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      INTRODUCTION
    


    
      The Chinese political system has not been hospitable to political dissidence. From the end of the Cultural
      Revolution fighting in 1968 up to 1976, the year of Mao’s death -- an eight year period marked by radical
      policy-making and political infighting -- only a single significant piece of dissident writing obtained wide
      circulation in China. This dissident manifesto, “On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System,” an angrily
      sardonic essay written in 1974 by a small group of young intellectuals in Canton, probed into the country’s
      political ailments and sought answers to the breakdown of due process of law. The two major authors of that essay
      subequently emerged during the ‘democracy movement’ of 1979-81 as nationally influential writers on questions of
      bureaucracy, Party dominance, and democratic reform.
    


    
      This book examines their writings, from the famous “On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System” through their
      arrests and release, down to the lengthy 1980 essay “Mao Zedong and the Cultural Revolution,” an unconventional
      history of modern Chinese politics whose author soon thereafter was re-sentenced to 14 years’ imprisonment.
    


    
      The writings of these dissidents provoke interest on several counts. Parallel to the
      underground samizdat of Russia, they provide, for one, a means to better
      understand the range of thinking in China today. Here are non-Party Marxists struggling to define what went wrong
      in socialist China and to explain how a more humanitarian socialist system could be erected. They are trenchant
      observers of their own polity, and the issues they raise, the facts they cite, and the interpretations they
      provide help open windows (in ways that official Party publications do not) into the whys and wherefores of
      Chinese politics. The very manner in which they are dissidents -- the maneuvers in their writings to protect
      their own political survival, the alliances their writings sought to build with particular factions within the
      government -- tells much about how Chinese politics operates.
    


    
      ORIGINS OF THE LI YIZHE GROUP
    


    
      According to former Red Guards now in Hong Kong, during the Cultural Revolution fighting of 1966-68 the three
      authors who subsequently would be linked to the “Socialist Democracy” essay had belonged to a small but
      influential Rebel Red Guard group which had pugnaciously titled itself The Red Headquarters Call-to-Arms Combat
      Group. It had earned a reputation among the student Rebels for militant political argumentation and ideological
      pronunciamentos, but was not a group particularly active in armed struggle.
    


    
      Li Zhengtian, author of the first draft of the “Socialist Democracy” poster, had been a leader of this Red Guard
      group. Born in 1944, his father had been a Guomindang military officer who had crossed over to the Communist
      cause during the civil war and had risen high in the ranks. When the Cultural Revolution
      erupted in 1966, Li Zhengtian had been on the verge of graduating from the Canton Fine Arts Institute. During the
      following two years of conflict, Li became known among Canton’s young people for both provocative posters and a
      compelling oratorical style. Like many other Rebel leaders in Canton he was detained in August 1968, at the close
      of the Cultural Revolution fighting, and not released until 1972.
    


    
      While still in jail, Li Zhengtian in 1971 secretly had begun to write down his thoughts about the reasons for the
      failure of the Cultural Revolution. He focused on Lin Biao’s actions and argued that Lin Biao’s concept of state
      power concentrated on the power to suppress, without room for law or any other types of safeguards. Li smuggled
      these writings out of prison for circulation among former comrades-in-arms.
    


    
      With the fall of Lin Biao, Li Zhengtian was released in 1972 in a general amnesty as China entered a period of
      leniency. He obtained a temporary job in the library of his former university, and while there finished the first
      draft of the “Socialist Democracy” essay in early 1973.
    


    
      This first draft was drastically different from the final version that would circulate throughout China. Li
      Zhengtian still remained devoted to Mao, and in that first version of the essay he appealed for even more
      centralized leadership, with something equivalent to an ombudsman in Peking so that appeals from below could be
      made directly to Mao’s authority. This was, Li Zhengtian believed at the time, the means to provide safeguards
      against a replay of the type of suppression which the Canton Rebels had suffered at the close of the Cultural
      Revolution conflict (when Gen. Huang Yongsheng, Lin Biao’s most powerful follower, had been in charge of
      Guangdong Province’s political organs). Li Zhengtian mimeographed his essay and distributed it for private
      discussion. A few meetings were held, and September 13, 1973, the second anniversary of Lin
      Biao’s demise, was chosen as the day the first draft was finalized, as a symbolic challenge to the “Lin Biao
      system.” More than thirty people attached their signatures and dedicated the draft “to Chairman Mao and the
      Fourth National People’s Congress,” which was expected to convene shortly.
    


    
      In another meeting on December 12 that same year, a second draft was finalized after only modest changes to the
      initial draft. But the political climate in China had shifted. The prospects for holding the Fourth National
      People’s Congress had receded and a new political ‘struggle campaign’ appeared in the offing. It was decided that
      the essay nonetheless should be carried to Peking. But only three people dared sign their names to the new draft:
      Li Zhengtian, Chen Yiyang and Wang Xizhe. Lifting a syllable from each of their names, they adopted the
      nom-de-plume of Li Yizhe. Guo Hongzhi, the fourth active remaining member of the small group, held a
      middle-ranking post at Guangdong’s provincial radio station, making it difficult for him to affix his name to the
      document publicly.1
    


    
      On route to Peking, the new draft was intercepted in northern Guangdong. It was turned over to Zhao Ziyang
      (currently China’s Premier). Zhao Ziyang had been Party secretary of Guangdong before the Cultural Revolution.
      Toppled and politically disgraced during the Cultural Revolution fighting, he had re-emerged in March 1972 as a
      member of the provincial Party committee and vice-chairman of the provincial government. Only recently
      reinstated, Zhao Ziyang handled the Li Yizhe manifesto circumspectly; he had the petition made available for
      internal circulation and discussion among leading cadres at provincial (ting)
      level and above. While a case against the Li Yizhe group hung in the balance, the national political situation
      shifted yet again, with the advent, at the tail end of 1973, of the Criticize Lin Biao
      Rectification Campaign (Pi Lin Zhengfeng).
    


    
      The citizenry was now encouraged to make a public show of denouncing Lin Biao. But in accordance with regulations
      which had been re-imposed since the end of the Cultural Revolution fighting, wall posters were not allowed on the
      streets. That did not deter the Li Yizhe group, however. They wrote a new essay entitled “What Is to Be Done in
      Guangdong?” and this time, to guarantee an audience, they posted the article, in April 1974, on a prominent
      street in Canton. It was the first unauthorized poster to attract attention in Canton since the disbandment of
      the Red Guards six years earlier.2
    


    
      “What Is to Be Done in Guangdong?,” running more than ten giant pages, discussed what had already become common
      knowledge in China regarding Lin Biao’s political crimes, and then concluded with suggestions for the future.
      Arguing that the Rebel Red Guards, as well as the masses generally, had been suppressed when Lin Biao’s power was
      at its height, and that Lin Biao’s attempted coup had had covert backing from several of Guangdong’s own
      powerholders, the poster complained that the movement to criticize Lin Biao would lack mass support if it were
      led by men who, in effect, had supported Lin Biao and had formed the “social foundation of his dictatorship.”
      Only a restoration of the democratic rights of the people would permit the masses to investigate and thoroughly
      repudiate Lin Biao and prevent a Lin Biao-like “feudal fascist dictatorship” from recurring.3
    


    
      Although the poster was ripped down after two days, it was followed by others, and a “poster war” developed in
      which posters were pasted up and removed in quick succession. In May the dissidents felt vindicated when Mao,
      trying to open the anti-Lin Biao campaign to more outspoken criticisms, pushed through Central Committee Document
      No. 18, granting all citizens the right to freely post criticisms. During the following several months, a wave of
      wall posters inundated prominent road sidings in cities all over China, attacking local
      cadres and special privileges, demanding political rehabilitation for Cultural Revolution victims, and so forth.
      By June, posters written by petitioners from the provinces and blaming local officials for their problems
      plastered Peking’s boulevards. In some regions strikes were reported.
    


    
      In April 1974, Zhao Ziyang had been fully restored to power in Guangdong as first secretary of the Party.
      Together with the new Canton Military Region commander, Xu Shiyou,4 Zhao began meeting secretly with former Rebel leaders, encouraging them to participate
      actively in the campaign to criticize Lin Biao. Both Zhao Ziyang and Xu Shiyou, as members of the Party’s
      “moderate” faction, felt a strong vested interest in promoting criticism against “ultra-leftist” programs that
      could be associated not only with Lin Biao but also with the radicals still surrounding Mao. But Zhao and Xu
      needed surrogates to press such charges, rather than stick out their own necks on issues that were still
      politically charged. Since most of the Rebel Red Guards were of middle-class white-collar family
      origins,5 there were good reasons for the
      youths to feel antagonistic toward the post-1968 ‘anti-bourgeois’ policies of the radical wing of the Party. In
      1968, after all, the middle-class young people had been consigned en masse to the
      countryside; the new educational system was hurting the career prospects of their still younger brothers and
      sisters; and the radicals’ excoriation of “bourgeois expertise” had eroded the status and security of their
      parents. Just as important, many of the Rebel Red Guards personally had tasted political freedom in the “great
      democracy” of Cultural Revolution debates, and they had, by the end of the Cultural Revolution fighting, begun to
      see freedom of expression as a major means of keeping the Chinese revolution on the tracks. Such convictions had
      been strengthened after the Cultural Revolution warfare, when they themselves had been suppressed and sometimes jailed. Many of them now saw dangers of arbitrary Party despotism in the radicals’ advocacy
      of “politics in command” and in the radicals’ implementation of recurring struggle campaigns. Given all these
      factors, Guangdong’s Party powerholders found it easy in 1974 to patch together a temporary secret marriage of
      convenience with the former Rebel leaders.
    


