essay,” and their last editor self-criticized before ending the project, so we must 
assume the writer takes issue with this beyond Incendiary, but again, gives no concrete 
examples. When making a criticism one should be precise and direct, and not vague and liberal. 
Where is this “stereotyped Party language”?

Regarding the common language used in revolutionary publications, we do not agree that this 
itself qualifies as stereotyped Party writing. We agree with Chairman Mao on the need for a 
common language regarding theoretical matters:

“In the past some of our high-ranking cadres did not have a common language even on 
basic theoretical problems of Marxism-Leninism, because they had not studied enough. 
There is more of a common language in the Party today, but the problem has not yet been 
fully solved.”

On the Issue of Postmodernism

The article “Incendiary and its Milieu” claims: “Postmodernism is, indeed, a negative factor in 
the development of the United States revolutionary movement. Why? Not because it ‘divides’ the 
already divided proletariat, but because it refuses to grasp class as the key link, and because it 
was developed mainly by petit-bourgeois European theoreticians divorced from the class 
struggle.”

The opinion article itself fails to grasp the key link; class is not the key link, class struggle is the 
key link. For what reason would anyone seek to make class and not class struggle the key link?
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The above quote from the opinion article must be taken as a diversion to defend irrationalism. 
Postmodernism, and basically any of its popular derivatives and constructs, indeed negates class 
struggle as the key link, but why does it do this? Because it is bourgeois idealism and serves a 
purpose: to shore up imperialism ideologically and from the so-called ‘left.’ What is the result of 
it? Dividing further the already divided class, of course. The bourgeoisie always uses its ideology 
to sow further and deeper divisions among the class, and this opinion article treats this as a 
natural proletarian condition. The irrationalists detest the idea of class unity and see it as utopian. 
Instead, Maoists uphold the slogan issued by Marx and Engels PROLETARIANS OF ALL 
COUNTRIES, UNITE! and lift this against irrationalism.

After more unverified claims which lack any citations, the article lets on to the real agenda: 
defending postmodernism. It states: “Postmodernism has not conducted a single lynching, nor 
did it vandalize Black churches in DC. The ideology that is killing Black people in the streets is 
white supremacy, not postmodernism.”

Is this true? Postmodernism is a nebulous mass of incorrect ideas, and many of its constructs 
have been adopted as public relations stunts by police departments across the US. They have 
promoted ‘safe spaces’ and waved rainbow flags to promote ‘inclusivity’ and used postmodern 
ideas to do this. Perhaps postmodernism itself is not killing Black people, but the police who are 
killing Black people are not above relying on its use themselves or from others.

Furthermore, the irrationalism of postmodern thought is used by other reactionaries as well. 
Vulgar identity-based politics and racial division are promoted by many ardent Trump 
supporters. And what about the Democrats? Do they not hype up postmodern ideas and identity 
politics in service of their electoral farce and in the interests of drawing support for reactionaries 
like Kamala Harris? Remember, she prides herself as “top cop” and makes no effort to downplay 
her postmodernist identity politics. It looks to us like postmodernism is being used to conduct 
lynchings and harm Black and/or Third World people all over the world by the Democrats. 
Maybe this has something to do with why the CIA took an interest in promoting postmodernism 
to begin with?

Postmodernism also poses an internal contradiction within the left and progressive movements, 
including our own organization and others; internal contradictions are principal, and should 
never be ignored. This is not to suggest that the left does not also have its own amount of white 
chauvinism which we must fight in every single organization, it is just to express that this is 
fought with Marxism, not postmodernism.

Some so-called ‘left’ irrationalists, like those on the right, believe that there is no chance that 
Black and white workers can come together in common cause, and that whites will only protect 
their social status as such. Even if those further right “decry identity politics,” they still utilize 
them frequently. Postmodernism is bourgeois ideology, and bourgeois ideology is absolutely 
responsible for lynchings, etc. The answer to this is proletarian ideology—that is, Marxism, 
which can and must combat postmodernism and white chauvinism implacably and at the same 
time.

Maoists view revisionism as the main danger to us, and imperialism as the main enemy of the 
world, and seek to fight both inseparably. A Marxist seeks to understand the enemy and 
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ourselves. That means attacking the white chauvinism of the enemy and attacking the bourgeois 
ideology among the people and among Marxists as well, we can and must combat both, from the 
enemy and among ourselves. The opinion article’s type of irrationalism justifies itself behind 
totally subjectivist arguments which seek to only look at one side of the problem, ‘ignore 
postmodernism because of white supremacy.’

The article provides a superficial defense of the Combahee River Collective’s (CRC) work from 
the 1970’s and does so based only on the identity of its authors without any examination of its 
content. We find this method to be related to white chauvinism in the way in which it regards the 
work of Black women not on the merit of the work, but reduces the question to identity, as if 
Black women should not be expected to be scientific. Critical engagement with work is a sign of 
respect in most cases.

We do not doubt that the CRC authors were genuinely trying to expose certain problems in the 
US left, but this desire does not determine any scientific merit of results. Intentions aside, we 
must express that the CRC document does not seek the collective emancipation of the proletariat 
through coming together to conquer and defend power, it seeks individual autonomy and it 
suffers severely from pessimistic individualism. They are very upfront about this position: “We 
realize that the only people who care enough about us to work consistently for our liberation are 
us.”

This type of thinking, however it is intended, however valid the feelings of its authors are, and 
whoever it comes from, results in defeatist strategy; no single subsection of the class alone can 
accomplish liberation focusing on itself alone while doubting that others can “care.” This is an 
objective fact, and one of the major dangers that comes with identity politics. This is what is 
meant by a failure to keep class struggle as the key link. Identity politics are rooted in 
individualism, in pessimism, and in compartmentalizing suffering and misery—something akin 
to privatization of experience, an idea rooted in liberalism.

The CRC was against internationalism, which is the spirit of Marxism, as well as a fundamental 
practice ofthe Marxist theory of knowledge applied to revolution: “This focusing upon our own 
oppression is embodied in the concept of identity politics. We believe that the most profound and 
potentially most radical politics come directly out of our own identity, as opposed to working to 
end somebody else’s oppression.”

CRC openly stated their defense of identity politics, which the opportunist writer of the article 
“Incendiary News and its Milieu” pays lip service to criticizing at times, yet he wants to use 
CRC as a cudgel against contemporaries fighting to apply a more consistent Marxist analysis. 
The opinion article defends the progenitors of identity politics, simply because of their identity.

In reality, contrary to the views expressed by CRC, the most profound and radical politics come 
from class struggle, specifically armed struggle, and not from identity. The issue is not with 
oppressed people focusing on their own oppression, so long as this focus forms a part of the 
worldwide struggle of the oppressed and the struggles are linked with the struggle of proletariat 
which must lead them. Oppression is a byproduct of exploitation, and cannot be solved without 
ending exploitation. CRC were skeptics that such links are even possible. According to the 
charlatan opinion published on the PVN website, this nonsense, which has nothing at all to do 



with Maoism, should be treated as a sacred artifact and no one can disagree with it—this is 
deviationism, and a real example of the dogmatism he wants to charge others with. Marxists 
agree with listening to the views of non-Marxists, we disagree with importing or adopting views 
contradictory to Marxist principles.

CRC did, partially at least, acknowledge the necessity of collective liberation through 
socialism—this however falls short of revolutionary conclusion as it avoided the question of 
state power and only accepts the question of redistributing goods. This is a major mistake, 
power is fundamental in Maoism.

This is not to suggest that there is nothing useful to draw from their experience or the 
document, but we insist that identity politics itself is not compatible with Marxism. The 
document is interesting for historic study, but it is not a development which contributes to 
the ideology of the proletariat. We reiterate that this is not due to the identity of the 
authors, but due to their bourgeois ideology and incorrect political line, and inversely, their 
identity as oppressed people does not make their views correct or exempt from critique by 
anyone.

The writer of “Incendiary News and its Milieu” spews this expression of identity politics to 
defend identity politics: “It is common for male Communists of settler origin (we are not 
speculating on the ethnic/national background of Incendiary editors, nor those of Tribune, but we 
also aren’t stupid) to idly write off the theoretical contributions of Black, Brown, and nonmale 
people, calling for the ‘return to the great teachers’ while ignoring the development of the 
movements of the people and the theory that comes from them.”

What is it but speculation to add the “but we aren’t stupid?” He cannot even stay focused on 
pretending to uphold his own disclaimers. What is less forgivable than sweeping speculation is 
the implicit idea that calling for a return to the foundational teachers of our ideology is a “male” 
and “settler” trait, which brings with it the implication that the theoretical basis guiding our 
thinking is unqualified to serve women and people who are not white.

Tribune of the People is multi-ethnic and composed of many nationalities, meaning we admit 
members based on their merit and politics, not based on their ethnicity or nationality, like any 
organization based in Marxism. We are Black, white, latino, etc. We are native-born and foreign-
born, our demographics most often reflect those of our class in the areas we operate. We are also 
composed of men and women alike, but truly none of this needs to be stated. We keep politics in 
command and judge an organization on its political line, with the understanding that the correct 
political line will draw forward revolutionaries from broad sections of our society. It is this writer 
who “idly writes off” our views on the basis of some imagined whiteness by deliberately 
misrepresenting them and speculating on our membership. Identity is sometimes used as the 
refuge of scoundrels who cannot comprehend politics and ideology.

Regarding the “development of the movements of the people and the theory that comes from 
them,” we must regard this; the people are not a homogenous group, they have advanced, 
intermediate, and backward ideas, the theories will sometimes be good and other times bad, they 
must be examined and synthesized on the basis of Marxism—if not, we cease to be Marxists and 
become something else entirely.



The opinion article disgraces the work of genuine revolutionaries when it states: “Some of this 
milieu have even labeled all feminism ‘bourgeois’, which we find amazing in light of the 
contributions of nonmale Maoist theoreticians such as Anuradha Ghandy to the treasury of 
Marxist theory.”

For starters, it is strange to say “nonmale” when specifically referring to a woman, what else but 
irrationalism would seek to obscure the fact that this comrade was a woman? In postmodern 
circles the term woman is often considered ‘exclusionary,’ and hence, postmodern thinkers 
develop a habit of erasing one’s status as a woman, (when he disagrees with women he 
speculates they are men, when he agrees with a woman she is then “nonmale”) this is misogyny 
redressed in phony “progressive” terminology.

