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THE STANDPOINT OF WHICH CLASS DO THE EDITORIAL
DEPARTMENTS OF CH'IEN-HSIEN AND PEKING JIH-PAO TAKE?

[Following is a translation of an article by Ch'i
Pen-yu (2058 2609 4416) in the Chinese-language
periodical, Hung-ch'i (Red Flag), Peiping, No 7,
1966. ]

On April 16 this year, the Peking Jih-pao allotted three full
pages for publishing under banner headlines materials criticizing
the Three-Family Village and the Night Causerie at Yenshan. The
Ch'ien~hsien magazine of the CCP Peking Municipal Committee and the
Peking Jih-pao each added an "editor's note" to such data. The
Peking Wan-pao of that date also allotted more than three pages for
publishing selected data from these materials. This majestic dis-
play was seldom seen since the founding of these publications.

Ch'ien-hsien, Peking Jih-pao and Peking Wan-pao published a
profusion of poisonous weeds against the Party and socialism in the
past. Now before they can criticize these numerous poisonous weeds
in real earnest, they must and should be stern in making a self-
criticism of their owh mistakes. By taking the present course of
action, however, are the Ch'ien-hsien and Peking Jih-pao criticiz-
ing the poisonous weeds in real seriousness? Are they sternly
criticizing themselves? No, not at all.

Have you criticized Wu Han?

You have not.

Since Wu Han used Hai Jui as a subject matter to launch a rabid
attack against the Party and socialism in 1959, up to November 10,
1965, when Comrade Yao Wen-yﬂan published the article, "On the New
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On December 12, 1965, Ch'ien-hsien and Peking Jih-pao suddenly
devoted prominent space to publish under bold headlines an article
signed by Hsiang Yang-sheng. The title of this article was '"From
Hai Jui Relieved of His Office to 'The Theory of Moral Inheritance'."
You seemed to have rectified your own mistake and stepped over to
the front of socialiat cultural revolution.

What is this meant?

Now, this article is one that dances to a tune opposed to the
cultural revolution. It adopts the tactic of "abusing a perseon in
a small way and helping him in a big way" to come to the defense of
Wu Han. The focal view of the article seeks to turn the "guiding
thought" of Wu Han's Hai Jui Relieved of His Office into a question
of "moral inheritance." 1In Hsiang Yang-sheng's article an important
political problem which is anti-Party and anti-socialist has thus
been transformed into a so-called '"pure academic" problem.

The author of this article also defends Wu Han with the bour-
geois slogan that "everyone is equal before truth." As a matter of
fact, you have always been taking the bourgeois stand to shelter
the representative characters of the bourgeoise -- such as Wu Han --
and to suppress the proletarian revolutionaries. You have always
given the green light to reactionary things and allowed the release
of a profusion of anti~-Party and anti-~socialist poisonous weeds,
but have held back and refused to publish all articles criticizing
the poisonous weeds. This is simon-pure bourgeois '"'liberalism"
and the practice of simori-pure dictatorship over the proletariat.
Where is equality?

At the end of his article Hsiang Yang-sheng also genteely call
on all people to discuss what is called the question of "moral in-
heritance" in an attempt to set the tune for discussing problems
in Wu Han's Hai Jui Relieved of His Office, and to swing the criti-
cism of that play from acute political problems to so-called '"pure
academic'" problems. Later, people have learned that Hsiang Yang-
sheng is also Teng T'o who has written anti-Party and anti-~socialist
articles in association with Wu Han., What is even more serious is
that at a meeting of the Pcking Jih-pao held on December 2, 1965,
Teng T'o openly declared that "up to now, Hai Jui Relieved of His
Office has not been affirmed as a big poisonous weed." He also
said that there were mistakes both in Comradé Yao Wen-yllan's article
and Wu Han's articles.
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The Ch'ien-hsien, Peking Jih-pao and Peking Wan-pao which shelter
Wu Han have found themselves confronted by the embarassing announce-
ment of "check.!" Therefore, you have come forward with a wry face
and said that "Wu Han is the author of these two big poisonous
weeds -~ 'Hai Jui Abuses the Emperor' and Hai Jui Relieved of His
Office." You have also published once again the article, "Chao

Kua and Ma Shu" which Wu Han published in the Ch'ien-hsien in the
past in the hope of muddling through and defrauding the readers.
This is your so-called "criticism" of Wu Han. People cannot help
from asking: Why is it that you publicize things which are known
to everybody as though they are top secret things, but refuse to
say even one word about Wu Han's various criminal activities --

his inheriting the mantle of Hu Shih, his willingness to serve as

a lackey of the United States and his scheming and plotting for the
Kuomin-tang reactionaries?

Have you ever criticized Liao Mo-sha?
~ You have not.