    
      As authors of the first significant dissident poster prior to the publication of Document No. 18, the Li Yizhe
      group’s reputation and prestige was high among the crowds of Cantonese young people. Zhao Ziyang and Xu Shiyou
      began to meet with the group’s spokesman, Li Zhengtian, each Wednesday to listen to “the opinion of the masses.”
      Zhao Ziyang even directed Southern Daily, the main newspaper in Guangdong, to
      appoint Li Zhengtian as an “investigator of social problems,” allowing him to establish a group to conduct a
      canvass in order to collect figures on the scale of repression in Guangdong in 1968-69. Some of Li’s findings
      subsequently were published in Southern Daily.6
    


    
      The Li Yizhe group independently devoted much of its attention to pressuring officials to rehabilitate some of
      those who had been persecuted by the military in 1968-69. Reasoning that without a large-scale protest movement,
      provincial and municipal authorities would drag their feet on the rehabilitation issue, Li Zhengtian proposed
      agitational methods characteristic of his Cultural Revolution activities. He urged, for example, that the bodies
      of several of the Rebel leaders who had been killed by the military be dug up and paraded through the streets, to
      dramatize the need for a wide-ranging “reversal of verdicts.” When these plans fell through, the Li Yizhe group
      turned to convening mass meetings so as to organize a larger following. They began singling out particular
      officials to criticize, as in a July rally that concentrated upon Jiao Linyi, the de facto head of Canton’s Party committee and the cadre who had received the most support from the Conservative
      faction and the greatest opposition from the Rebels at the time the revolutionary committees were established in
      1968. At the close of their rally, the Li Yizhe group led a march to municipal Party headquarters in an
      unsuccessful attempt to present a “petition from the masses” to Jiao, criticizing the latter for having organized
      phony exhibitions in 1968 and 1969 designed to gruesomely portray crimes attributed to the Rebels.
    


    
      The Li Yizhe group’s campaign of confrontation was coordinated with a renewal of their wall poster campaign. In
      mid-May they issued a poster entitled “The Revolution Is Dead, Long Live the Revolution!.” Summarizing the
      experiences of the Cultural Revolution, the poster argued that, although the masses had been politically immature
      and had committed errors during the Cultural Revolution conflict, the spirit of mass democracy had become rooted
      in their minds. In June, the group followed up with a poster bearing the ungainly title of “The Story of the Hall
      Called ‘A Single Spark Can Start a Prairie Fire.’” The Hall in the title referred to one that was to be built
      during the Cultural Revolution to honor Mao Zedong. The poster’s main argument was that to legitimize the
      repression of all opposition, it had been necessary for Lin Biao to vigorously promote a personality cult in
      which a godlike figure had been worshipped as a diety whose holy fiat superceded law. Anyone who was targeted
      politically by Lin Biao’s followers could then be vilified on a charge of disrespect toward the sacred cult
      figure.
    


    
      This poster, forty large sheets in length, was more ambitious and controversial than previous ones. Its impact
      was also greater; one eyewitness claimed that the crowds of readers forced public transport to make
      detours.7
    


    
      Li Yizhe was not the only group active in Canton. By late summer 1974, Canton was seething with urban protest, culminating, on September 9, in the Baiyun Mountain Incident. A crowd of more than a hundred
      thousand, mainly factory workers and youth who had been sent to settle in the countryside, climbed Baiyun
      mountain ostensibly to honor their ancestors according to the traditions of the Mid-Autumn festival. But many of
      them used the occasion to protest against cadre privileges and other inequities; and some even openly proclaimed
      their hopes of escaping to Hong Kong.8
    


    
      THE “SOCIALIST DEMOCRACY” MANIFESTO
    


    
      It was in the midst of this turbulent period -- on November 10, 1974 -- that the most famous of the Li Yizhe
      posters was pasted up at a busy junction of Canton’s Peking Road. It contained the third and final draft of the
      1973 “Socialist Democracy” essay, appended to a preface that was as long as the draft itself. Within days, the
      poster had attracted large crowds and was copied, mimeographed, and recopied. Within months, passed hand to hand,
      its contents were known to substantial numbers of the Red Guard generation throughout China. One prominent
      activist in Peking later claimed that a fair number of the participants in the Tiananmen Incident of spring 1976
      had already privately read the Li Yizhe manifesto.9
    


    
      Wang Xizhe, the ‘zhe’ of Li Yizhe, played the largest role in authoring this new version of the draft and its
      preface. Through later writings, Wang Xizhe would, over the course of the next seven years, become recognized as
      one of the two or three most prominent dissident thinkers in China.
    


    
      Born in Sichuan province in 1949 to a middle-class family, Wang Xizhe had been raised in Canton. A senior high
      school student when the Cultural Revolution erupted in 1966, he had participated in Li Zhengtian’s Red Guard group and, when the Rebels were repressed in 1968, was assigned to settle in
      the Guangdong countryside. In 1969, perhaps through the intervention of his family, Wang Xizhe had managed to
      return to Canton and was assigned to a job as a boiler worker in a cod-liver oil factory, a post that he would
      hold, in between arrests, until his final imprisonment in 1981.
    


    
      The 1974 “Socialist Democracy” poster, to which he contibuted so substantially, employed criticism of Lin Biao as
      a camouflage to attack the radical faction from Shanghai (more recently labeled the “Gang of Four”) and its
      policies. The poster charged that even though Lin Biao had fallen, his “system” still remained, and so too did
      supporters of his oppressive ultra-leftist policies. To be sure, direct references to the radical Shanghai
      faction were purposely elliptical and obscure, but to Chinese familiar with ongoing political debates the
      accusations seemed clear. The poster, as readers of the enclosed translation will note, attacks the personality
      cult of Mao, which the Shanghai faction was continuing to propagate through the media; the post-1968 education
      policies that were closely identified with the Shanghai group; the “empty politics” of radical sloganeering; the
      “going against the tide” campaign and the campaign to “oppose rehabilitation of discredited cadres” which the
      Shanghai group had promoted; and the lack of material incentives at factories, which the radicals around Mao had
      insisted upon. But by far the greatest shortcoming of the radical politicians, the Li Yizhe authors asserted, was
      that they had crushed opponents by taking arbitrary powers of arrest into their own hands using Mao’s name. There
      was a crying need, the Li Yizhe group argued, for re-establishing due process of law so as to protect ordinary
      citizens without power who wanted to participate in the political arena. The central theme of the essay is on
      this connection between the rule of law and popular participation in politics, as the very
      title “On Democracy and the Legal System” would suggest.
    


    
      During the preceding years a great many political arrests had bypassed the courts of law. In particular,
      immediately after the Cultural Revolution fighting when local authorities were attempting to tighten reins on the
      anarchy that had prevailed, the suppression of grass-roots factional groups had been pursued by both “ultra-left”
      and “moderate” authorities, depending on which side had finally gained local control after the struggles of the
      Cultural Revolution. These crackdowns in 1968 and 1969 had been conducted under the umbrella of a nationwide
      campaign called the Cleansing of the Class Ranks. According to the “Socialist Democracy” poster, the “rule of law
      suddenly did not work” and “across the length and breadth of the land, everywhere there was suppression and
      imprisonment of the innocent.” This Cleansing of the Class Ranks was followed two years later by a second
      “political struggle campaign” called the One Hit/Three Antis campaign. Through these two campaigns, observed the
      “Socialist Democracy” poster, “the masses suffered three years of denunciations and three years of being
      struggled against.” It had become routine in both campaigns to supersede regular judicial processes, and very
      stiff sentences had been meted out to large numbers of people accused by local officials of going against the
      path laid down by Mao. Many of the charges leveled during the One Hit/Three Antis campaign were overturned when
      Lin Biao fell, but the Li Yizhe group argued that arbitrary suppression had become endemic to the system of
      governing, what they called the “Lin Biao system.” To curtail such abuses, the Li Yizhe group was petitioning the
      Fourth National People’s Congress to re-establish the rule of law in the new constitution, under a revived
      judicial system divorced from politics.
    


    
      Even though “moderate” Party leaders and young people like the Li Yizhe authors shared a dislike for the Shanghai radicals and for the violent political campaigns they advocated, very major differences
      separated the Li Yizhe group’s views from those of the high-level moderate-faction leaders. The new draft of the
      “Socialist Democracy” essay was considerably more provocative than the essay’s first two drafts -- too bold to be
      permitted even in the circumstances of the new ‘alliance’ between moderate leaders and former Rebels. For apart
      from attacking Lin Biao and the ‘Gang of Four’ radicals, the “Socialist Democracy” poster was lamenting the rise
      of a “newborn bourgeoisie” -- the emergence of a “new clique of nobility” who “suppressed the popular masses who
      rose up to oppose their special privileges.” A portion of the Li Yizhe group’s attacks, in short, were directed
      at the whole body of Party officials, including senior cadres of the likes of Zhao Ziyang and Xu Shiyou. Without
      ever having read Djilas, the Li Yizhe authors eloquently were propounding ideas strikingly similar to Djilas’s
      critique of “the New Class.”
    


    
      The “Socialist Democracy” poster, as one observer put it, “was like pouring oil on a fire.”10 Transmitted to Peking by Guangdong officials, the poster
      came up for discussion at an enlarged Party Central Committee session attended by provincial Party secretaries.
      Li Xiannian, one of the leading moderates in the government, declared it a counter-revolutionary document. For
      obvious reasons, the radical faction’s criticism was even more vociferous. Jiang Qing reportedly remarked that it
      was “the most reactionary article yet since Liberation.”11
    


    
      Immediately, the Guangdong Provincial Party Committee organized a collective writing group in the provincial
      propaganda department to respond publicly to the arguments raised in the poster. On December 3, 1974, a lengthy
      document entitled “In Criticism of ‘On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System’” was posted on Canton’s streets.
      (Extracts from it are on pp. 87–105.)
    