Comrade Anuradha Ghandy was a good theorist and a Communist leader, she was the first 
woman to stand on the Central Committee of the Communist Party of India (Maoist)—this is 
significant. Comrade Ghandy, in her very useful article Philosophical Trends in the Feminist 
Movement, was not defending feminism, she was issuing a polemic on feminist philosophy, a 
quality polemic, which separates the positive from the negative in these trends. Throughout the 
entire article, she defended Marxism and did not ever take the position that Marxists should call 
themselves feminists or reconcile with the trends she examines, nor did she call herself a 
feminist. “Proletarian Feminism” is not mentioned even once in this this article. A large volume 
of most of her writing has been published under the title Scripting the Change, in its 456 pages 
she does not use the term “proletarian feminist” nor does she imply at any point that she accepts 
feminism to answer the women’s question. The commentators might notice this if they studied it 
well. Any claims that Ghandy’s work synthesizes the Marxist view on the women’s question as 
feminism must be dispensed with. What we see in the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” is 
not a defense of Comrade Avanti, but a revision and distortion of her work which does not seek 
truth from the facts, but seeks to score points with those who have never read it, against 
publications like our own.

As mentioned, Ghandy was a Central Committee member of the Communist Party of India 
(Maoist), an organization that has produced several useful works on the women’s question, such 
as The Revolutionary Women’s Movement in India, Prostitution is Sexual Violence, and Women in 
the Chinese Revolution. None of these promote feminism as a body of Marxist thought either. 
When magazines like People’s March (an organ supporting CPI (Maoist) which Ghandy wrote 
for) discuss feminism, they often use the precursor “bourgeois” in front of it, and they issue no 
claims of “proletarian feminism” and do not theorize the Marxist approach as such. It would do 
the ‘defenders of feminism’ well to study the material from India that this writer pretends to 
understand, especially on the topics of the women’s movement, prostitution, and postmodernism. 
Enough hiding behind Ghandy to support diversion, she helped lead the Party on the women’s 
question and her writings and positions do not contradict the Party’s line disseminated through its 
own publications and other publications which support it.

The writer of “Incendiary News and its Milieu” is prone using the word “settler” in and 
obscurantist, buzzword type of way. It would appear that he means anyone of European 
ancestry, which is hardly a scientific category. We are accused of: “a Trotskyite type right 
opportunist move that is unbecoming of whose who write in flowery fashion of the ‘May 



Uprisings’ yet spit in the face of the New Afrikan proletariat/semi-proletariat, many of which are 
trans, sex workers, and victims of misogynoir.”

There is a lot to unpack here. For starters, our news service is decidedly for the proletariat, and 
has consistently expressed the special role of the Black proletariat as well as Black people 
generally. The uprisings catalyzed by the murder of George Floyd went well beyond this spark, 
and since they started in May, we refer to them appropriately as the May Uprisings—uprisings 
which are based on combating the oppression of Black people, but involve all progressive 
sections of the people. Still, this does not matter, because in the writer’s opinion we are “spitting 
in the face of Black people” due to relying on Marxist terminology to express analysis of the 
conditions.

Secondly, and this is important; a prostitute is by definition not a proletarian and no argument can 
be made asserting that they are. What is a proletarian? A proletarian lives entirely from the sale 
of labor power and owns no means of production.

Prostitutes are either forced or sold into sexual violence (a form of slavery in which their labor is 
sold all at once and the slave is rented out to sex consumers) or they are small proprietors, 
owners of and inseparable from their business. Neither slaves nor small proprietors are 
proletarian. Relationships to production determine class, this is not a moral comment, it is an 
objective fact. As far as other small proprietors in the sex-trade, they are also not proletarians—
they pay a percentage of their earnings to a website or club owner as a form of rent. Their surplus 
labor power is not being exploited in the proletarian sense. They are exploited, not in the political 
economic sense, but in the sense of sexual-exploitation and marketing of female sexuality (in 
most cases).

The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” dismisses all semblance of political economy in 
favor of moral sermon, and dismisses class as just another identity tossed into a pile of identities. 
Even though prostitutes are not proletarians, opposition to the horrible conditions that drive 
people (mainly women) to prostitution and the need to abolish it does not mean faulting those 
who find themselves in this awful circumstance.

Regarding the accusation related to “victims of misogynoir,” the writer is casting aspersions 
based on pedantry. After all, it is reasonable not to agree with employing the term “misogynoir” 
while still fully grasping that the oppression of women workers is harshest of all on Black 
women workers, and that they face some of the most violent and exploitative conditions among 
our class. We do not have to agree with Moya Bailey, or her culture-centric approach to analysis 
and activism, in order to stand for our Black class sisters. Maoism prepares us for this task, the 
task of going deeper among the most profound masses. It prepares us with the tools to make our 
own analysis based firmly on class struggle, understanding the need to overthrow the economic 
substructure with armed struggle and transform the superstructure with cultural revolution.

By never citing any of its arguments, the article is able to make all sorts of disparaging remarks, 
to paint us as without any virtue. Considering the class standpoint of this individual, we consider 
this a good thing—we would expect to be attacked by revisionism. These types of attacks expose 
revisionists and demarcate between us and them.



The article published on PVN slips unsurprisingly into serving the enemy when seeking to 
combine numerous organizations into one thing, without basis in fact, without substantiation, and 
without any credibility. This is not journalism by any stretch, not even by the most wretched 
bourgeois standards.

The article claims: “Very little new theory based on concrete sequences of mass work done by 
the milieu has been produced, mainly because the main ‘work’ done by the milieu is: self-
promotion, forming generated organisms (usually around protest movements, which conduct a 
couple bombastic actions which get a few people arrested and then collapse), seeking to promote 
factionalism and splits in organizations at home and abroad, and conducting adventurist stunts 
which do nothing to advance the movement….”

This type of demagoguery, which does not even seek to prove any of its arguments, simply relies 
on assumption and prejudice of the reader, in short, anti-communism. The opinion article 
attempts to justify hateful and bourgeois gossip by suggesting that it is not the police and 
reaction to blame for activists getting arrested, but this detested “milieu.” This is also the logic of 
the police, the reactionaries, rapists, and abusers of women, essentially the exact type of victim 
blaming this opportunist claims to oppose.

Let us be very clear, it is not progressive and revolutionary movements which “get people 
arrested,” it is reaction, gossip, and police work like what we have here which get people 
arrested. Over 14,000 people were arrested in the waves of rebellion in May and June; of course 
when you stand resolutely with the people, there is risk of arrest. Anyone who speaks up or rises 
in protest faces arrest and brutality, and only those who rarely leave the safety of their homes can 
avoid it (still they cannot always avoid it). Importantly, revolutionaries are not victims, but 
partisan class fighters, who in their struggles are targeted by the state and other enemies. The 
bourgeois state is not a benign entity which only arrests and brutalizes the “adventurists” either, 
but torments the masses in the same manner, even when no laws are broken. The opinion article 
is guilty of the old bourgeois liberal trick of dividing up activists between “violent” and “non-
violent” to separate militants from the masses and weaken the movement. Tribune has 
documented with video evidence instances where known activists were thrown to the ground, 
given concussions, and jailed while legally standing on the sidewalk during a protest or using 
bullhorns. By labeling these activists “adventurists,” the writer criminalizes common activism 
and repeats the state’s narrative.

The article is hung up on the conception that the “milieu” “seek disunity among revolutionaries,” 
which is more spittle. In fact, there is no shame in seeking to warn revolutionaries against 
revisionist bad-elements like the one who wrote this miserable article. It is correct to seek unity 
with revolutionaries, unity among the proletariat, and as the great Lenin teaches, this unity is at 
the exclusion of opportunists, never unity with opportunists.

The Opinion Article’s Attacks on a Theoretical Journal:

Let us consider for a moment the charge that this “Gonzaloite” (a perjorative used to denounce 
the Communist leader and prisoner of war) movement has produced no theory derived from 
practice. We remind our readers that Struggle Sessions, a theoretical journal also defamed by the 
writer of “Incendiary News and its Milieu,” exposed the problems of the movement this writer 
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“Toussaint” supports regarding red-washed charity programs and did this years before the 
anyone in the FTP movement observed the issue themselves. Struggle Sessions furthermore 
examines the specific oppression of Black people in its article “Race, Class, and Stratification,” 
which the opinion article is content to ignore. We believe “Toussaint” is guilty of selective 
engagement and opportunism which fails to link theory to practice.

The opinion article argues that Struggle Sessions seeks to cause factionalism and rejects line 
struggle, and we have to wonder if the writer here is has ever actually read the journal. From our 
viewpoint as readers of this journal, we can see as well as anyone else, Struggle Sessions has 
raised many issues which demand struggle. It is this writer who has failed to engage in any 
ideological struggle with Struggle Sessions, and like a busted hot water heater that whines until it 
spews its muck all over itself, his anxiety builds until he produces this incoherent emotional 
diatribe. In fact, the recent article issued in Struggle Sessions clearly expressed points of 
agreement with FTP-Boston, and raised serious questions for honest discussion. Instead of a 
rational, political response, the opinion article can only provide a response that foams at the 
mouth.

Our analysis is this, the reactionary writer of the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” is 
squirming—he states that: “This was also apparent in their response to the comrades of FTP-
Boston and their ‘open letter’ to the FTP movement in general, which took correct criticisms of 
previous erroneous styles of work (which are being rectified through struggle, summing up, and 
analysis in every FTP branch) and tried to use this summing up and criticism opportunistically by 
seeking to break the unity of FTP chapters which has developed through struggle and mutual 
bonds of solidarity.”

The writer here wishes to label Struggle Sessions as opportunists, when it was Struggle Sessions 
who pointed out the dead-end charity programs of FTP more than a year ago. To let this point 
stick we will extensively quote the Struggle Sessions article “Maoism in the US” and then quote 
the more recent FTP-Boston statement.

Struggle Sessions writes: “Other non-goods distributing service groups still fall into this clap-trap 
of charity and economism, and do so mainly through reformism—even if it is reformism without 
electoralism—these include tenants unions, yellow unions, etc. which are prone to wrongly 
consider themselves struggle organizations, all of which fail totally to arm the masses and all of 
which fail to increase combativeness in confronting enemies. In short, they fail to keep class 
struggle as the key link and hope to ‘build dual power’ though peaceful accumulation. These 
groups hold a pessimistic view of the masses as not ready to rebel in any form.