.Liao Mo-sha (formerly Director of the United Front Depart-
ment of the CCP Peking Municipal Committee) was the person who in
those years attacked Lu Hslin, the leader of the cultural revolution,
with vicious words and was dexribed as affixing a different name
on the secret arrow. (In 1943, Liao Mo-sha used the pen-name of
"Lin Mo" to publish in the Ta Wan-2_2 an article called "On 'Laced
Literature'" which attacked Lu Hsun's revolutionary satirical es-
says as "laced literature." Lu Hsin made this statement to re-
tort Liao Mo-sha and named his own collection of satirical essays
Laced Literature. (See Collected Yorks of Lu Hsun, Vol. V, People's
Literature Publishing House, 1957 edition, pp. 341, 397-400). Now
he again uses the same tactic to shoot secret arrows at the Party
and the people. May we ask Ch'ien-hsien, Peking Jih-pao and Pek-
ing Wan-pao: When have you ever criticized such a person?

The rotten poisonous weeds have been described by Liao Mo~
sha as lovely flowers. He thinks that the anti-Party and anti-
socialist Hai Jui Relieved of His Office is very good and "another
such play ought to be written." He thinks that the anti-Party
and anti-socialist Li Hui-niang has '""done no harm in portraying
ghosts" and '""can inspire people's fighting spirit." When have
you ever criticized such works which aid and abet the countercur-
rent of Right opportunism or revisionism and have spread a lot of
poison in society?
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thought of Mao Tse-tung." However, this is still a label devoid

.of substance. We want to ask: what is this Liao Mo-sha doing?

From his series of reactionary utterances and deeds, it is en-
tirely possible to see that he is a representative character of
the bourgeoisie who has sneaked into the Party -- a representative
character of the bourgeoisie working for the '"ghosts," for imperi-
alism, revisionism and the reactionaries of various countries, and

- for the landlords, rich peasants, counterrevolutionaries, unde~

sirable characters and rightists; a representative character of
the bourgeoisie who has joined forces with the foreign and domes-
tic ghosts to form a united front against communism, the people
and the revolution. Since you have a much better knowledge of his
reactionary activities than us, why is it that you have refused

to expose any of them? As things indicate, up to now you are
still possessed by the''ghosts."

Have you ever criticized Ten T'o?
You also have not.

Several years ago, the Right opportunists who represent the
forces for restoring capitalism, that is, the revisionists, swept
up a countercurrent in the surging tide of socialist revolution.
They made use of our temporary difficulties to launch a rabid
attack, against the Party and socialism. Teng T'o was an important
figure in this rabid attack. He was the organizer and leader of
the anti-Party faction called "Three-Family Village" comprising
Wu Han, Liao Mo-~sha and Teng T'o. We lnow that it was this Teng
T'o who personally invited Wu Han and Liao Mo-sha to dinner in a
restaurant in September, 1961, to organize this anti-Party and
anti-socialist shady inn. It was he who gave the present name to
this shady inn, fixed the pseudonym of Wu Nan-hsing, and decided
what articles should be published. The history of the founding of
the "Three-Family Village" is the history of Teng T'o leading Wu
H an, Liao~Mo-sha and a number of anti-Party and anti-socialist
representative: characters of the bourgeoisie to wage a sharp class
struggle against the proletariat on the cultural and ideological
front.

What kind of a person is Teng T'0o? It has now been found
that he is a renegade. He sneaked into the Party during the period
of war of resistance against Japan. He disguised himself as an
activist to win the confidence of the Party and the people, and

. held an important post in Jen-min Jih-pao. He constantly made use

of his duties and powers to distort Marxism-Leninism and the thought
of Mao Tse-tung, and to popularize and publicize his bourgeois







Have Ch'ien-hsien, Peking Jih-pao and Peking Wan-pao ever
criticized in the past these tactics of making veiled criticism of
contemporary people with ancient characters and those poisonous
weeds which viciously attack the Party and socialism? No, they
have not made a wee bit of criticism.

The extremely reactionary article, "Special Treatment feor
'Amnesia'," is especially a vicious dart shot directly at our re-
spected and beloved CCP Central Committee. He outrageously at-
tacks our respected and beloved Party. He wants to pour ''dog's
blood" over our '"heads," and hit our 'heads" with a stick specially
made in a foreign country until we suffer from ""'shock'" so that
those so-called "exalted doctors!" of theirs -- that is, a haadful
of revisionists -~ may ascend the stage. This frantically counter-
revolutionary satirical essay has fully exposed how Teng T'o and
his gang of anti-Party and anti-socialist revisionists hate the
Party and the people to the bone. -

Teng T'o's outrageous deportment against the Party and so-
cialism aroused the indignation of the broad masses of the reading
public. They wrote letters to Ch'ien-hsien, Peking Jih-pao and
Peking Wan-pao to voice their stern criticisms. However, you not
only refused to publish such criticisms but also devised all ways
and means to defend Teng T'o's anti-Party and anti-socialist
crimes. You gave lip service to '"contention of a hundred schools
of thought," but in point of fact you tolerated "the contention
of only one s8chool" ~- the bourgeoisie. This is to say only you
are allowed to oppose the Party and socialism and to propagate the
poison of capitalism, but the workers, peasants, soldiers and re-
volutionary cadres are not allowed to defend the Party and social-
ism and to uproot your poisonous weeds. What you have put in force
is in every way the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.