    
      This Party poster charged that the Li Yizhe group deliberately had propagated a
      false image of a self-perpetuating Party bureaucratic stratum for ulterior motives; their sinister purpose in
      advocating “mass democracy” as a countervailing force to bureaucratic dominance was, in reality, a call to
      discard the leadership of the Party and thereby subvert the revolution.
    


    
      The posting of this Party reply led to another brief poster war in December. But by early 1975 the Li Yizhe
      members had lost the right to defend themselves. A large-scale “Criticize Li Yizhe” drive was mounted in
      Guangdong on instructions from the provincial Party Committee. The “Socialist Democracy” poster and the
      provincial Party’s counter-poster were reproduced and distributed to all government organs, factories, and
      enterprises in Canton for use at political study sessions, and all work units were instructed to produce articles
      criticizing Li Yizhe. High school students in essay-writing classes and on politics examinations wrote similar
      critiques. According to one account, 7,600 meetings to condemn the Li Yizhe group were held between January and
      March 1975. Each of the Li Yizhe members was transported from work unit to work unit to be “struggled against.”
      Li Zhengtian personally was subjected to over a hundred of these face-to-face criticism meetings. The largest was
      a rally of ten thousand people at Zhongshan University in January.
    


    
      However, the meetings that were called to denounce them in person were quite different from normal “mass
      accusation meetings.” The latter usually were convened after an accused person had already been deemed guilty by
      the authorities, and the accused was not given an opportunity to speak in his or her own defense. The targets of
      such a meeting normally were forced to kneel, with hands sometimes tied, heads lowered and placards bearing their
      misdeeds hanging from their necks, while abusive speeches and massed shouting were directed against them. In some cases, when emotions ran high, as frequently occurred during the early phases
      of the Cultural Revolution and in the Cleansing of Class Ranks and One Hit/Three Antis campaigns, a struggle
      meeting’s targets might find themselves spat upon, kicked and hit. But only on a couple of occasions did any of
      this occur at the meetings attended by the Li Yizhe trio. The leadership obviously was still of two minds about
      the “Socialist Democracy” poster’s overall effect. Eyewitness observers of these struggle sessions report that Li
      Zhengtian, the most articulate of the group, repeatedly was allowed to debate freely with his critics, airing his
      views almost without constraint. He was provided with a chair, drinking water, and even a microphone. Given such
      opportunities, Li Zhengtian is reported to have staged masterful performances (see the debate reported on
      pp. 111–13). Well-versed in Marxism-Leninism and Mao’s citations, he had no difficulty gaining the upper hand
      in meetings that supposedly had been organized to discredit him, spreading his ideas to an even larger audience
      than the Li Yizhe poster initially had reached. The Li Yizhe group had been the beneficiaries of a high-level
      political ploy. Even though much of what they preached was anathema to the authorities, Guangdong Party chief
      Zhao Ziyang still obviously considered, on balance, that Li Yizhe’s oblique but pointed barbs at the “ultra-left”
      Shanghai faction helped propagate a politically useful message.
    


    
      But the limited freedom granted to the Li Yizhe members did not last. The Guangdong leadership, notwithstanding
      Zhao Ziyang’s strategem, split over how to handle the Li Yizhe case. Several powerful leaders, such as Jiao
      Linyi, the first secretary of the Canton municipal Party Committee, not only had been personally criticized by
      the Li Yizhe group. Perhaps more important, even though Jiao held no brief for the Gang of Four, he and others
      regarded the Li Yizhe critique, be it their warning against the rise of a new class within
      the Communist Party or their advocacy for mass democracy, as too direct a challenge to Party control to be
      tolerated. Many of the work units in Canton were ordered to organize investigation teams to weed out Li Yizhe
      sympathizers, with Party members threatened with expulsion if they had dared show any sympathy for the group’s
      heresies. In all, a reported six to seven hundred people were accused of ideological connections with the “Li
      Yizhe counter-revolutionary clique.” By March 1975, when the mass meetings were brought to a halt, Jiao Linyi
      arranged for Li Zhengtian to be assigned to work at a stone quarry in north Guangdong. His two younger
      colleagues, Wang Xizhe and Chen Yiyang, were sent to settle in the countryside. They had been forced into exile
      and back into political obscurity.
    


    
      Their tribulations did not end here. The political purge of the Gang of Four in the autumn of 1976 ironically led
      jittery officials in Guangdong to renew the suppression of political dissidents. (Zhao Ziyang, it should be
      mentioned, was no longer part of the political picture; he had been transferred from Guangdong to head up Sichuan
      Province in December 1975.) A month after the Gang’s purge, Canton courts began to mete out capital punishment
      for severe political offenses, a practice that continued sporadically through the execution in February 1978 of a
      dissident named He Chunshu, on the mere charge that he had written a “counter-revolutionary leaflet” during the
      Cultural Revolution conflict of 1966-68 and had distributed it to foreigners.12
    


    
      Though the members of Li Yizhe were not victimized to this extreme extent, in March 1977 the four of them (the
      cadre Guo Hongzhi included) were thrown suddenly into prison. A half year later, in December 1977, Jiao Linyi,
      the old nemesis of the Li Yizhe group, sought to broaden the new local witch-hunt by declaring to the provincial
      Party Committee that Li Yizhe not only was a counter-revolutionary clique but that, more
      dangerously, it covertly included many cadres.
    


    
      THE POLITICAL VINDICATION OF THE LI YIZHE GROUP
    


    
      One year later, the tide turned decisively in favor of those who had been politically targeted. In November of
      1978, the so-called Tiananmen Incident was officially reinterpreted as having been “revolutionary.” In that April
      1976 incident, mass demonstrations in Peking’s Tiananmen Square had commemorated the death of Premier Zhou Enlai,
      had supported Zhou’s handpicked successor Deng Xiaoping and had voiced anti-government sentiments, only to be
      violently dispersed by army and militia forces. Now, two and a half years later, with Mao already two years dead,
      with Deng Xiaoping recently restored to a position of power, and with China politically committed to rapid
      economic modernization, localities throughout the country were ordered to reinvestigate all cases that, like the
      Tiananmen Incident, involved people convicted for having opposed leftist Gang of Four programs. Wall posters
      immediately began to appear in Peking and Canton calling for the political rehabilitation of the Li Yizhe group.
    


    
      Given the fame of the Li Yizhe group, their rehabilitation did seem a logical first step for a government seeking
      to convince public opinion of its commitment to liberalize and to rebuild the legal system. The Guangdong
      provincial Party Committee accordingly moved to free them in December of 1978. But the Li Yizhe members were
      sophisticated enough politically to understand why China’s reform-minded leadership wanted their support.
      Therefore, they deliberately delayed cooperating in any public ceremony of rehabilitation until Guangdong’s
      leaders agreed to release others implicated in their case and in similar cases.13 They met four times with Xi Zhongxun, who had
      just become first secretary of the Guangdong Provincial Party Committee, before they agreed to attend a public
      rehabilitation rally.
    


    
      The deal struck, they appeared before a large crowd at a Canton theater in February 1979. News of the rally and
      editorial support for their “On Socialist Democracy” poster appeared in People’s
      Daily and other national newspapers (albeit with the editorial reservation that some of their ideas -- in
      particular their characterization of China’s officialdom as a ‘new nobility’ with special privileges -- were
      wrongheaded). The headline in China Youth Daily referred to the Li Yizhe quartet
      as “Brave Warriors.” (Vide the enclosed translation.) They had, to say the least,
      been politically vindicated.
    


    
      The account of the rehabilitation rally translated in this volume suggests the excitement generated by the
      relatively open political atmosphere in China at the beginning of 1979. Wu Nansheng, a secretary of the Guangdong
      party committee, at one point told the large audience at the rally: “Anyone who has problems can come up to the
      platform and speak,” and many did precisely that. It was a time when the Party was openly acknowledging past
      mistakes and calling on the people to “dare to speak out.”14 “Reversals of political verdicts” were being processed for millions of people. En
      masse, those who had been labelled as “rightists” in the various campaigns going
      back to 1957 had the label lifted and their civic rights restored. All but 50,000 of China’s four million former
      landlords and rich peasants similarly celebrated the removal of their stigmatizing designations.15
    


    
      The local media were publishing editorials critical of “some leadership comrades” who “fear democracy and will
      not let people speak,”16 and officials
      whose views clashed with this liberalization in policy were being reshuffled into lesser
      posts. In March 1979, in a purge of the Canton municipal Party Committee, Party Secretary Jiao Linyi was blamed
      for his handling of the Li Yizhe case and for leading Canton into a “badly battered” state. He was forced to
      leave Canton to widen his ideological horizons at the central Party school in Peking. Jiao reportedly had offered
      to give up all of his duties if allowed to remain in Canton, but the higher authorities refused.17
    


    
      The Li Yizhe posters of 1973-74 had been drafted in a dangerously tense political atmosphere that had dictated
      careful discussions of the wording of texts and minimal overt disagreement among the group. But in the relatively
      open atmosphere of early 1979, they no longer felt any compelling reasons to develop a common position. While Guo
      Hongzhi and Chen Yiyang sought privacy and became inactive politically, Li Zhengtian and Wang Xizhe continued to
      be active writers on political themes. Both of them remained Marxists, and both remained proponents of a more
      independent and more firmly grounded legal system. But they moved in different directions.
    


    
      THE WRITINGS OF LI ZHENGTIAN AND WANG XIZHE
    


    
      Li Zhengtian preferred to write for the official press, even though only some of his articles were accepted, and
      even then only in truncated form. His article “Take the Road of Scientific Socialism,” for example, appeared in
      Guangdong Youth minus a section on class dictatorship. In his essays, Li Zhengtian
      sought to persuade government leaders to erect new administrative and legal institutions that would safeguard due
      process of law and freedom of expression; “Lawless Laws and Crimeless Crimes,” translated here, provides a good
      example of his approach. By necessity, his appeals were intended for the ears of the
      political elite, and he was not willing to alienate the top officialdom by any resumption of street politics.
    