“While through practice the STP organizations have migrated away from service programing into 
areas with clear class enemies to confront and combat, “For the People”—an organization which 
once falsely called itself an STP—has dived head first into mainly charity work, taking up its 
post in the counter-insurgency effort of the imperialist class unwittingly.

“For the People” (FTP) gravitates towards anything which lacks confrontation. While its 
members and supporters might attend demonstrations against this or that, there is no chance of 
losing if victory against enemies was never considered. FTP it is mainly conflict-avoidant and 
ignores the class enemy in favor of the class condition. It strikes almost no balance between the 
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two. Even in cases of tenant struggles (which have clear cut class enemies), it sticks to firmly 
legalism as the only acceptable form of struggle, which is exactly no more beyond that which is 
acceptable to the ruling class. They make this concession with the hopes that the ruling class will 
reciprocate with crumbs so that it might continue peacefully and legally accumulating its 
‘forces.’

“Many who are brought into the charity trade do not question what they are doing; they have the 
uncritical assumption that they are doing some good, even in lieu of verifiable [quantifiable] 
results. Culturally, as pop-activists, they are trained to never question these things, to keep going 
along regardless, because of the assumption that poster-board or free bread and hot soup is going 
to make a more equal world. If we are to take Mao as correct and all of Marxism can be 
expressed in the one slogan ‘it is right to rebel’, then rebellion should be our progressive 
measure. How well an organization rebels and causes the masses to rebel can be a litmus test for 
how the organization is progressing. This is not to argue that rebellion excludes goods-service or 
other service-oriented programs, but that rebellion must be the priority.

“In the instances where the people running the service programming hold revolutionary 
ambitions—and even in the instances where they come from the affected community—they end 
up becoming a cog in the bourgeois machine (unless they make breakthrough in terms of 
combativeness, become class struggle organizations, then they stop being goods-service 
programs in the principal aspect). Any of these people are a casualty in spite of their good 
intentions to serve the people. Thus a servant of the people is converted into his or her opposite
—a cog in the counter insurgency apparatus, chasing ‘mass support’”

Now, it is our responsibility to compare the above released more than a year prior to the recent 
self-critical statement from FTP-Boston, which while maintaining our disagreements, we find 
quite promising:

“…‘serve the people!’ should be understood as a call to utilize the mass line in order to organize 
the masses to meet their demands while merging their short- and long-term interests. This is 
markedly different from the conception of the slogan commonly advanced in our milieu – 
namely, meeting whatever demands can be met through NGO-style charity work in an effort to 
aid in the synthetic generation of mass (and “intermediate”) organizations.

“… to limit the work of mass organizations to simply meeting immediate needs is to, willingly or 
not, affirm the relegation of that mass work to the terrain of charity rather than the struggle for 
political power. Only through combat can the proletariat realize itself as a political class; 
wherever possible, therefore, our work should be concentrated in arenas where we are able to 
sharpen the contradiction between the masses and the ruling class into open conflict, or where 
there are clear stakes.

“…by intervening at the site of social reproduction, we, materially, carried out the function of the 
state apparatus or its NGO/charity auxiliary arm. While the real economic consciousness of the 
masses floundered and died out in false victories won under the leadership of revisionist forces, 
we prioritized fostering a redistributive consciousness (and, as a result, a petit-bourgeois class 
line) which simply facilitated the circulation of the masses’ limited resources among themselves 
rather than winning concessions from the enemy class.”



We quote the above to point out the fact that Struggle Sessions was not simply latching on to 
correct self-criticism, but that they had been presenting the criticism well before this, and so they 
issued agreement with it when it finally arrived from FTP-Boston. Such an occasion should 
rationally be understood as an improvement to desired unity, and a call to struggle for unity, but 
the writer of “Incendiary News and its Milieu” is irrational, hostile, bitter, and sectarian.

In our view, the conditions around the world favor revolution, and the situation in the US 
becomes more and more clear that the revolutionary party is needed. Therefore, all those who 
profess an interest in bringing back into existence the Communist Party should develop their 
desire for unity and should take seriously the need to struggle for unity, and of course they must 
do this responsibly. The hot-headed and amateurish sectarian writer of the opinion article clearly 
does not share our view.

The opinion article attempts to maintain a cover by claiming that FTP has unity, when in fact, 
according to an FTP groups’ own statements and propaganda, they do not, and are not a 
centralized and united organization, but now autonomous groups—this means they are in the 
stage of struggling for unity with one another and not a unified singular organization.

FTP-Boston states: “While some of these errors can be traced to the eclectic or petit-bourgeois 
‘Mao-ish’ politics of many sectors of the former MCP-OC (ourselves included), others can only 
be attributed to a premature attempt to construct a national organization on the basis of a false 
unity around a style of work whose supposed strategic value was taken for granted.” [Emphasis 
theirs]

Compare the above to the opinion article that Struggle Sessions was, “seeking to break the unity 
of FTP chapters which has developed through struggle and mutual bonds of solidarity.” What 
unity? A “premature” and “false unity around a style of work?” Or unity which developed though 
struggle? “Black Red Guard” aka “Toussaint” is delusional and clearly not engaging even with 
FTP organizations to draw from a summation based on their experience. He is still defending the 
“false unity around a style of work” and pretending that FTP is united so that he can frame 
Struggle Sessions for “sectarianism” and “splitting.”

It is correct to take the FTP’s as individual organizations and not paint them all with the same 
brush, so in this response we certainly do not wish to disparage FTP (who we still do not agree 
with) due to the ramblings of “Black Red Guard.”

We must again quote from the mess that is the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” and take 
it apart piece by piece:

“The Maoist Party is built through long and thorough mass work, not through consistent tiresome 
repetition of the same slogans and posturing about armed struggle, which is a long way from 
initiation, and repeating the words of Chairman Gonzalo, whose people’s war failed due to the 
same left opportunism that Struggle Sessions and its milieu pathetically reenact, even giving 
their ephemeral ‘mass organizations’ the same or similar names as the generated organisms of the 
Communist Party of Peru.”



Again, the opinion article launches a frantic tirade against Chairman Gonzalo, who is the true 
target of its reactionary filth. Most importantly, Chairman Gonzalo is the greatest living 
Communist on the face of the earth and the world’s most closely guarded prisoner of war. He has 
turned his prison cell into the most shining trench of combat. The People’s War in Peru did not 
“fail,” enough of this counter-revolutionary lie!

First, the Maoist Party is not “built” through mass work, it is built through war, and it is 
reconstituted before the war in class struggle. Nothing but the Communist Party can build the 
Party (organize its branches and grow them), which is why we distinguish between building and 
reconstituting.

Intentional confusion on the question of building and reconstitution is how cowards promote 
reformism; unintentional confusion inevitably diminishes the role of the Party in building itself 
through war. Building and reconstituting are not interchangeable theoretical terms or empty 
slogans, but precise terms with specific implications. A novice will be unable to take note of this, 
and only a revisionist will continue insisting otherwise. We must oppose right liquidationism.

Secondly, neither Struggle Sessions nor any of the publications the PVN writer has attempted to 
conflate or associate them with promote the idea that wide-scale armed struggle is around the 
corner for the US. The article later attacks Struggle Sessions for saying exactly this, that civil war 
is not impending. However, violence is a fact of daily life, and there will be minor expressions of 
armed struggle in these conditions—meaning that there will be and already is physical fighting 
that predates the initiation of revolutionary war, the struggles of the masses prove this. The thing 
is to grasp revolutionary violence conceptually, and in appropriate conditions to learn it through 
practice, to raise it in living struggles.

Fourthly, Struggle Sessions “and its Milieu” do not have “mass organizations.” For our part we 
are a news organization, which hardly constitutes “mass” but consciously orients toward the 
masses, and through struggle we intend to become an organization of the masses, with more and 
more mass support. Now, in our early stages, we are just for the masses. This means conducting 
our work daily among the masses. Our name is taken directly from Lenin, not the PCP, but even 
if it were, why would this be an insult to anyone but those who hate communism? We are not 
aware of any organizations which fit an accurate description of being “mass organizations,” 
which implies a participation of the broad masses. Small activist organizations orienting toward 
the masses are not “mass organizations.” This holds true for organizations we support as well as 
organizations PVN supports.

Just after the PVN writer finishes claiming the People’s War in Peru “failed” because of 
Chairman Gonzalo, and therefore we and others are wrong for upholding the PCP and Chairman 
Gonzalo, the article goes on to state how much they (assuming ‘they’ means PVN) admire the 
Black Panther Party (BPP). This strikes us as odd. We are to believe that the PCP failed for 
having a bend in the road, and not yet conquering power, but that the BPP did not fail for the 
same or similar reasons? We have translated material proving the PCP’s continued existence, 
reorganizing itself in People’s War, so of course we reject this bourgeois notion of “failure.”

Let us just consider this: the BPP also had suffered major arrests and murder of critical leaders, 
and instead of continuing and reorganizing through struggle, their organization dissolved in 1989 
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and many of its leaders turned into reformists while other leaders like Cleaver turned into 
outright reactionaries. It would stand to reason that revisionism, in the case of the BPP, was the 
main threat, and of course, we are clear that this was the case with the PCP as well. Revisionists 
split the Party, denounced Chairman Gonzalo, and acted quite like “Toussaint” in upholding the 
CIA-SIN lie that the People’s War “failed.” The opinion article shows a poor grasp of both the 
BPP and the PCP.

The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” repeats the lies of the state, imperialism, and 
reaction and PVN platforms this reactionary view by publishing it. We believe this is because 
they harbor revisionism and have not broken with the type indistinguishable from the Peruvian 
Right Opportunist Line. Instead of raising outrage against imperialism and revisionism, “Black 
Red Guard” simply blames Chairman Gonzalo—this is reactionary. Chairman Gonzalo was 
arrested, in this cretin’s view, due to being “ultra-left,” “dogmato-sectarian,” etc., and therefore 
had it coming, just like the activists dragged by this opinion article.