In November, 1965, there was an abrupt change in the situa-
tion on the front of socialist cultural revolution. A new counter-
offensice was launched, and Teng T'o's collaborator, Wu Han, was
exposed. If the Ch'ien-~hsien, Peking Jih-pao and Peking Wan-pao
were genuinely interested in exposing Teng T'o, you still could
take the initiative at that time. But you did not take this course
of action. Instead, you also asked Teng T'o to write reports and
articles to support and shelter Wu Han.

The objective class struggle does not shift with the subjec~-
tive will of man. The struggle penetrates ever deeper. The fea-
tures of the union of Wu Han, Liao Mo-sha and Teng T'o to oppose
the Party and socialism have been completely brought to light.






Right opportunists, that is, the revisionists, who have been de-~

. moted in ranks or relieved of their offices -- including himself ==
are briskly described as "vulgar and meaningless" and things for
"self-appreciation.' At most they do nothing more than to "pret=-
tify the feudal social system" and to publicize bourgeois ideas.

On April 19, this year, the Peking Jih-pao again distributed
a copy of "Selected Topics for Reference in Connection with the
Criticism of the Night Causerie at Yenshan'" saying that "Teng T'o
is a reactionist in art" who "stands on the stage of the ancient
people" "to publicize that the oldest art is best,! thus continu-
ing to give shelter to Teng T'o and attempting to lead the read-
ing public to orient the brunt of criticism against Teng T'o in
the direction of "worshipping and learning from the ancient."

The vital political problems of opposing the Party and so-
cialism and of preparing public opinion for capitalist restora-
tion have thus disappeared.

Can this bhe called "criticism?" Is it not more in corres-
pondence with reality to describe it as seeking to cover up mis-
takes, shelter the villians and defraud the reading public?

The "editor's note”" of Ch'ien-hsien and Peking Jih-pao says:
"The lesson we have learned in this struggle is a very profound
one. In the past, because we had loosened our grip on the class
struggle on the cultural and academic front, the representative
characters of the bourgeoisie inside and outside the Party avail-
ed of the opportunity to move in. They made use of academic ar=-
ticles, satirical essays and other forms of writing to oppose the
Party and socialism, and of special columns in newspapers and
magazines to open up their "free market" ... This paper and peri-
odical have published in the past such articles without criticizing
them at the right time. This is wrong. The reason is that we
have not put proletarian politics in command and our minds are in-
fluenced by bourgeois and feudal ideas. As a result, we have for-
feited our standpoint or vigilance in this serious struggle?

Can this be called self-criticism?
"The lesson is a very profound one." What is the lesson?

"We loosened our grip on the class struggle on the cultural
and academic front." Are they really so slack?

11






your grip on the class struggle. You have not put proletarian
politics in command, but have put bourgeois politics in command.
Your bourgeois, reactionary way of thinking is most obstinate,

you steadfastly adhere to the reactionary standpoint of the bour-
geoisie, your bourgeois, reactionary scent is very sharp, and
your bourgeois party spirit is very strong. Not long ago you
still wielded your axe to chop away the vital issues in artieles
writtenh by other people to criticize Teng T'o, saying "this is
irrelevant,!" "that cannot be established," and '"regardless of what
other people may do, we still adhere to academic discussion.™

How can it be said that such a mind is only influenced by a wee
bit of bourgeois and feudal ideas, or has forfeited its standpoint

and vigilance?

What is false is false, and the mask should be removed.  Powe
der and rouge cannot cover up an ugly face. You have in the past
disseminated a lot of poison, released many spirits and demonms,
and made use of numerous malicious tricks to resist the cultural
revolution. Can you satisfy the reading public with a few wards
which are devoid of substance today?

It is time for Ch'ien-hsien, Peking Jih-pao.- and Peking ¥an-

ao to revolutionize themselves thoroughly. V\When the Hack storm
started by the class enemies at home and abroad.was raging, who
actively supported the anti-Party and anti-socialist activities

of Teng T'o, Wu Han and Liao Mo-sha? After the revolutionary
masses hit back at the anti-Party and anti-socialist activities

of Teng T'o, Wu Han and Liao Mo-sha, who made use of various de-
vices to shelter Teng T'o, Wu Han and Liao Mo-sha? After it was
known that the question of Teng T'o, Wu Han and Liao Mo-sha could
not be covered up, who instructed you to use the tactic of making
faked criticism which sought '"to sacrifice the chariots and horses
S0 as to preserve the commander-in-chiéf?" There is now way for
You to cover up and shun all these questions. You cannot hide
things for long because the eyes of the masses are sharp. The
masses will expose what you have not exposed and criticize what
You have not criticized. We believe that all comrades who want

to make revolution in the editorial departments of the Ch'ien-
hsien, Peking Jih-pao and Peking Wan-pao certainly can courageous-
ly come forward, hold high the red banner of the thought of Mao
Tse-tung, make a clean break with the representative characters
of the bourgeoisie, and daringly expose and criticize your aiminal
deeds against the Party and socialism.
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