    
      Wang Xizhe, on the other hand, quickly developed close ties to the unofficial “people’s publications,” the
      mimeographed journals distributed by hand that were the mainstay of the democracy movement of 1979-81. Unlike Li
      Zhengtian, Wang Xizhe argued that the motive force for change “has always come from the lower strata … and only
      later gets accepted by the upper strata.”18 In this regard, he was pessimistic that Party reformers would ever act spontaneously to
      bring about either democracy or any significant extensions of freedom. He attributed not only the Tiananmen
      Incident, but also the purge of the Gang of Four radicals and the subsequent Party reform movement itself, to
      pressures from below. He deliberately sought to spur further reform from outside official channels, from a
      completely independent political vantage point. Thus, unlike Li Zhengtian, he contributed his writings primarily
      to the “people’s publications”; one of his essays translated here, “Strive for the Class Dictatorship of the
      Proletariat,” originally appeared in The Peopled Voice, the foremost people’s
      journal in Canton.19 By 1980, he was
      editing his own underground newsletter, and in its November 1980 issue he published his longest essay, “Mao
      Zedong and the Cultural Revolution.”
    


    
      To be sure, the differences between the two writers were not terribly wide. They were no Wei Jingsheng, the
      dissident writer from Peking who rejected socialism altogether. Like other democracy activists in Canton, both Li
      Zhengtian and Wang Xizhe declared support for China’s reformist leaders. Both of them leaned toward a humanist
      Marxism and sincerely couched their proposals in Marxist terms. Indeed, Wang Xizhe’s writings reveal a thinker
      who, more than the Party’s own theoreticians, turned for ideas to Marx and Engels’ ideological propositions.
      Quite unlike European Marxist intellectuals, Chinese Communist Party writers scarcely bother
      to reflect seriously upon the analytical works of the founders of Marxism. The Central Committee’s theoretical
      journal Red Flag consistently has been intellectually barren. Party writers
      normally only play fitfully with theoretical phrases to provide a thin patina of ‘scientific socialism’ to any
      new policy line -- a few quotes from Marx and Lenin garnished with a smattering of jargon of a Marxist character.
    


    
      Not so with Wang Xizhe. He steeped himself in the Marxist-Leninist classics in search of answers to the problem
      of what had gone wrong with socialism in China. In some of his essays, such as “The Direction of Democracy”
      (1980) or “The Dictatorship of the Proletariat Is a Humanitarian Dictatorship” (1980),20 he turned to Marx’s early concern with the concepts of
      alienation and human liberation, emphasizing Marx’s humanitarian sensibilities:
    


    
      In the domain of history, Marx’s chief concern was always man. In his view, it is not the need for productive
      forces that determines man’s value; on the contrary, the rationality of the productive forces should be
      determined by the values of man.… What’s human nature? According to Marx, it is that human quality, founded on
      his fundamental activity -- labor -- that shows itself in the desire to develop freely and fully. Man’s value
      lies precisely in his ability to create, through this free and full development, his own infinite variety.… Marx
      and Engels not only helped to make socialism scientific rather than utopian, they also made humanitarianism a
      science and not a dream!21
    


    
      Why then had China established a political system that had scorned humanitarianism and that
      quashed efforts at self-realization and worker participation in government? This was the question that Wang Xizhe
      repeatedly asked; and in different essays Wang provided a variety of answers. In “Strive for the Class
      Dictatorship of the Proletariat” (1979), which is translated in this volume, he looked at China’s industrial
      economy in the context of a world market system created and dominated by capitalism. Citing Engels, Wang Xizhe
      adopted premises somewhat similar to those of Immanuel Wallerstein’s followers. Wang argued that since “the
      capitalist mode of production of the world’s advanced nations is dominant [and since] scientific socialism cannot
      be realized in isolation, especially in an economically backward nation, … [China’s] production will unavoidably
      still have characteristics of capitalist production … under conditions of public ownership of the means of
      production.” Building upon this premise, Wang went on to argue that, with low educational levels among workers,
      scant worker capacity for management-, and a division of labor that must replicate capitalism, a Leninist party
      has been obliged to monopolize national and local economic and political management in the workers’ behalf. But
      as educational levels and managerial capacities among the working classes have risen over time, the Party
      organization arrives at a crossroads; it either gives over its power to a dictatorship by “the entire proletarian
      class” or, ominously, “this dictatorship of the Communist Party step by step sets itself free from the control of
      society and becomes a force above the society; the orginal advanced stratum of the proletariat (especially its
      leadership group) metamorphosizes into the antithesis of the proletariat, and the original dictatorship of the
      advanced stratum of the proletariat becomes the dictatorship of ‘the Communist bureaucrats’
      [a phrase from Lenin].” In short, either the Party degenerates into bureaucratic despotism or it moves in the
      direction of Yugoslav-style workers’ management, Wang Xizhe’s favorite model of socialism.
    


    
      Li Zhengtian, less a Marxist-Leninist than Wang Xizhe and more the worried democrat, broke with Wang over the
      terminological framework that Wang insisted upon clinging to in these formulations. In an interview which we have
      translated here, Li Zhengtian denounced Wang Xizhe’s “dictatorship by the entire proletarian class” in the
      following terms: “The proletariat should not, and cannot, exercise any sort of dictatorship for its own special
      class privilege; it can emancipate itself at the end only by liberating all mankind. … Irrespective of your
      subjective wishes, if you seek class dictatorship, it can easily be made indistinguishable objectively from
      totalitarian dictatorship.”
    


    
      More than Li Zhengtian, Wang Xizhe remained convinced in all his writings that the economic structure determines
      the super-structure. This can be seen clearly in the longest and most mature of his writings, “Mao Zedong and the
      Cultural Revolution” (translated here in full). Again addressing the dilemma of why despotism has characterized
      Chinese socialism, Wang Xizhe traced the history of Mao Zedong’s policies since the victory of 1949 and concludes
      that one of the roots of the Maoist despotism lay in Mao’s insistence on imposing agrarian socialism upon an
      agricultural economy that was not developed enough to sustain socialism naturally. Because he defied Marx’s laws
      of developmental stages, Mao needed administrative coercion to enforce economic fiats. He needed uncontested
      personal authority to quell critics within the Party, such as Liu Shaoqi, who understood the dangers inherent in
      autocratically trying to violate the laws of historical development.
    


    
      In scathing detail, “Mao Zedong and the Cultural Revolution” contained indictments of most
      of the economic and political policies that China had pursued over the past thirty years. As in the “On Socialist
      Democracy” manifesto, Wang Xizhe aimed his barbs not only against a despotic leftist like Mao but also skewered
      the ‘new class’ bureaucratic stratum that had outlived Mao. Here Wang drew a distinction between the reformist
      leaders of Deng Xiaoping’s faction and the numerous corps of self-interested middle-ranking careerists whose
      worry has been to retain their prerogatives and power in the face of any reform efforts. Wang Xizhe was arguing
      not for any mass democracy per se, but for an alliance of mutual support between
      the reformist top Party leadership and China’s democratic youth movement. He was not challenging China’s new
      rulers; he was tendering his support to them.
    


    
      And yet, within another year’s time, Wang Xizhe would again be placed under arrest, charged yet again with
      counter-revolutionary crimes.
    


    
      THE DESTRUCTION OF THE DEMOCRACY MOVEMENT AND WANG XIZHE’S IMPRISONMENT
    


    
      The democracy movement’s wall posters in late 1978 and early 1979 had been useful to Deng Xiaoping in his efforts
      to dispose of the remaining partisans of Maoism, the “whateverists” -- so called because they continued to
      profess that whatever judgments Mao had pronounced ipso facto were sacrosanct.
      These included leaders like Wang Dongxing, Wu De, and even, indirectly, Party Chairman Hua Guofeng. The democracy
      adherents’ wall posters expressed views that Deng and his followers wanted to see circulate but did not want
      openly to proclaim themselves, much as the Li Yizhe group had been useful surrogates for Guangdong’s leaders in 1974. But once the “whateverists” were ousted in 1979, the democracy advocates
      no longer played any worthwhile role in behalf of Deng.
    


    
      Even during the months of 1979 when the democracy advocates were tolerated as useful, the pro-Deng officialdom
      felt nervous about them, as wild cards in the political deck. As early as April 1979, just two months after the
      Li Yizhe group’s political rehabilitation, the new Party Secretary of Guangdong, Xi Zhongxun, criticized Wang
      Xizhe by name, labelling Wang’s “Strive for the Class Dictatorship of the Proletariat” “inflammatory.” But it was
      not so much what Wang had written; it was more a question of who had done the writing. As Wang Xizhe advised an
      interviewer in April 1979:
    


    
      At many meetings these days, [such as] discussion meetings of the Academy of Social Sciences … [speeches are]
      more radical than mine; yet nobody has given them the big stick. However, I was destined to be treated with the
      big stick because we have always been suspected of being ‘reactionary.’22
    


    
      So much more so would writers like Wang become suspect once the “whateverists” were vanquished and Peking no
      longer needed to tolerate dissent.
    