Too lazy to quote anyone correctly, the opinion article says: “We seek real engagement in the 
interests of party building as and with principled Maoists interested in applying Maoism to the 
concrete conditions of the United States, not with representatives of the ‘infallible thought of 
Presidente Gonzalo’ or whatever the Gonzaloite verse du jour is and who are most known in the 
movement for sowing quarrels and unprincipled meddling.”

Anyone who actually reads Maoist theory can see that this vulgar opportunist does not. Maoists, 
ourselves included, following the PCP, tirelessly stress the creative application of Maoism to our 
conditions and no one claims infallibility regarding the thought of Chairman Gonzalo. Maoists 
also do not use the Spanish word for Chairman (in English sentences), which is Presidente, and 
this writer is using it to make it sound foreign and exotic, as if it is an exultation instead of 
Gonzalo’s literal Party post—that of Chairman. We consider our ideology to be all powerful 
because it is true, and this statement is derived from Lenin, not Chairman Gonzalo. Spite and 
sectarianism drive the article to its positions, nothing more.

Regarding infallibility, this is not a Marxist concept. Chairman Gonzalo teaches us to examine 
our strengths and weaknesses, “because we all have them.”

How Many Communist Parties?

In a vulgar display of anti-communism the revisionist smear piece vomits up the following:

“The milieu’s line is that ‘there can only be one Communist Party’, which presumably means 
whatever they manage to cobble together. This is yet another example of dogmato-sectarianism.”

Look how this revisionist disparages the main task of all revolutionaries by diminishing the 
question of the reconstitution of the Communist Party as a mere “hobbling together!”

In response to this bile, we remind our readers that the Comintern, of the great Lenin and 
Comrade Stalin, fought tirelessly to ensure a single Communist Party in each country, and that 
Communists oppose a plurality of parties. There is one class—the proletariat—and it can have 
only one Communist Party in a country. It is important to highlight the fact that PVN has 
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published no prior analysis of the history of the US communist movement, and its writer takes no 
stock of the fight against factionalism to help forge the Communist Party in this country which 
was admitted into the Comintern. By the article’s standards, these great leaders, these great 
Communists, were “yet another example of dogmato-sectarianism.”

It is also important to consider the terms set by Marx for the First International: “In its struggle 
against the united power of the owning classes the proletariat cannot act as a class unless it 
constitutes itself into a political Party distinct and opposed to all the old political parties created 
by the owning classes.”

Marx is not speaking of a plurality or multiplicity of Communist Parties here. The Party 
struggles against united power of a class, and hence the Party is the united power of the 
oppositional class—the Party of the proletariat.

We also look to a Comintern report where the situation with a multitude of US parties was 
opposed: “…in August 1920 it was decided to give the two American parties until 10 October to 
amalgamate on the basis of the decisions of the second Comintern congress. At a further meeting 
in September they were given until 1 January 1921. Amalgamation did not take place, and at a 
subsequent ECCI meeting in March 1921, at which representatives of both parties were present, 
the ECCI, observing that their refusal was tantamount to a crime against the Comintern, declared 
that unless the two parties amalgamated before the third world congress the ECCI would 
recommend that delegates from neither should be admitted.”

The opinion article published by PVN and written by “Toussaint” hides anti-communism behind 
the comrades in India: “In India, for example, after the collapse of the initial Maoist formation 
organized by Com. Charu Majumdar, there were three decades when there was more than one 
Maoist party conducting armed struggle. The struggle for unity culminated in the merger of the 
Maoist Communist Centre and the People’s War Group, the largest of the formations, to form the 
CPI-Maoist in 2004.”

It is true that the Indian comrades did not achieve party unity until 2004, and for this reason 
could not initiate People’s War until then. It is not true that the disunity was a result of the death 
of Majumdar. In fact, the Maoist Communist Center (which did not call itself the Communist 
Party) came from a group called Southern Land, and was active during the life of Majumdar, and 
did not accomplish political or organizational unity with CPI (ML), which Majumdar led. The 
writer’s poor study of the Maoist movement in India and his tendency to speak like he 
understands it does not stop or start here.

The armed struggle in India predated the People’s War, and in spite of the names, none of the 
organizations could qualify as a fully functioning Communist Party until reaching party unity in 
2004, and before this they maintained major disagreements over how armed struggle was to be 
conducted. This is why 2004 holds historic significance. The Indian comrades of course 
understood pre-2004 disunity as an undesirable condition and did not promote the revisionist 
notion that the class can have a multitude of communist parties, because this condition cannot 
accomplish a single will, or unity in action for the class. For this reason, both Kanai Chattergee 
of MCC and Majumdar of CPI (ML) are regarded equally as the fathers of the Indian Maoist 



movement, which achieved historic unity in 2004. This is precisely because each country can 
only have one Communist Party and India is no exception.

Let us examine the views of the Indian comrades themselves in their published statement on the 
merger in September of 2004, in the hopes that it will answer the question posed by “Toussaint” 
regarding which group was the “real” party: “The formation of this new Party has fulfilled the 
desires and aspirations of the oppressed masses of the country for a genuine proletarian party 
that can lead them to revolutionary change for the establishment of a new democratic society, 
advancing towards socialism and communism.” [Our emphasis]

This is clear, “Toussaint” should take note, that it is through the 2004 merger and Party unity that 
a genuine proletarian party was fulfilled, not before this.

Stalin himself could not be clearer on this exact issue: “If the workers are to achieve victory, they 
must be inspired by a single will, they must be led by a single party, which enjoys the indubitable 
confidence of the majority of the working class. If there are two competing parties of equal 
strength within the working class, a lasting victory is impossible even under favorable external 
circumstances.”

How “bombastic” and “dogmato-sectarian” of Comrade Stalin!

The argument we support, which is that there can be no multitude of communist parties in one 
country does not exclude, but in fact relies upon struggles for unity, to unite the class behind its 
singular, united party—the Communist Party, which must take for itself this name and no other.

The opinion article provides a reactionary liberal bourgeois democratic view, imagining a 
multitude of “communist parties” each with their own leadership, de-linked and autonomous, just 
like the conception put forward concerning FTP—disorganized with no democratic centralism, 
each an autonomous entity. This is the only result of the diffused way irrationalism conceives the 
world and it has nothing to do with Marxism.

While claiming to uphold People’s War as the universal strategy of the proletariat applicable to 
all countries, “Toussaint” provides the reader with its opposite when declaring that: “Any armed 
struggle situation in an imperialist country that is massive, like the United States, will naturally 
have several dozen armed left-wing factions that will, of course, need to develop some type of 
tactical unity.”

To be clear, Maoists do not take this view; in our view the Party commands the gun, constructing 
its army and united front. The Red Army cannot be reduced to “several dozen armed groups” 
which could never fight a People’s War. The United Front cannot be reduced to “tactical unity”, 
which could never win. Opportunism and pragmatism, not Maoism, guide the article “Incendiary 
News and its Milieu.” The position taken by “Toussaint” further proves that he does not conceive 
of the Party initiating People’s War, but of a false “people’s war” that develops as a matter of 
convenience, spontaneously without being organized from the very start.



The article shows ignorance regarding the word “vanguard” as it does on other matters: “The 
true vanguard, as Kevin Rashid Johnson teaches, is developed through real struggle with the 
people and the acceptance by them of a Party’s vanguard status.”

“Toussaint” has to muddy the name of Comrade Rashid, who is a genuine proletarian intellectual 
and prisoner of the reactionary state. Unlike the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu,” Rashid 
is speaking of the process of becoming the recognized vanguard. The vanguard means at the 
forefront of the struggle, and in any struggle there is always something in the front, no matter 
how small or large, weak or strong, and there is always something in the back. It means the most 
advanced detachment of the class, and there is always a most and least advanced, we say this 
twice in different ways, so that those in the far back can hear us. Or in the words of Comrade 
Rashid himself:

“As any dictionary will tell you, vanguard simply means ‘leadership,’ whether of a class, society, 
army, movement or opinion. Essentially it is an advanced sector or group that unites, informs, 
organizes and guides a larger sector or group. Just like the Central Nervous System (CNS) unites, 
informs, organizes and guides the activities of the body’s organs and major muscle groups, while 
it also remains an organic part of and draws information from the very body it serves. Only when 
the vanguard or leadership is unhealthy or represents the interests of a body other than the one it 
directs, does it become an oppressive thing. Keep this in mind.”

It is true that the vanguard party becomes the recognized vanguard through class struggle, we do 
not need to suggest that there is nothing more advanced than anything else due the lack of the 
Party and the recognition of the class which only the Party can earn.

Police work:

NOTE: We quote the originally published article here, since PVN denies that “Toussaint” made 
errors resulting in the police work highlighted in our article, “What Is a Provocateur?”

The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” provides another useful service to the reactionaries:

“The Gonzaloites routinely refer to us as ‘economists’, ignoring the fact that FTP branches have 
been key in organizing and sharpening combative class struggle in many cities, yet it is noted 
that every ‘combative’ mass organization that they have launched, from Revolutionary Worker’s 
Movement in Kansas City to Mike Ramos Brigade in Austin, has folded, in many cases after 
arousing the ire of the masses through their transparent opportunism and trafficking in the 
people’s struggles.”

MRB was started by Mike Ramos’ neighbors the very night he was killed, not “Gonzaloites,” but 
let’s start with the claim that FTP have been key in sharpening combative class struggle in many 
cities. This would be great if true, however PVN contains no reports which support this claim. A 
look at the published activity of most FTP’s show nothing more than free food distribution and 
FTP-Boston has mentioned the glaring lack of class struggle in their movement in a public 
statement. Who is “Toussaint” trying to fool with his opinion? And why would PVN not bother 
to fact check what they publish? If we have missed something they have not proven or reported, 



who is really to blame here? Another look at FTP-Boston’s statement casts doubt on 
“Toussaint’s” claim:

“…the dominant style of work within our milieu: namely, NGO-style economism which, lacking 
a basis in the class struggle (which should be the primary component of mass work), takes the 
form of glorified mutual aid work, occasionally buffeted with meager attempts at consciousness 
raising through “political education,” typically consisting of zines or literature distributed with 
mutual aid goods.”

And:

“The small [MCP-OC] group left remains isolated from the masses, and has failed to develop 
serious unity on the basis of a real revolutionary program.”

Without a doubt, the above statements are believable, and no one has proven otherwise. This 
much is certain: they are in irreconcilable contradiction with imagining that “FTP branches have 
been key in organizing and sharpening combative class struggle in many cities” (—talk about 
“striking a pose!”). “Toussaint” is a bargain basement swindler.

Next, we must expose the essence of how “Toussaint’s” opinion article (and PVN’s less than 
realistic defense of it) are in service to reaction and the state. Again, without any proof or 
evidence, the writer makes claims that our organization and many others are affiliated or the 
same. This is particularly treacherous. For instance, Tribune of the People is a news service 
which consistently reports on mass activity, protests, and conditions among the working class. It 
is not a combative or protest organization. We have no say in any other organization, and others 
likewise do not interfere with us.

Revolutionary Workers Movement (RWM) was an organization that started and ended before we 
existed. We disagree with their published lines and policies and have had no relationship to this 
organization at all.

Mike Ramos Brigade (MRB), as we have documented, was an organization which we have been 
critical of, and more so an organization which has faced an incredible amount of state repression, 
profiling, and targeting. The PVN-published smear piece attempted to associate our public 
organization with a former organization criminalized by the state. We had no authority over 
MRB and no formal relationship, we simply supported their efforts while never withholding our 
disagreements. By having published this kind of low-intensity police work, PVN knowingly (as 
we told them directly) opened up our activists to potential arrests, investigations, and trumped-up 
charges.

Note: PVN claims to have removed our name, but did not. They have removed mention of MRB 
in an updated article we leave sections of this response for the sake of historical clarity and 
accuracy, since PVN was unwilling to admit any mistakes on their part.

Finally a word of defense for MRB here: while the state and monopoly media scapegoated MRB 
for every act of rebellion that took place in Austin, in spite of their many shortcomings, this 
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group fought hard for unity among all those who were in opposition to the police, and 
accomplished this in meaningful ways. The group did this amidst reactionary assault.

Far from being a group of “outside agitators,” as the state claims, or “adventurists,” as the article 
“Incendiary News and its Milieu” claimed, we saw a group embedded in the community up 
against the police, where comrades were often brutalized while protesting within their legal 
rights. MRB did not “earn the ire” of the masses, they earned the ire of the enemy! It is PVN’s 
initial irresponsible publication of the unprincipled, anti-communist opinion that confuse the ire 
of the state for the ire of the people. They have failed to address their mistake and we will not 
sweep it under the rug. Among those who did hate the MRB were the Austin Police Department, 
FBI, a few reactionary liberals, active Democrats, “protesters” who wanted to hug the police, 
reactionary bikers, outright fascists, and of course, clearly “Toussaint.” As the old adage goes, 
birds of a feather…

PVN’s original publication of this article did attack this former organization, composed mainly 
of young and new activists, many of whom were targeted and attacked as thousands were during 
the uprisings, and falsely associated and conflated them with us organizationally and 
ideologically, in the same way that the state and bourgeois media label anyone who opposes 
fascism as “antifa.” PVN, their writer “Toussaint” et al. label anyone they do not like 
“Gonzaloites” with the same kind of results.

Hence, the repression MRB received (due to being the leading organization in protests which 
turned into riots) can be used in criminal cases and investigations into others. This serves the 
agenda of reaction and this is clear. If PVN has any professional integrity, Marxist principles, or 
decency of any kind, they would have retracted this shameful article in its entirety instead of 
simply removing the comments on MRB and pretending “Toussaint” was not guilty of police 
work. They should not only have retracted the article in its entirety, but they should also 
repudiate its contents since they hosted it in the first place. But we are not interested in editorial 
bartering, this is not a negotiation but a matter of principle.

As we have reported elsewhere regarding MRB, the top cop in Austin’s police union would 
publicly blast MRB, showing that the Old State and its police saw them as somewhat of a threat. 
We encourage our readers to ask why PVN gave a platform to views similar to this ultra-
reactionary cop?

“Toussaint” and the police said essentially the same thing. Austin Police Association president 
Kenneth Casaday, in an attempt to criminalize Garrett Foster, (a supporter of MRB who was 
killed at one of their protests) tweeted, “Please watch this video. This is the guy that lost his life 
last night. He was looking for confrontation and he found it. The Feux [sic] Mike Ramos Brigade 
needs to be stopped. The only people out of control during this incident was the Feux [sic] 
Brigade.”

While “Toussaint” said, “it is noted that every ‘combative’ mass organization that they have 
launched, from Revolutionary Worker’s Movement in Kansas City to Mike Ramos Brigade in 
Austin, has folded, in many cases after arousing the ire of the masses through their transparent 
opportunism and trafficking in the people’s struggles,” and “usually around protest movements, 
which conduct a couple bombastic actions which get a few people arrested and then collapse,” 
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Casaday retracted and apologized for his tweet under public pressure, PVN only covered their 
tracks to protect the reputation of their sectarian writer and make us look reckless for pointing 
out how his comments on MRB constituted police work. Since our main point about police work 
involves “Toussaint’s” comments on MRB, we are not going to pretend that a retraction without 
a self-criticism or owning the mistake is a sufficient concession, and instead call it what it is—an 
attempted cover up.

In July of last year, we produced an editorial detailing the state profiling of groups in Central 
Texas, including MRB, and we emphasized this issue then too, when stating:

“It becomes clear then that unaccountable law enforcement intelligence agencies and ‘think 
tanks’ like ARIC have little to no interest in fact-based reports, their reports are actually designed 
to criminalize and put the idea into every police officer’s head that these people are to be 
targeted. This targeting has played out at many MRB protests over the past month and a half, 
including APD dog-piling and repeatedly punching a detained man who was face down on the 
pavement.”

PVN, by having platformed the police work of “Toussaint,” ends up operating by the same 
playbook and in the same class interests.

For our part we only affirm what was positive about MRB and have already reported elsewhere 
the negative. There is nothing aside from the lies like those generated by state intelligence groups 
like Austin Regional Intelligence Center (ARIC) that MRB were “antifa” etc. Likewise, there is 
nothing but the unprincipled and hot-headed ranting of a revisionist to suggest a link between the 
various targets he sets out to hit in his desperate rant.

The lack of conflict with the Old State enjoyed by PVN is due to their small size and lack of 
practical activity—this allows them to be somewhat ignorant on the topic, but it does not excuse 
their assistance to the agenda of the reactionary state in the targeting of activists by publishing 
the opinion and failing to address its mistakes. Not only does the state not need to bother with 
PVN, but it likely finds articles like “Incendiary News and its Milieu” amusing or useful. We do 
not enjoy their position of safety and have raised this issue in our publication. We warn them 
however, safety is temporary, and danger is permanent as long as imperialism and the state 
remain intact, and they should consider this when regarding the security of others.

It is possible but difficult to imagine that “Toussaint” is just impulsive and had no intention to 
carry out police work, but he does conduct police work, and we will not pretend he does not. The 
thing to do if it was an honest mistake, unintentional etc. would be to say so, issue a retraction 
saying so, and most importantly to cease doing so. Even now, on one of his personal blogs, 
which we feel no need to go into thoroughly, he is still up to his old tricks:

“Tribune doesn’t want to be secret, if they wanted the activities of their ‘support groups’ to be 
secret, they wouldn’t be having people photograph their graffiti and take a picture every time 
they put up a flyer.”

We repeat, we are not secret, we do not seek to be seen as such, and it should be clear that 
documenting potentially illegal activity is not the same thing as engaging in it. Instead, 
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“Toussaint” implies that our Support Committees (they are not called “support groups”) are 
somehow behind illegal “activities.” He even goes so far as to suggest that it is “their” graffiti 
being photographed. This is police work, the sooner PVN stops denying it, the sooner they can 
deal with the mess in their house. We have seen the same graffiti we highlight covered in major 
monopoly press, are we to believe they are behind it? Ridiculous. PVN is either really not paying 
attention or really in denial, our patience wears thin.

“Toussaint,” in his opinion article hosted on PVN and in other places too, insists on making 
accusations while making no effort to prove them. To be clear it is not up to us to disprove them, 
it is up to those making the claim to prove. He must prove the allegations are credible in order 
for anyone to attempt to disprove them. He makes claims which verge on the paranoid, blaming 
Maoists in general for all sorts of activity, “dead rats,” “digital black face,” etc., none of which 
comes with a grain of evidence. The article seems to operate on the ideas that if you regurgitate 
gossip loudly and enough times, people will be stupid enough to believe it, but the burden of 
proof and substantiation rests on the writer, not the reader.

Worst of all, PVN seems to think this is acceptable journalism by publishing such uncorroborated 
and unsubstantiated nonsense.

Civil War and Fascism?

The opinion article “Incendiary News and its Milieu,” after already accusing the “milieu” of 
believing that armed struggle was on the horizon as we highlighted before, then goes on to attack 
Struggle Sessions for not holding this view.

“Toussaint” takes aim at a recent Struggle Sessions article and claims it: “notably argues for 
Trump being a liberal,” and says, “We wonder what kind of liberal keeps copies of Hitler’s 
speeches, has a fascist mass base, and encourages open violence from his supporters. Once again, 
we see dogmatism hindering the development of a concrete analysis of the concrete situation. It 
is known to activists at home and abroad, from the Philippines to Portland, that Trump is a 
fascist.”

The writer here can only conceive of the term “liberal” in a bourgeois manner, as antithetical to 
“conservative.” This is not what that word means in most Marxist uses. Trump is a liberal, in the 
sense that he was the head of the reactionary liberal democratic bourgeois state, in the sense that 
he proclaims individual liberty for members of his class, etc. Furthermore, liberalism is 
reactionary and not progressive. It once had both a reactionary and a progressive aspect, but it 
can no longer claim to. We wish to highlight that reactionary liberalism develops from the base 
of privately-owned monopoly capital. Support for a system of government, fascism in this case, 
is not determined by the books or speeches in a man’s library, or any other superficial subjective 
criteria. All reactionary liberal democratic bourgeoisie encourage violence of their supporters, 
because white terror and reactionary violence are permanent features of capitalism.