    
      In late November 1979, representatives on the standing committee of the National People’s Congress complained
      that the existence of Democracy (Xidan) Wall in the center of Peking was disrupting social order and public
      security, that it had become “a medium to conduct counter-revolutionary activities.”23 On December 6 the Peking city government
      issued a notice restricting public posters to a park in the city’s Western suburbs. On January 16, 1980, Deng
      Xiaoping complained to a conference about the “factors of instability” threatening China’s progress and cautioned
      against under-estimating the “so-called ‘democrats’ and ‘dissidents’ who openly oppose the socialist system and
      Party leadership.” Deng declared that the “four greats” -- speaking out freely, airing views fully, holding
      debates and writing posters -- had never, as a whole, played a positive role, and he announced that the Party
      Central Committee would urge the National People’s Congress to abrogate the article in the Constitution that
      guaranteed the four greats.24
    


    
      Rather than ordering an immediate crackdown against the dissident publications in Canton, the initial strategy of
      Guangdong’s leaders was to persuade the democracy activists to desist voluntarily. Where persuasion did not work,
      the provincial government sought to eliminate the bulk of the publications’ readership by banning street-side
      sales. But the journals were allowed to continue to circulate through personal contact and mail subscriptions.
    


    
      Ironically, Guangdong’s mild strategy eventually led to what the leadership feared most. Reasoning that the only
      way to survive and win legal status lay through coordinated nationwide pressure from below, Canton’s people’s
      publications began, early in 1980, to develop inter-provincial links. This effort to organize for mutual
      protection culminated in joint action in May 1980, when a dozen organizations from cities as geographically
      diverse as Peking, Changsha, Hangzhou, and Canton distributed a joint leaflet demanding the release of Liu Qing,
      a well-known democracy activist from Peking who had been arrested in November 1979 for having published a
      transcript of the October trial of Wei Jingsheng. When Liu Qing, without an open trial, was sentenced on July 30,
      1980 to three years’ hard labor, the twelve organizations established a committee to
      “rescue” (yingjiu) Liu Qing.25 Typically, Wang Xizhe separately sent a long open letter to members of the Fifth
      National People’s Congress appealing on Liu’s behalf.26
    


    
      Guangdong authorities lost little time in responding to the new coordinated efforts to reach a national audience.
      On August 31, Canton’s police arrested four activists who were meeting to help organize the first conference of
      the National Association of People’s Publications.27 Others were detained on their way to Canton for the conference.
    


    
      Undeterred, the National Association was established on September 15, 1980, and the first issue of its national
      journal -- Duty -- was published. In the view of the Association’s founders, the
      main obstacles to economic development in China lay with entrenched dictatorial bureaucrats on the one side and,
      on the other, the resentful passivity of the masses who had lost confidence in them. They proclaimed that the
      solution lay with a mass democratic movement that would induce bureaucrats to relinquish their arbitrary powers
      and thereby restore the masses’ confidence.28 The Association initially included 21 magazines, with editorial responsibility for
      Duty rotating each issue. Wang Xizhe took his turn in this capacity. The journal
      survived for nine issues before its major writers and editors were arrested.29
    


    
      This final crackdown commenced at the tail end of 1980, with a speech by Deng Xiaoping that refuted the notion
      that a bureaucratic class existed within the Party. Deng pointedly linked this refutation to a denunciation of
      the “so-called ‘dissidents’ … who oppose the Party leadership, who want liberalization and
      capitalism.”30 Three months later, in
      March 1981, the Party Central Committee issued Document No. 9, which declared that those who persisted in
      “illegal underground” activities might be arrested and their premises searched for incriminating evidence. All
      work units were ordered to determine whether any of their employees were involved in
      “illegal organizations” and “illegal publications.”31 Guangdong province issued an appendix to this document declaring that in the division of
      tasks agreed upon by the “illegal organizations,” Guangdong’s activists had been put in charge of overseas
      relations. The Guangdong appendix pointedly mentioned that, of the original Li Yizhe members, Li Zhengtian and
      Chen Yiyang had “mended their ways” (gaiguo) while Wang Xizhe had continued to spread anti-Party and
      anti-socialist views.32
    


    
      On April 20, 1981, Wang Xizhe was placed under arrest while at work at the cod liver oil factory. A year later,
      on May 28, 1982, he was tried before an audience of forty. Notice of the trial was posted outside the courthouse
      three hours prior to the trial; having received no notification, Wang’s family was absent. Wang was charged with
      three offenses: (1) sabotaging the laws and decrees of the state; (2) engaging in counter-revolutionary agitation
      and propaganda; and (3) participating in the plotting of a counter-revolutionary clique. Wang’s essays of 1979-81
      were cited as evidence of the first charge. His open letter to the National People’s Congress protesting the
      sentence against Liu Qing was cited as evidence for the second charge. No evidence was cited for the third
      charge. He was sentenced to fourteen years in prison.33
    


    
      Wang Xizhe’s real crime had lain in his outspoken political independence. It was not so much what he had written; the government might have been willing to tolerate mild heterodoxy in
      political ideas. But Wang Xizhe’s refusal in the early months of 1979 to limit his activities to forums dominated
      by the Party, as Li Zhengtian carefully had done, and his subsequent participation in a national network of
      dissident organizations that were totally independent from the Party’s sway, ultimately spurred the authorities
      to take draconian counter-measures. As the best known of the Canton activists, Wang Xizhe
      paid the price.
    


    
      He left behind him, beyond the reach of bars, a corpus of writings that sought to reform China’s political
      structures so that others might not, like him, face imprisonment for their politics.
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      [Editors--This famous manifesto first appeared as a wall poster in downtown Canton in November 1974, at the
      height of the Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius campaign. Its subject matter went far beyond what the campaign
      sanctioned: in particular, it contained scathing criticism of the policies associated with a radical group in the
      Party that remained close to Mao (the group that more recently has been dubbed the Gang of Four).
    


    
      The main themes of the poster relate to the degneration of political life during the previous half decade, and
      the danger of a “new class” emerging within the Party bureaucracy. These themes are drawn together in the
      authors’ description of political life during the early to mid 1970s as marked by polarization between the masses
      and their leaders, with the masses denied the legal rights and democratic freedoms necessary
      to restrain leaders from granting themselves special privileges. Without some established, institutionalized
      measures of popular control, they argue, China’s socialist system would inevitably degenerate into “feudalistic
      fascist despotism.”]
    


    
      PREFACE
    


    
      (Dedicated to Chairman Mao and the Fourth National People’s Congress)
    


    
      Since August of last year, people have been expecting that the Fourth National People’s Congress would be held
      imminently. Though the Congress has not yet convened,1 the following essay which we dedicated to the Congress has already been regarded as our
      “system” [tixi].
    


    
      In this enclosed essay, we took our first steps in criticizing the “Lin Biao system.” Our critique has been
      developed and continued in other essays which followed this. What was unexpected was that some of our friends
      have regarded it as a kind of frightening system and have held us to it. Perhaps in the enclosed critique we have
      covered so broad an area and exposed ourselves so totally that ours may indeed be regarded as a “system.” Yet
      this “system,” even if we are able to admit that we do have a certain system, does not necessarily contain
      anything heretical to Marxism. All we have attempted is to use the weapon of Marxist thought to wash away the
      influences and disastrous effects of the Lin Biao System. In reality, we have not yet achieved this aim.
    


    
      This new exposé of the Lin Biao System does not contradict our critique of it of one year
      ago. On the contrary, what has surprised us is that in many respects what we said then was later confirmed. We
      have made only minor revisions in the first five sections of this third draft of the essay that we are pasting up
      on the street. As for the essay’s sixth section (that is, the section on our hopes for the People’s Congress and
      our proposals regarding the legal system), the developments over the past year have made us dissatisfied with
      what we had initially written, and we felt that a more penetrating discussion was requisite. Accordingly, we have
      written this section anew. Moreover, there are questions that we merely touched on briefly last year which await
      elaboration, as well as new questions which have been raised, and it is of these that we wish to speak in this
      foreword.
    


    
      The first reason why our “system” alarmed certain people was that we [dared] broach this very topic.
    


    
      It has been said that anyone who has even a bit of knowledge of Marxism-Leninism will not discuss the question of
      “Socialist Democracy and the Legal System.” Let us say that we do not even have a scrap of knowledge of
      Marxism-Leninism. But we do know of the occurrence of several events in the world since the sixties: First,
      capitalism has been restored in most of the socialist countries, and most of the hundred or more parties no
      longer hold fast to Marxism-Leninism.2
      Second, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution that occurred in China is still today little understood by a
      great many of our people. Third, Comrade Mao Zedong has summarized the last half-century’s practice of socialism
      and has formulated the basic course for the entire historical stage of socialism. We copy here his declaration in
      its entirety:
    


    
      Socialist society covers a fairly long historical period. In the historical period of
      socialism, there are still classes, class contradictions, and class struggle; there is the struggle between the
      socialist road and the capitalist road, and there is the danger of capitalist restoration. We must recognize the
      protracted and complex nature of this struggle. We must heighten our vigilance. We must conduct socialist
      education. We must correctly understand and handle class contradictions and class struggle, distinguish the
      contradictions between ourselves and the enemy from those contradictions that are among the people, and handle
      them correctly. Otherwise a socialist country like ours will turn into its opposite and degenerate, and a
      capitalist restoration will take place. From now on, we must remind ourselves of this every year, every month,
      and every day so that we can retain a rather sober understanding of this problem and have a Marxist-Leninist
      line.3
    


    
      Hence, we know that the socialist system has to be improved. It is not perfect. In many countries, it failed to
      combat the new bourgeois class. The restoration of capitalism in so many countries and the necessity for a
      “second revolution” in China is clear evidence [of socialism’s imperfection]. The proletariat must pursue many a
      Great Cultural Revolution during this “fairly long historical period” in order to constantly perfect the social
      system.
    


    
      The above points cannot be considered a matter of fundamental Marxism-Leninism, but based on
      this we can say quite definitely that many aspects of the problems of socialism, including the question of
      democracy and the legal system under socialism, may and should be fully discussed. What is so frightening about
      “heresies”? The truth develops from the struggle with fallacies.
    