Importantly, Trump’s “mass base” is not fascist in sum. A minority of fascists find convenient 
alliance with Trump’s chauvinist rhetoric—Trump accepts this. The opinion article supports a 
definition of fascism based on faulty criteria, it does not examine it as a specific form of 
reactionary government in command of the bourgeois dictatorship but based on what type of 
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speeches one keeps copies of, what vague “activists” in Portland (a city whose activism is 
majority anarchist and liberal) and the Philippines have to say. In place of intelligent analysis, we 
see pure demagoguery.

Having no tangible connection to coherent theoretical categories, the opinion article declares:

“Of course, Biden is also a fascist. We unite with George Jackson’s thesis that the USA is already 
a fascist country, but it can not be denied except through willful ignorance or wanton deception 
that Trump has served as a lodestar for the most reactionary (fascist) elements of the right. He 
has consolidated this mass base over the past 10 years, beginning with his birtherism conspiracy 
against Barack Obama, and it has borne fruit and shed blood. We encourage comrades to not 
make the same mistakes that the German Communists in the 1920s did and ignore the continued 
growth of fascist reaction in the United States.”

We must start with the trash published on PVN, then address Jackson’s position on the matter of 
fascism. If we are to assume Biden is also a fascist, and follow the opinion article’s illogical 
direction for a moment, we see here that it presents the view that fascism not as a concrete thing, 
i.e. a system of government, but as a spectrum with some fascists being more fascist than 
others… a peculiar position. In our view a fascist is a fascist, there is no most or least when it 
comes to fascists, there are not progressive fascists vs. reactionary or “most” reactionary fascists. 
Either it is fascist or not.

(Also the German Communists did not “ignore” fascism they fought it)

What is the evidence provided for Trump being the “most” fascist? His attacks on Obama are the 
main criteria given, yet we are told the US is a “fascist country” which would ostensibly make 
Obama a fascist as well. By considering fascism a type of spectrum (the same way 
postmodernism understands everything), it is easy to state ridiculous positions, like Trump being 
the “lodestar” for the fascist movement, when fascism is ostensibly already in power and has 
been for some time… illogical, due to having nothing to do with reality or a scientific approach 
to defining fascism.

Jackson’s analysis of fascism, far more detailed and vibrant than that of PVN or its erratic writer, 
still suffers from a common tendency to confuse anything reactionary, or ultra-reactionary with 
fascism. He bases his analysis on the rejection of dialectal materialism, by claiming that since 
fascism is always in motion, it is impossible to completely define. Contrary to this, dialectal 
materialism holds that all things are in motion, and this motion (contradiction) is what allows 
them to be completely defined.

Jackson claims: “We will never have a complete definition of fascism, because it is in constant 
motion, showing a new face to fit any particular set of problems that arise to threaten the 
predominance of the traditionalist, capitalist ruling class. But if one were forced for the sake of 
clarity to define it in a word simple enough for all to understand, that word would be ‘reform.’ 
We can make our definition more precise by adding the word ‘economic.’ ‘Economic reform’ 
comes very close to a working definition of fascist motive forces.”



There are several major problems which harm this analysis. The first is the claim that a complete 
definition of fascism is impossible, when in fact the Communist movement has provided a 
complete definition of fascism, and any complete definition can expand when new conditions 
arise. Jackson has a point but only insofar as fascism’s tendency toward eclectic ideology being 
difficult to pin down, and amorphous. When it comes to defining fascism as a specific system of 
bourgeois government, he is completely mistaken. It is a mistake to negate working definitions 
raised by the Communists for the sake of affirming metaphysics in the claim of it being 
undefinable.

Following the idea that something in motion is undefinable would lead to a total surrender of 
Marxism. For instance, capitalism was developing into imperialism, but the definitions set forth 
by Marx were complete, and in new conditions, they stopped being complete, and were 
completed by Lenin. Secondly, Jackson conflates reformism with fascism. The bourgeois state is 
a dictatorship of their class, this can never be forgotten, therefore they will always protect their 
predominance. However traditionally or not they go about it, this does not qualify it as fascist.

Jackson proclaims a corporatist state, but provides no sufficient political economic analysis to do 
this in terms of how monopoly capital is organized through private and not state ownership. He 
takes basic truths: the growing accumulation of poverty for the workers and greater accumulation 
of wealth for the bourgeoisie, the reactionary trajectory of bourgeois democracy, and rolls 
downhill with them to the conclusion that the country is fascist. Much of this is developed 
around his use of the word “authoritarian,” which is a fairly common mistake. If by authoritarian, 
he means a concentration of power in presidential absolutism via the executive branch, then this 
is still just a feature of the reactionary liberal bourgeois democracy and not evidence of fascism.

Jackson wrote from confinement in the worst conditions to bravely assault very conservative 
ideas among the left, and he should be respected for this. Of course, the rabid ideological 
irrationalism in the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” shuts out any genuine critique of 
Jackson’s theory. This critique is based on Marxism—the theory that went into crushing fascism 
in defense of the people of the world and the Soviet Union. Jackson was extremely oppressed, on 
top of being a talented writer, and a brave revolutionary, he was heroic, but not beyond 
theoretical critique of his major theoretical mistakes.

“Toussaint” has a tendency to hear something that upsets them, and jump to irrational 
conclusions, he says:

“It is also foolish to deny that there are contradictions within the bourgeoisie – while these are 
not yet antagonistic, when one wing of the American state calls on their base through not so 
subtle dog whistles to assault another wing, that is a sign of a shift. Fascism is noted by its ability 
to adapt itself and change its stripes. Trump’s base is going nowhere, and it grows ever more 
militant. Burying our heads in the sand, prescribing a ‘study of the greats’, and lambasting those 
who warn of a continued degeneration in the situation that could possibly lead to civil conflict 
this decade is the epitome of foolishness.”

We draw our readers to the Struggle Sessions article, There is No Civil War Ahead, that 
“Toussaint” is in a panic over, which addresses the issue as an inter-bourgeois contradiction 
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numerous times, and never attempts to “deny that there are contradictions within the 
bourgeoisie.” The piece states:

“On the one hand is the reactionary mobilization of Trump’s supporters precisely in defense of 
this concept of the ‘free State’, and on the other hand is the litany of the priests of the bourgeois 
republic, crying out that Trump’s rhetoric and mobilization of his base is beyond the respectable 
limits of the violence of the State.

“Trump is above all an imperialist, but he is also a skilled entertainer; this has always been his 
stand-in for politics, and it has a great appeal to his base. While Trump’s command over a sizable 
reactionary movement makes him a dangerous provocateur and has pitted him more and more 
against his imperialist compatriots who view him as increasingly unwieldy, inconvenient, there is 
no great split in the camp of the ruling class but rather a consistent progress down the road of 
reaction driven on by the crises of imperialism.”

There you have it; inter-bourgeois contradictions abound in the US. As to the article “Incendiary 
News and its Milieu” and its point that at this time they are non-antagonistic, we again intend to 
highlight the article it is pretending to criticize, when Struggle Sessions states most clearly that, 
“[US] global hegemony is after all constantly threatened by other imperialist super powers and 
other imperialist powers who themselves desire hegemony, making world war more likely than 
an inter-bourgeois civil war in the US.” As far as any claims that the bourgeoisie are stable, you 
will not find these in Struggle Sessions, so it is completely pointless to take up things which only 
exist in the feeble imagination of this revisionist.

There are more attacks on us and others in the article when claiming that Maoists are “ignoring 
the fact that the working class is already divided.” Far from it, we highlight the divisions among 
the people, and struggle for unity in these conditions, this is one of the reasons we are attacked 
by revisionists like this writer, they detest anything which seeks to unify the proletariat. Part of 
our disagreement is that we seek to understand how to resolve contradictions among the people, 
while PVN publishes irrationalism which seeks to inflate these to a super status.

How does the proletariat, a class in itself, become a class for itself? Through the existence of 
their Communist Party. This is necessary to the unity of the class in its majority behind the 
revolutionary program of the Communist Party. Without the leading role of the Party, the class 
will suffer division and not become a cohesive force, the Party is necessary. Bourgeois ideology 
sows further division among the class that they divided, and they do it in many ways. One way is 
the exact type of progressive sounding irrationalism used by the “Toussaint” and his ilk. If we 
denied the class was divided, then there would be no need to seek unity, there would be a need to 
overthrow the ruling class immediately because the proletariat can do so when it is united with 
that aim.

Without having even the slightest basis in Marxism or understanding Marxist political economy, 
this opinion article confuses concepts. This is to confuse the very real problem of the 
reactionization of liberal bourgeois democracy, which demands absolute rejection and opposition 
to the bourgeoisie, for fascism, which requires a temporary united front with the non-fascist 
bourgeoisie.



Likewise, the opinion article, as well as PVN generally, confuse the very real and primary 
obstacle to class unity—white chauvinism—for “colonizer” and hence construct nonsensical 
categories like “colonizer proletariat.” A colonizer has an immediate, real, and tangible 
connection to the land, this is their defining characteristic—in order to colonize it can be no other 
way. A proletariat on the other hand is completely disconnected from the land. Such oxymoron 
terms as “colonizer-proletariat” have absolutely no basis in Marxism and are incongruouswith 
Marxist political economy.

To make the case, like many revisionists, there is an effort to disguise this stupid invention with 
the name of Lenin. Lenin was a master of Marxism, one of the greatest ever, and it is true that he 
and Stalin both waged struggles against white chauvinism, which was and is the problem which 
cleaves off the Black proletariat. They also struggled against great nation and national 
chauvinism for the same reasons and insisted, like Marx did, that the proletariat in the mother 
countries of the colonies must come to support their class siblings and the people in the 
colonized countries. This is sound and correct. What these greats did not do was invent or rely 
upon the category of “colonizer-proletariat,” they used a correct term, the dominant nation 
proletariat, when necessary.

For PVN, ‘colonialism,’ like everything else to postmodernists, becomes an inter-personal issue 
and not an issue of land. Otherwise, they would see the fallacy in their own formula and 
understand that one cannot be a “settler” without settling land, and therefore a proletarian, who 
has nothing in the sense of private property, is not the “settler.” That being said, reactionary 
ideology among the proletariat exists, and cannot be tailed, therefore it is as ever important to 
raise the sword against white chauvinism, to eradicate it in the movement and seek to eradicate it 
among the proletariat following Mao’s formula: consolidate the advanced, win over the 
intermediate, and bring up the backward (isolating the die hard reactionaries). None of this is to 
expect Black people who have experienced decades of white chauvinism to just get over it or to 
ignore it by “trusting white workers”—far from it. It means organizing all proletarians in 
combating white chauvinism by mobilizing white proletarians to support Black struggles for 
liberation.