    
      Lenin has stated it well: “We do not regard Marx’s theory as something completed and inviolable; on the contrary,
      we are convinced that it has only laid the foundation stone of the science which socialists must develop in all
      directions if they wish to keep pace with life.”4
    


    
      The second reason why our “system” alarms certain people is that in this essay a year ago, basing ourselves on
      the inspiration of the harsh realities of the class struggle and the basic line [of the Party], we raised the
      question of the newborn bourgeois class, the ways it appropriates possessions, and the struggle against it.
    


    
      Just when some friends were criticizing our discourse on the social foundations of the capitalist-roaders and
      opportunists, a young man who is of a stratum which enjoys all sorts of privileges rebelled with a courage that
      Jia Baoyu could not have had.5 This
      student Zhong Zhimin’s act of withdrawing from school6 was no other than Li Qinglin’s angry outcry.7 In the privileged stratum, it stirred up just a weak echo, but among the masses the
      echo was magnified in resonance. This rebellious act frightened some people and encouraged others. Some were
      gnashing their teeth with hatred; some welcomed it wholeheartedly. Do not these different responses obliquely
      reflect the changes in class relationships and the new class contradictions in our country?
    


    
      The essence of the appropriation of possessions by the new bourgeois class is to “turn public into private” while
      still maintaining a system of socialist ownership of the means of production. When a leader
      of the state or of a state enterprise comports himself like a member of the bourgeoisie in redistributing the
      proletariat’s property and power, he is in reality converting such properties and power into private ownership by
      the new bourgeois class.
    


    
      Such a redistribution of properties and power in the manner of the bourgeoisie is manifested mainly in two areas:
    


    
      The most common is that certain leaders have expanded the scope of the special care that by necessity has been
      provided to them by the Party and people. They turn this into political and economic privileges which are
      extended without limitation to their family, friends, and relatives, to the point of bartering such privileges
      among themselves. They use channels such as “going through the back door” to transform into a de facto hereditary
      status the political and economic positions of their progeny. Moreover, centered upon their own private
      interests, they change the socialist direction of their enterprises and practice the organizational line of
      sectarianism. They buttress and sustain a clique of “new nobility,” a force which stands separate from the people
      and whose interests come into opposition with the people’s.
    


    
      More importantly, in order to protect the privileges already acquired and to obtain further privileges, they must
      attack those upright revolutionary comrades who stand fast to their principles. They must suppress the masses who
      rise to oppose their privileges and must illegally deprive these comrades and the masses of their political
      rights and economic interests.
    


    
      In this manner, they have completed a qualitative change from being “the civil servants of the people” to “the
      masters of the people”; they have become what we call “those in power taking the capitalist road.” This is what
      we meant when we mentioned in our essay that “the capitalist-roaders and opportunists in the Party have their social roots in the newborn bourgeois class which has been hatched from privileges.”
    


    
      According to the warnings of the [Party’s] basic line, for the next several hundred years, generation after
      generation of the new bourgeoisie will inevitably emerge regardless of the will of the people. The watershed
      dividing proletarian revolutionaries from conservatives and the fundamental theoretical issue which leads to the
      affirmation or negation of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution is whether one recognizes or denies that
      this new bourgeois class (the representatives of which are the capitalist-roaders inside the Party) constitutes
      the chief danger leading to capitalist restoration. If you do not today recognize this, that is okay, because you
      can have the help of the “Qian Shouweis” and the “Huang Guozhongs,”8 as well as the people regularly dispatched to China by Chiang
      Kai-shek. Perhaps you can hold out for twenty years. You may even stretch it to fifty years. What then after a
      hundred years? Eventually your recognition [of the above truths] will have to be forthcoming.
    


    
      The third reason why our “system” alarms people is that we have said firmly: “The Great Proletarian Cultural
      Revolution has not accomplished its task because it has not led to the masses’ firmly gripping the weapon of
      people’s democracy.” Is this not a negation of the Great Cultural Revolution? What then are the reasons for our
      firm statement?
    


    
      As we confront this essay for yet another time, the revolutionary mass movement in Guangdong Province has yet
      again been in upsurge for the past half year. What is meaningful is that the prelude to this upsurge was almost
      exactly the same as that in Wuhan–a struggle of tearing down and pasting up big-character posters.
    


    
      In the eyes of the foreigners, there should be no such struggles at all in China. When
      posters with big words were pasted up in front of the palace in Ethiopia, the press agencies in the West had no
      hesitation in calling them “Chinese-style big-character posters.”
    


    
      However, the “Chinese-style big character posters” have in China been beset by misfortunes. There is no need to
      speak of what happened several years back. Only in May this year, the Canton Municipal Committee’s “Political
      Cityscape Cleansing Corps,” equipped with hoses and brooms, was ready at any time to clean off any big-character
      poster appearing in any of the main streets or narrow alleys. If it should be pointed out that they never
      completely cleared away the posters, it was only because the big-character posters appeared one after another in
      an endless flood.
    


    
      Is not the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution still continuing?9 Who has announced the end of the mission of the big-character posters? In the essay
      “introducing a Cooperative,” Chairman Mao said of the big-character posters that “they should be used
      forever.”10 Was not this section of his
      discourse also “the highest directive,” and should the directive therefore not be “resolutely executed” and
      “resolutely abided by?” But when the revolutionary masses who had been suppressed rose up from the floor and
      attempted to continue to use this weapon to criticize the line of Lin Biao and to struggle for their own
      political and economic interests, they first had to bitterly battle for such a democratic right, which had
      originally belonged to them! When the big-character posters on the streets of Canton were pasted up and torn off
      and pasted up again in a heated atmosphere of stalemated battle, Document No. 18, in which the Chairman once more
      manifested his stand on big-character posters, was sent down.11 After the people had been silenced under the malicious suppression of the Lin Biao
      line for the past several years, big-character posters once again were declared legal. Until
      now, the far-reaching meaning of Document No. 18 has not yet been fully laid out to the people, but it would be a
      big mistake if people did not see its importance. The most fundamental right of the people under a socialist
      society is the power of the people to manage the state and society. The precise purpose of Document No. 18 was to
      open up a wide scope for people to exercise precisely such rights as management and criticism. Although a large
      proportion of the hopes that people harbored for the revived revolutionary mass movement have never been
      fulfilled, the people did obtain Document No. 18, and this itself should be regarded as a great victory. Were it
      said that we had been too quick to conclude in the second half of the seventh year of the Great Proletarian
      Cultural Revolution that it “had not accomplished its task,” we should be happy to admit this; because now,
      toward the end of the eighth year of the Great Revolution, the right of the people to exercise the unconditional
      use of big-character posters as the people’s broad democratic weapon has finally been affirmed by this historic
      Document No. 18. But one year ago, how many people would have been prepared to admit that the Great Cultural
      Revolution had entered its eighth year? Even today, if Chairman Mao had not spoken, no one would be prepared to
      make the admission.12 Does this not
      imply the presence of certain complex problems?
    


    
      The fourth reason why our “system” alarms people is that we have singled out the Lin Biao System, and pointed out
      the fact that it was established during the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      What is a “system”? It is the totality of all the interrelationships among matters–the whole setup. The Lin Biao
      System is Lin Biao’s whole package of theory, program, line, direction, policies, methods, Party style,
      political-study style, writing style, and general work-style–how it seeks to combat the
      Central Committee of the Party and the Chairman in the domains of politics, law, military affairs, economy,
      culture and education. It is a thing that has plagued the people and harmed the entire country. Six years ago,
      the establishment of the entire package of the Lin Biao System undoubtedly damaged and even took the place of
      Chairman Mao’s line. It was only after the September 13th Incident13 (a manifestation of the intensity of the uncompromisable
      contradictions between the Lin Biao package and the Chinese people) that the people, step by step, manifestly
      destroyed and repudiated the Lin Biao System. Is this not an historical fact?
    


    
      Let us try and recollect some of the scenes of the Lin Biao System at its zenith.
    


    
      Let us recall the kind of emphasis given to (empty) politics which was substituted for everything else and which
      praised the lazy and punished the diligent;14 the religious chanting of the “daily readings”;15 the increasingly hypocritical “discourses on the application”
      [of the Thought of Mao Zedong]; the increasingly absurd “explosion of the revolution in the depths of the
      soul”;16 the demonstrative “expressions
      of loyalty,” which encouraged political opportunism; the farcical “dances of loyalty”; the unbearably complicated
      and petty loyalty rituals–how prayers in the mornings, repentance in the evenings, assemblies, roll calls, the
      transfer of work shifts, the buying and selling of things, the writing of letters, the acts of telephoning and
      even eating, and so forth–how everything was smeared with an intensely religious coloring and aura.17 All in all, the word “loyalty” was made to
      dominate 100 percent of the time and 100 percent of the space. The campaigns of this “Good” and that
      “Good”18 were contests to be “Left!
      Left! Left!” and competitions to be “the most…the most…the most.” The innumerable numbers of “conferences of
      activist representatives” were in reality exhibitions of hypocrisy, evil and ugliness,
      gambling dens giving “huge payoffs for a small outlay.”
    


    
      We have not forgotten the various practices which harmed the basic interests of the worker and peasant masses:
      the policy to “make all things public property,”19 the Party style which let “followers and associates become elevated if one secured high
      position,” the style of [political] study which promoted the concept that “the truth is anything useful” and that
      “immediate results are all that matter,” the “new eight-legged essay style” which encouraged phony mouthings, the
      theory that “little things do not do any harm” which promoted a corrupt and gangsterlike work-style, and what has
      become prevalent today: “going through the back door.”
    


    
      We have not forgotten the mechanical “religious preachings” of class struggle, the cow sheds which were
      Guomindang [Kuomintang] prison camps, and the massacres that occurred there which surpassed the historical ones
      of “March 18th,”20 “April
      12th,”21 “May 30th,”22 and “June 23rd.”23 In the province of Guangdong alone, the revolutionary masses
      and cadres who were killed numbered close to 40,000.24 The numbers jailed, under surveillance, or being struggled against amounted to a million.
    