We do not fault “Toussaint” for being critical of white workers insofar as the instances where 
they have historically been manipulated by the ruling class against their own long-term interest 
(which align with the total liberation of Black people). We do take issue with his use of identity 
politics in forming counter-revolutionary political lines.

Should PVN devote half the time to actually understanding and combating white chauvinism that 
they do to their made-up frameworks, they might actually accomplish something truly good. 
Their energy is diverted, and this assists nothing but bourgeois obscurantism currently. Should 
this change, they must be more receptive to criticism of their political line and stop deflecting. 
Their political line is held by Black and white people alike as is ours, so the matter should be 
resolved without deflection.

There is another conflation taking place in the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” with the 
issues of colonialism, national oppression, and fascism as well. While the opinion article presents 
unity and consistency among those it cites regarding colonialism, it ignores the contradictions 
existing among the theories cited. While Jackson declared Black people in the US a colony, 



Newton grew to reject this view, and his invention of “intercommunalism” stated as much very 
clearly:

“We’ve had long arguments with people about our convictions. Before we became conscious we 
used to call ourselves a dispersed collection of colonies here in North America. And people 
argued with me all day and all night, asking, ‘How can you possibly be a colony? In order to be a 
colony you have to have a nation, and you’re not a nation, you’re a community. You’re a 
dispersed collection of communities.’ Because the Black Panther Party is not embarrassed to 
change or admit error, tonight I would like to accept the criticism and say that those critics were 
absolutely right. We are a collection of communities….”

Here Newton clarifies the line of the Black Panther Party, a line which PVN and its writer clearly 
reject. Newton, speaking on behalf of the BPP, is explicit that Black people in the US are not a 
colony or a nation and instead insists they are a “collection of communities.” When this position 
is taken by the Panthers, it is ignored by the likes of PVN, when this position, or similar 
positions are taken by others, they are simply “colonizers” in “digital black face.” We disagree 
with PVN and its writer especially, because they are engaged in rank opportunism, dishonest 
with their readers and themselves, but we also disagree with Newton, who in this same speech 
proclaims that socialist revolution is not possible, and that internationalism is outdated.

PVN and its writer often expresses support for Kevin Rashid Johnson, and it must also be noted 
that Rashid does not consider Black people in the US to be an oppressed nation concentrated in 
the Black Belt in need of national liberation. To support this claim, he expressed that emigration 
has altered the question of a historically-constituted geographic area. Precisely, he highlights the 
fact that the land question in the US is no longer what it was, and states that this affects the 
resolution of the national question. He remarks, “The trend since World War I has been towards 
migration away from the “Black Belt” South and from the rural to the urban setting (even within 
the South).” He continues, “We don’t expect that the New Afrikan Nation will ever constitute 
itself again in the ‘Black Belt,’ but we can play a significant role in the constitution of a Socialist 
Afrikan Union, and in the creation of a Socialist U.S.A.”

We maintain and reserve our disagreements with Rashid and reference his position not as an 
endorsement, while still recognizing its quality, in order to point out a major difference between 
the theory developed by Rashid which at least attempts to situate itself in actual conditions, and 
the vulgar identity politics and irrationalism of PVN’s publishing on the topic. This just further 
highlights a type of opportunism which is not so concerned with political line or genuine 
theoretical engagement, but instead with the identity of the writers or their assumed identities.

The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” makes the claim that opposition to identity politics 
is the same thing as accusations of Black racism. For starters, anyone who faces racial 
discrimination can be racist against their own people and others who face racial discrimination. 
This is possible—those who are not white can and have taken up white chauvinism. Secondly, 
there is no such thing as Black chauvinism, not really. Those with nothing hardly have the rank 
in society to practice any sort of real chauvinism of their own. Identity politics has nothing to do 
with it. Even the manifestations of reactionary Black nationalism are not Black chauvinism, but a 
kind of reactionary nationalism aligned with conspiracy theories and views of the far right.
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We find that when the opinion article shows in rare instances that when it does attempt to support 
its arguments with a citation, that it does so with subjectivism and sectarianism, jumping to 
conclusions in claiming:

“It [Tribune] seeks to haphazardly smash two-into-one and sweeps contradictions under the rug, 
instead of struggling against them. Tribune follows in this vein once again in their piece ‘On The 
Revisionist Response to the Capitol Riots’, where they stupidly claim that ‘They will trick and 
confuse the people into thinking that class and politics have nothing to do with this, and that the 
police simply act according to race.’ We challenge them to tell that to George Floyd. Everyone 
knows that the police suppress and target Black and Brown communities explicitly and 
purposefully.”

At least here this screed is given a little effort. For starters, we explicitly state even in the 
selected quotation, that the form of identity politics being used by the bourgeois media seeks to 
erase the role of class and politics by citing the ethnicity of the majority of the crowd in the 
reactionary riots. In the next sentence not quoted, we state that mostly white crowds, which are 
not composed of reactionaries and the ruling class, do not face the same kind of tacit state 
support enjoyed by the reactionaries, and we cite the response progressive whites have seen from 
the state in the Trump inauguration protests. We could also mention that the white activists 
arrested and beaten in the May Uprisings are also not given a pass for being white. Garrett Foster 
was white, and his murderer, a reactionary, has still never been arrested…why? Because Garrett 
Foster was a hero who fought for Black lives, and his killer is a reactionary who fights for US 
imperialism. This is just one example among thousands.

None of this implies by any stretch of the imagination that Black people do not face specific and 
extreme repression due to being Black. “Toussaint” invents charged up and false claims to appeal 
emotionally to those who do not take the time to read or study our positions. This is same 
method of debate used by the far-right. Likewise, it is also clear that while Black reactionaries 
aligned with the state and or Trump are not treated as kindly as their white friends, they are also 
treated far better than progressive and especially revolutionary Black people. Politics in the end 
go far, and in specific conditions are operable above ethnicity.

The kind of vulgar reductionism used by the bourgeois media is what is being defended by PVN 
when publishing such an article, they are not defending a position which we agree on or seeking 
to find common ground– we should agree that all repression is magnified by the white 
chauvinism of the US imperialist state, its policing, courts, prisons etc. as well as its culture. 
Still, Trump supporters were given a pass, because they are reactionary, by and large part of the 
ruling class themselves, and side with imperialism, not simply “because they are mostly white.” 
Wealth disparities in the US mean that these crowds will be mainly, but not exclusively, white—
this is secondary to their politics. The reverse has also been attempted, to denounce militancy in 
the struggle for Black lives when large mainly but not exclusively white crowds rebelled against 
the police. It was their politics again that were being attacked and being white did not protect 
them.

More on Postmodernist Terms and Frameworks
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The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” continues its attempts to sanitize sexual violence 
against women by the incorporation and defense of the term “sex work.” It insists that opposition 
to this is somehow a moral judgment. Morality has little to do with it, opposing the sanitizing of 
sexual violence is part of opposing reactionary violence in general.

PVN publishes this article which claims prostitution is, “one of the oldest professions in history,” 
parroting the bourgeoisie’s own line enforced as ‘common sense.’ How long women have been 
forced into prostitution does not rehabilitate the trade or legitimize it. The entire point is really 
very simple. This trade emerges with the emergence of private property, and it cannot be any 
other way than its emergence with the oppression of women. Marxists stand for the emancipation 
of women through socialist revolution, not through citing how long women have been oppressed 
to sanitize or legitimize aspects of this oppression.

In an act of great international disrespect to the Turkish comrades the opinion article insults them 
when making the statement:

“’Oppressed gender’ was also banned, again, as ‘postmodernist’, yet in the recent documents 
from the first Congress of the TKP/ML, a Maoist formation that the Incendiary milieu upholds as 
waging people’s war, we see the term used. This leads us to believe that these decisions on the 
part of Incendiary were taken arbitrarily without study or real struggle.”

All revolutionaries should uphold the People’s War in Turkey because this is what is being led by 
TKP/ML, this is not just a confusion of the “milieu” which “Toussaint” implies. Tribune upholds 
the People’s War and does not confuse something that is not People’s War as People’s War. TKP/
ML are worthy of the utmost respect, this is the principal thing in our view, and we would not 
ever for a moment relent in our international solidarity over terminology used in one part of their 
Congress.

Here the opportunist is only trafficking with the great TKP/ML for opportunist purposes, taking 
semantics and blowing them up in size. PVN for its part has conducted no solidarity work and 
provided no reports or translations regarding the TKP/ML, so the opportunist mention is not 
internationalist support, it is in reality attempting to use them against others, and only to utilize 
their choice of words against the support they do receive from the US movement.

What is principal? To support the People’s War and extend international solidarity to the 
proletariat, the people and the Communists of Turkey who fight bravely in the most difficult 
circumstances, this means celebrating their great and important Congress.

It bears mention that the TKP/ML Congress document was not even released until very recently, 
well after Incendiary ceased to exist, hence whatever the view of the TKP/ML congress, it 
indicates nothing at all about Incendiary nor does it indicate an “arbitrary” process in choosing 
not to publish such terms.

The article “Incendiary News and its Milieu” confuses being in tune with the times for tailing 
bourgeois ideology when it insists that “The dogmato-revisionists may call us eclecticists, yet it 
is known that those who fail to adapt to changing times will be left behind by the actual 
movement and development of society.”



What is meant by the “development of society” can only be understood as the further 
degeneration of bourgeois society. After all, the superstructure is not fully independent of the 
base (as critical theorists and postmodernists have suggested) and moribund capitalism in its 
most decrepit stage cannot socially “develop” in meaningful progressive cultural ways, 
independent of revolution. As society, the old-reactionary-society further degenerates, the 
opinion article treats this as a progressive development, which it is in tune with, and those of us 
who wish to make a casket for the old society see this position as harmful, reactionary, and 
decadent.