    
      However, there are people who shut their eyes and refuse to admit that the Lin Biao System was once firmly
      established, although it is a fact which was witnessed by 800 million people. They stubbornly stick to the view
      that the revolutionary line of Chairman Mao was at all times predominant. Is this not equivalent to saying that
      the bloody massacres and the long-standing inability to reverse the verdicts [of those who were politically
      smeared and persecuted] were all decided by the “revolutionary line”?
    


    
      If it were not due to the fact that the System of Lin Biao had been firmly established, why was it that the call
      for “putting policy on a solid footing”25 only reached Comrade He Long five years after its release and after
      thirty reiterations and fifty orders?26
    


    
      If it were not due to the firm establishment of the Lin Biao System, how could the “Big Joke at Lushan” have
      occurred?27
    


    
      The clique which stubbornly held fast to the Lin Biao System swore that they would not allow Communists who had
      been beaten down by them to rise again from the floor. In order to achieve their ends, they have found their
      secret way, that is, to fabricate charges against those revolutionary comrades who were the greatest threat to
      them, convicting them as “counter-revolutionary blackhands,” “counter-revolutionary bad chiefs,” “members of the
      May 16th Corps,”28 active
      counter-revolutionary elements,” “renegades,” and so forth. They have been given long-term imprisonments and
      maliciously maltreated. When these coercive means did not secure results, the supporters of the Lin Biao System
      tried to blur the clear-cut issues and used this as a pretext so that they could await an opportune time to stage
      a future comeback. Is this not proven by a whole host of facts?
    


    
      The emergence of the Lin Biao System was determined by the historical conditions of China.
    


    
      Our China was transformed directly from a semi-feudal and semi-colonial society into a socialist one. Feudal
      rule, which was perpetuated for more than two thousand years, has left its ideology firmly embedded in society.
      This ideology was not annihilated in the period of old democracy or for that matter in the period of New
      Democracy. The vicious practices of the dictatorial arbitrariness of the feudal era were fixed firmly in the
      minds of the people as well as in those of the average members of the Communist Party. Did this not create the
      preconditions for the Lin Biao System to become predominant for a time, resulting in Chairman Mao being “forced
      to go up to Liang Shan”?29 Was this
      not the circumstance that enabled Lin Biao and his gang to declare “complete victories” by
      suppressing people’s democracy in places under their sphere of influence?
    


    
      When we discussed the Lin Biao System, we also pointed out that “the view that genius creates history was its
      theoretical program,” that is, its program in the realm of ideology. Why? It was claimed that a “genius” appeared
      only in several hundred, several thousand years, a “genius” who should be worshipped endlessly, who demanded
      absolute loyalty, and whose will should be obeyed. Whoever opposed this “genius” was forthwith to be struck down.
      Is this not an altogether complete ideological and political line? No thinking was to be allowed; nor research;
      nor investigation. Not even a single question “why?” about anything was to be permitted. The view that “genius
      creates history” in effect eliminated 800 million brains.
    


    
      Now people can see clearly that the “system” that was developed from the view that genius creates history is in
      fact a modern set of “rites.” Such “rites” were used to “govern” the Party, the state and the military. This
      would inevitably result in our Party being “governed” as a Party of emperor/minister: father/son,” our state
      becoming a feudalistic despotism of socialist fascism,30 and our military becoming something similar to Yuan Shikai’s Beiyang Army.31 Is that not so? In Peking, Lin Biao had his
      Feng and Duan;32 in the regions, he had
      his governor-generals. These “commanders” and “generals” had done everything with the exception of marching their
      armed forces to take Peking.
    


    
      People will ask: if the “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution has not accomplished its task and, on the
      contrary, helped to firmly establish the Lin Biao System which to this day has not been purged,” then what can be
      said to be the positive fruits of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution?
    


    
      Our answer is this: No! We have said that the Lin Biao System was firmly established during
      the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, but this does not mean that the revolutionary line of Chairman Mao had
      been totally superseded. We would rather say that at that period of time there occurred the temporary emergence
      of a system of duality (this was due to the existence of two headquarters). It was similar to the case [in
      ancient history] where Dong Zhongshu firmly established the place of Confucianism while not immediately halting
      the Legalist line of [Emperor] Han Wu Di.
    


    
      Further, when we said that the Lin Biao System was once firmly established, we also pointed out: “This was only
      one aspect; more importantly, it also created its negation. In other words, a new social force emerged.” Here we
      would like to quote some thought-provoking statements of Marx:
    


    
      Revolutionary progress cleared a path for itself not by its immediate, tragicomic achievements, but, on the
      contrary, by creating powerful and united counter-revolution; only in combat with this opponent did the
      insurrectionary party mature into a real party of revolution (The Class Stuggles
      in France: 1848-1850).
    


    
      Having thus quoted, there is no need for our lingering on this matter any further.
    


    
      When the rule of the Lin Biao System was so firm that it looked as though it would survive everlastingly,
      Communists faithful to Marx were coolly observing this historical phenomenon in accordance with the guidance Marx
      provided, and they understood that the phenomenon was a temporary one. They thus staunchly
      persisted in their struggle, full of confidence of ultimate victory.
    


    
      Now we can see how important to the future development of the Party was this unprecedented, heated, and
      complicated struggle dating from 1968 between our Party and the new-style enemy, the Lin Biao System. Without an
      enemy of unprecedented strength, there would be no unprecedented, heated struggle and a revolutionary force of
      unprecedented strength would not be created. And without this, the unprecedented difficult revolutionary tasks of
      the historical stage of socialism could not be accomplished. Such is the means by which history works.
    


    
      The fifth reason why our “system” alarms people is that we touched upon the question as to whether the line of
      Lin Biao was rightist or “leftist.”
    


    
      After the September 13th Incident, the whole Party and the whole people, based on their own experiences and
      Chairman Mao’s series of directives criticizing Lin Biao and company, criticized Lin Biao–the friend on the
      “left” who “talked nicely to one’s face while stabbing one in the back.” They condemned Lin Biao’s sectarian line
      of “cruelly struggle, ruthlessly strike” and his “politics overwhelms everything.” They criticized his “principle
      of making everything public property,” his “theory of [Mao’s thoughts being] the peak [of Marxism-Leninism],” and
      his “theory that Mao’s thoughts are absolutely correct.” These criticisms reached the point of being leveled even
      at the heads of the Lin Biao System’s soul brothers and bosom buddies. Thereupon, some people announced that no
      further criticisms were allowed because now “the masses were being criticized.”
    


    
      The masses had suffered a total of three years of criticisms and three years of being struggled against, and no
      one ever came out to say anything to protect them a bit. Now, all of a sudden, some people
      said that the “ultra-left” should no longer be criticized. Suddenly the people had protection. How the masses
      were startled by this sudden show of affection! Here we really must have some discussions with these
      theoreticians who protect the masses from being criticized.
    


    
      The theoreticians have asked, “Is the essence of the Lin Biao line ‘leftist’ or rightist?” This question really
      is unbelievably earnest, for the opportunist lines inside the Party will always be in essence rightist,
      regardless of whether they appear to be “leftist” or rightist. This is because, ultimately, they would lead to
      losses or even the defeat of the revolution. There should be no distinction of “left” or right here. Is it
      possible that our theoreticians can honestly not understand even this small piece of commonsense knowledge?
    


    
      Do we not find in our history that all the opportunists within the Party have appeared on the “left” at one time
      and on the right at another time?
    


    
      Theoreticians, did Lin Biao not preach the way of Confucius and Mencius? So how could it be said that he was
      “ultra-left”? Yet in the newspapers and documents between 1960 and 1971, where do we find instructions from “the
      highest, highest” Vice Chairman Lin urging us to study the ways of Confucius and Mencius? They wanted people to
      fashion themselves after Dong Zhongshu, and they wanted people to worship the thought of Mao Zedong like a
      religion!33 We recognize the feudalist
      nature of Lin Biao; is the principle of the new rites not manifested in: “Whoever opposes the thought of Mao
      Zedong shall be struck down”? [But], as someone who opposed Liu Shaoqi and Zhou Yang and their kind, all of whom
      hated the thoughts of Mao Zedong intensely, was Lin Biao not very “left”?
    


    
      This would be to boil “Yenan” and “Sian” in the same pot–the more you boil it up, the more of a mess you make of
      it.34 The “Program of the 571
      Engineering Project”35 could only
      identify Lin Biao and his clique as counter-revolutionary bandits. It did not explain his
      opportunist line within the Party.
    


    
      We must distinguish clearly between this two-faced counter-revolutionary’s opportunist line within the Party and
      his counter-revolutionary conspiratorial activities. Stalin made such a distinction with Trotsky’s
      activities.36 Chairman Mao had made
      such a distinction with Zhang Guotao’s activities.37 Why can we not make the same distinction in terms of Lin Biao’s activities?
    


    
      There has been an open and flagrant attempt to improperly substitute concepts and a deliberate effort to confuse
      the two types of contradictions. This in itself is [similar to] the real rightist nature of the Lin Biao line
      within the Party which appeared to be “left.”
    


    
      Now we are seeing those who participated in the “571” conspiracy and supported the coup being let off as having
      simply pursued a so-called “error in line,” while quite a few good cadres, who merely pursued an erroneous line
      in certain areas that Liu Shaoqi and Lin Biao sought to carry through within the Party, continue to be regarded
      as enemies and are being ruthlessly attacked. Is this not thought provoking?
    


    
      Marx said, “If the appearance of phenomena were exactly the same as the essence of matter, all science would
      become superfluous” [Das Kapital].
    