The erratic jumping to conclusions is a sign of desperation, ideological insecurity, lack of 
ideological clarity etc.; all things evident in PVN’s political line as a whole. We can explain, 
although it might be unnecessary to anyone capable of rational thinking, that it is completely 
understandable to appreciate Robert W. Williams, Malcolm X, Danton, Tupac Amaru, or any 
other non-Marxist, without adhering to some things they said or believed. Hence it is completely 
rational to us that Struggle Sessions would post poems about them while also not endorsing a 
complete system of thought derived from them. Marxists are not allowed to only appreciate other 
Marxists, and the fact that they do not limit themselves to such only highlights the dual 
irrationalism of this PVN writer, who insists Struggle Sessions are religious and dogmatic and 
only read the classics, and at the same time calls them hypocrites because they do not. And 
according to this published opinion, taking up and celebrating the good, while not taking up the 
mistakes is not only hypocritical, but also, “lopsided.”

We find a very strange accusation: “They traffic in the image of Fred Hampton, following the 
Trotskyites in taking his ‘It’s A Class Struggle’ speech out of context, but refuse to heed his 
injunction against adventurism delivered to Weather Underground during their ill-advised ‘Days 
of Rage’ debacle in 1969 which served no purpose except to get several dozen cadre arrested.”

Without basing this statement on anything at all, the article suggests that its opponents, including 
us, favor the reactionary revisionists of the Weather Underground. Of course, Hampton’s attitude 
toward their antics were correct, as well as his rough physical treatment of Mike Rudd. The PVN 
writer is grasping at straws in lieu of an actual argument, but we will indulge him for the sake of 
our readers. We agree that Weather Underground was “chauvinistic, Custeristic, scatterbrained,” 
etc. Hampton expressed that they may have been sincere, history provides the hindsight today for 
us to believe they were not. The Weather Underground followed the fads of their time, a feature 
they have in common with PVN.

The Weather Underground actually adhered to a militant brand of identity politics that is more 
extreme than even PVN. Their meetings were rife with discussions on if it was correct or not to 
murder white babies, Bernadine Dorn praised the Manson family for the murder of a pregnant 
woman, and they saw drug use and orgies as a revolutionary acts—they were hedonists. The 
Weathermen also followed Foco theory early on, or some distortion of it. Importantly, it was the 
Weather Underground who insisted that white proletarians were not revolutionary, and hence 
armed struggle must take on the deranged type of performance art they carried out.

The Weather Underground sought to mobilize petty bourgeois and bourgeois white students to 
carry out bombings of empty symbolic buildings and justified this claim as if they were acting 
for Black people, Vietnamese people, or other third world revolutionary peoples. One of the main 
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problems here is their identity politics, and especially how those informed their negligence of the 
masses cutting the masses out of participating in their own struggles and the struggles of the 
people of the world. It is not the use of weapons that defined them as liquidationists, but neglect 
of mobilizing the masses, their bourgeois ideology, etc.

For the record it is not “Trotskyist” as this shoddy article proclaims, to appreciate the fact that 
Hampton stressed the role of class struggle in his speeches.

Targeting Black Maoists

The anti-communist and frantic attacks continue in the article “Incendiary News and its Milieu”:

“Most concerning is the development of an ostensibly New Afrikan newsletter, called ‘The 
Struggle,’ which claims to be independently led by New Afrikan/Afrikan revolutionaries that just 
so happen to share the same lines of the Struggle Sessions/Incendiary/Tribune milieu, and use 
the same stereotyped language.”

The editors of The Struggle reached out to us to inform us of their project, this is the first we 
heard of the project. Unlike PVN, we support the work of Black revolutionaries and other 
revolutionaries starting such a publication, instead of publishing a screed which attacks them. We 
offer any support they might request and issue our solidarity. We have no idea to what degree 
they follow our use of terminology or are influenced by our style of writing. We are glad of 
course if they support the same political lines we do, and see this as very positive, while 
maintaining minor and secondary disagreements, since unity and struggle are a process, and the 
thing to do is to support that which is mainly positive.

Secondly, the comrades at this publication never claim to be, “New Afrikan” in any of their 
published material, they do not even claim to be exclusively Black to our knowledge, we will 
quote their “about” section from their website since “Toussaint” and his editors are too lazy to 
actually look at what is The Struggle actually does claim:

“The Struggle is a newsletter focused on providing coverage of events and issues facing 
working-class Black people. Struggle is an inherent feature to the world. All must struggle. For 
the Black working class this struggle finds its root in class struggle. Nothing escapes this 
struggle. Therefore, the news is not neutral. Instead, the news relays the interests of the ruling 
class, the bourgeoisie, making news another trench of struggle for the Black working class. News 
publications speaking on the conditions of Black people too often negate the role of class 
struggle, stripping Black struggles of their class character. This rejects the revolutionary analysis 
needed to elevate our everyday struggles. With Marxism-Leninism-Maoism as the revolutionary 
ideology guiding our work, The Struggle shall serve as a vehicle for fully realizing Black 
equality by strengthening working class unity and advancing the righteous call for socialist 
revolution.”

That is what they claim, nothing more. We believe it is correct to point out that the article which 
attacks this publication actually states no disagreement with the above position. What is it that 
PVN disagrees with? Or are they just, as we suspect, sectarian?



In regard to comparing our writing styles we can point out a few differences, their use of the term 
“trench of struggle” when we would say “trench of combat” as well as their use of the word 
“shall” which would not make it past our cutting floor due to sounding antiquated. Without 
having actually studied what is being criticized, PVN just highlights their own sectarianism with 
what their members write and what they publish.

It is remarkable that PVN would publish an attack on such a project without even engaging with 
them. It would be more rational to critically support the project since it expresses the need for 
class-based reporting on issues important to Black people, and from a Maoist viewpoint no less. 
It would be rational to foster healthy and comradely debate on any disagreements PVN might 
have on their line, but PVN’s dominant ideology is not rational, it is rabidly irrational, it is 
extremely sectarian and fundamentally committed to this role.

“Toussaint” issues another contemptible screed:

“Furthermore, trafficking in the struggles and revolutionary history of Black people while 
banning terms such as misogynoir, which literally refers to the phenomenon of oppression of 
Black women, is rank hypocrisy. Continued silencing of working class, oppressed people as 
‘postmodernists’, and a variety of other weird behaviors and positions will lead this group ever 
further into isolation and irrelevance, the 21st century mirror image of the rotting Avakianite 
zombies from the last great Party building movement.”

More jumping to conclusions: there is no evidence that The Struggle has “banned” any specific 
terms, and to suggest such is silly. The Struggle only recently formed , almost a year after 
Incendiary was finished, by what logic is anyone to conclude that The Struggle adheres to 
Incendiary‘s policy?

To suggest that these comrades are “trafficking in the struggles and revolutionary history of 
Black people” is insulting to them, and also divorces these struggles from the communist 
struggles which overlap and, in many cases, lead Black struggles. Also, it is to attack Black 
revolutionaries themselves. Lastly, to claim that Avakian and the RCP were a part of a “great 
party building movement,” is to give far too much credence to them and the rest of the faulty so-
called ‘New Communist Movement.’ This is a position and view we do not share and find quite 
objectionable.

Final Comments:

In our view PVN has not engaged in any genuine and balanced attempt to evaluate the content 
and working methods of Tribune, and we wish they would, but this is a rational wish, and will 
make no sense to irrational sectarians existing among them. It is probable that PVN are likely 
mostly young people, who are stifled with some very bad, and for now, very loud elements, like 
the writer of the opinion article. Perhaps with experience and more practice these comrades will 
take out the trash themselves and we hope our published response helps.

While this PVN writer sits aloof and condemns others for polemics, claims others are making 
fools of themselves, it is him and by association PVN who have managed to produce an 
incoherent rambling tirade, an article that is both immature and amateur, one that is serves as a 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=szfssytI1S0


frantic attack, lashing out in all directions at once, conflating independent groups behind scare 
words, etc.

Importantly and to reiterate, regarding the banning of terms, Tribune does not ban terms from 
being used by our writers, we carry out democratic struggles for unity around our terminology 
and we use Marxism to come to agreement, which is part of any relationship between editors and 
writers in proletarian publications. If we object to a term, for whatever reason, we discuss this 
with the writer and come to an agreement. We find that it is PVN who succumbs to semantics 
and used semantics to raise a slew of other issues which we must confront. Like any publication, 
we reserve the right to reject any article that politically goes against the political line of Tribune, 
this is why news services have editorial boards to begin with. We accept letters to the editor and 
publish those we find useful with our response, giving a platform to views which should be 
discussed.

Most disingenuous is the claim that these terms which PVN so viciously protect are terms 
created by the oppressed, which is simply false. Academic impositions on culture are not the 
oppressed seeking to convey their oppression through language. Likewise, the first issue 
“Toussaint” takes with postmodernism is that it hailed from Europe, yet it has this in common 
with Marxism, and hence this is not its main defect. In essence, the article exists to defend and 
conceal postmodernism with a vicious attack on Maoism.

Our publication has so far been glad that it never needed to mention PVN. We have always 
disagreed with their approach and content, but other things, like running a news service as well 
as we can, has always been a greater priority. It is only the libel they have published, and the 
opportunism of this article which give us the green light to respond to such filth. If we were to 
rate them on their content, on their internationalism, and on their current intentions they would 
fail miserably and we hope this improves, regardless of how they feel about us.

This document is issued only after corresponding with PVN directly and requesting a retraction 
of the opinion article. We have come to the position that it was correct to release a published 
document that goes into the matter, responding in the terms of engagement established by PVN 
with their publications. Having to expose ourselves to such rot as the opinion of “Toussaint” is 
not by preference. We encourage our comrades nationally and internationally to study the PVN 
published attack, the rest of their content their political line etc. and to see if our response is 
accurate or not. We have taken every effort to cite our claims and assertions, to situate our 
arguments based on fact.

PVN has failed to state that the views of one of their most regular writers are not their own 
views, in fact they have defended many of these views. However, we do not assume that 
everyone writing for PVN is the same as this one writer, but if they disagree with his libel, it is 
their responsibility to say so loud and clear.

We would like to close with raising solidarity to the International Communist Movement, to the 
progressive and revolutionary struggles in the US, especially the proletarian struggles, and our 
special solidarity to democratic and revolutionary newspapers around the world. We are 
confident that the other groups and publications PVN published assaults on from an island of 



sectarianism are quite capable of defending themselves, and do not need us to do so. However, 
we will not sit in silence as good comrades face the venom of a petty bitter reject.

–Tribune of the People, Editorial Board