    
      [Let us ask] our theoreticians why, during the period when Lin Biao was the chief of the opportunist line in the
      Party (1966-1971), were you so quiet about the ultra-left appearance of his de facto rightist policies? We can
      present a hundred or a thousand phenomena to explain the “leftism” of Lin Biao, and how many phenomena can you
      raise to indicate the rightist nature of Lin Biao when he headed the opportunist line in the Party?
    


    
      “While falsehood is construed as truth, truth is false. When null is where existence lies, then existence becomes
      nothingness.” This couplet is found hanging in the Illusionary Land of the Great Void in the
      first Chapter of The Dream of the Red Chamber and conveys a lot of realistic
      meaning.
    


    
      Hegel remarks somewhere that all the great events and characters of world history occur, so to speak, twice. He
      forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce… (Marx, The Eighteenth
      Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte).
    


    
      If Wang Ming’s opposition to Li Lisan’s “left tendency” [a struggle in 1930 over Party policy] constituted the
      first time, who would happily act in the role of Wang Ming the second time?
    


    
      The sixth reason why our “system” alarms people is that we made comments against the slogans of “oppose
      restoration” and “oppose the reverse tide.” But the judgment appearing in our discourse last year has been proven
      accurate.
    


    
      When did “restoration” occur? When did a “reverse tide” take place? Since this year, certain influential people
      and authoritative articles (for example, “Criticizing the Hunanese Opera ‘The Song of the Gardener’”)38 have told us that “restoration” and a “reverse
      tide” occurred in 1972. In March this year, the headlines on the front page of the Canton
      Daily reported on and praised that so-called “going against the tide” big-character poster at Municipal
      Hospital No. 1 which talked of 1971 as a year when “the blood boiled with enthusiasm” and as “an era of flaming
      red,” but [which claimed] that by 1972 we had almost reached an “era of restoration.”
    


    
      What year did Lin Biao fall? It was the autumn of 1971. Why was it that before the fall of Lin Biao, there was a
      wonderful “plain of red everywhere” and it was “total victory”? And then when Lin Biao fell,
      it was “restoration”; it was a “reverse tide”; the year was no longer “flaming red,” and the blood did not boil
      with enthusiasm anymore. How strange this was!
    


    
      Does this mean then that the direct consequence of the great victory of the autumn of 1971 after the tenth
      struggle between lines [i.e., Lin Biao’s political fall and death] was not the further liberation of the people
      and a consolidation of the dictatorship of the proletariat but rather a paving of the way for “restoration” and a
      “reverse tide”? What a mockery is made of the tenth struggle between lines!
    


    
      Undoubtedly, the masses were “opposed to restoration.” But they witnessed with their own eyes that the bloody and
      murderous acts of restoration began in the second half of 1968 and reached a climax when Lin Biao was legitimized
      as the successor. (This is what made some people’s “blood boil with enthusiasm.”) After the decisive battles
      between August 1970 [the Lushan conference, at which Chen Boda fell] and August/September 1971, with the fall of
      Lin Biao, such acts of restoration were almost entirely stopped by 1972, after which the counter-attack by the
      masses began. Certain people have been describing this form of resistance by the people as a “restoration,” and
      therefore their “oppose restoration” is in reality an opposition to opposing restoration. Obviously there were
      two kinds of people shouting “oppose restoration” slogans with distinctly opposite connotations. However, the
      actual effects of the sloganeering of “oppose restoration” were better than we had originally anticipated,
      because the people’s revolution does not easily become dubious of revolutionary slogans. Generally speaking, they
      were not terribly sensitive to the contention that the “restoration” and “reverse tide” began in 1972. Therefore,
      although there was much entanglement and confusion, later, in the 1974 Campaign to Criticize
      Lin Biao and Confucius, “oppose restoration” did after all become the banner under which the masses struggled
      against Lin Biao and his gang.
    


    
      What needs to be investigated now is why, after the fall of Lin Biao and the “collapse of the rites and souring
      of the music,”39 those stubborn
      supporters of the Lin Biao System wanted loudly to call out the slogans of “oppose restoration” and “oppose the
      reverse tide.”
    


    
      Very clearly, their present posts derive from the time when the Lin Biao System was established. To shake the Lin
      Biao System inevitably was also to shake their positions. Their shouting of the slogan “oppose restoration” was
      the reflection of the sharpening of the contradictions between their declaration of “total victory” in 1969 and
      the reality of the continued deepening development of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      Indeed, they had fond memories of those “glorious days–the glorious days when hundreds and thousands of people
      had their heads chopped off” when the Lin Biao System was at its zenith. In the midst of their “total victory,”
      they had obtained everything--status, privileges, even the whips used on slaves were treasures that sparkled with
      holy light…. No slaves were allowed to be sacrilegious. The China of those days was their “paradise.” The social
      relationships in this paradise could not be changed even the slightest bit. If Lin Biao disallowed “the rise of
      right-wing forces,” then they too would forbid them.
    


    
      Therefore, after 1972 when the holy light of their treasures was becoming ever dimmer, when the attitude of the
      slaves was more and more unrestrained, when the social relationships in “paradise” were becoming more and more
      unstable, when their recitals of the “tightening headband curse”40 were becoming more and more ineffective (the golden headband was fixed upon the heads
      of the slaves at the time of “total victory”), they were thrown into a panic. And so they
      started muttering incantations and came up with an especially revolutionary trump card; this was called “oppose
      restoration.”
    


    
      In the eyes of the Lin Biao System’s stubborn supporters, after the Second Plenum of the Ninth Central Committee
      of the Party [the 1970 Lushan conference at which Chen Boda was purged], and especially after the September 13th
      Incident [when Lin Biao died], each year has become worse than its predecessors. It was they who wanted to turn
      back the wheel of history. At the beginning, they wanted to turn it back to the period before August 1970 [before
      the Lushan conference]. Then they wanted to turn it back to before September 1971. Now they have no way but to
      turn it back to the days before March 1974. Of course, they in no way gladly give up their goal of turning the
      wheel back by four years. What is laughable is that they nevertheless accuse the people of being
      “restorationists” and “reverse-tiders.” We would like to question them here: Should the internal solidarity of
      the working class, the Party, and the armed forces which was damaged by Lin Biao and his clique not be restored?
      Should the “three great work styles”41
      which were ruined and abandoned by Lin Biao and his clique not be restored? Should the fine tradition of the
      “Three Main Rules of Discipline”42 and
      the “Eight Points for Attention”43 of
      our armed forces not be restored? Should the history of our Party and armed forces which was distorted beyond
      recognition not be restored to its real face? Should the policy of “learning from past examples and treating the
      sickness to save the patient” and “unite–criticize–unite,” which was replaced by Lin Biao’s suppression, arrests,
      beatings, and killing, not be restored? Should the creative literary course of “integrating revolutinary realism
      and revolutionary romanticism,” which was usurped by Lin Biao and his clique’s model of “from objectivity to
      subjectivity,” not be restored? Should the educational guideline of “fully developing all
      aspects morally, intellectually and physically,” for which Lin Biao substituted “politics overwhelms everything,”
      not be restored? Should a whole series of Party policies–the policy of depending on the working class and the
      poor and lower-middle peasants, the policy toward cadres, the policy toward intellectuals, the policy of going up
      to the mountains and down to the countryside, the policy toward Overseas Chinese, and the various economic
      policies–all of which were trampled on by Lin Biao and his clique, not be restored? Should the “five daring
      spirits”44 suppressed by the “genius”
      viewpoint of Lin Biao and his clique not be restored? Can the thousands and tens of thousands of phony cases at
      the Center and in the regions that were frameups by Lin Biao and his clique not be reversed? Should the large
      number of old cadres who had committed errors of one type or another but whose loyalty to the Party had been
      tested and proven over a long period not be utilized [by the Party] again? Does this mean that comrades like Deng
      Xiaoping and Zhao Ziyang should never be on the Central Committee? And if they are to be given an opening, should
      their “hats” [bad political classifications] not be held in the hands of the “masses” so that they could be put
      back on their heads at any time?
    


    
      To the stubborn supporters of the Lin Biao System, the fact that we so disrespectfully raised a whole series of
      “provocative” questions here was in itself evidence of “restoration” and “seeking the reversal of verdicts.” In
      such circumstances, this whole essay and its foreword, and others like “What Is to Be Done in Guangdong?” “The
      Story of the Hall Called ‘A Single Spark Can Start a Prairie Fire,” as well as “The Revolution Is Dead, Long Live
      the Revolution!” [previous Li Yizhe posters] are all poisonous weeds. They all qualify as “counter-revolutionary
      Manifestoes.” Three years ago, these would all have been condemned as “counter-revolutionary”; so they have sighed: “How wonderful it would be to return to the days of three years ago.”
    


    
      Over the past three years, the Chinese people have seen vividly certain things which “appeared to be the replies
      to stale and old things” (Lenin). But so what? Things develop in a forward direction according to their own
      internal laws (including the negation of the negation). The wheel of history is not to be resisted; it will not
      take special heed of anyone’s face. “Helpless are the flowers that drop; Familiar are the swallows which return.”
      We advise those big men who once frenetically followed Lin Biao and are still holding “high positions and hefty
      salaries” to recite this couplet to grasp its deep meaning.
    


    
      Does it mean then that in 1972 there was not any “reverse tide”? We believe that there were all sorts of
      indications of various revisionist lines, but these could not be described as “reverse tides.” This is because
      this kind of talk about “reverse tide” would beautify the previous period when the Lin Biao System was firmly
      ensconced–as an “unadulterated territory” in which there was no revisionism.
    


    
      “Everything is determined by the correctness or incorrectness of the ideological and political line.” This, of
      course, also determines the educational and literary line. The ideological and political line of Lin Biao and his
      clique was reactionary, and of course their educational and literary lines also could not be revolutionary. If it
      is said that the Zhang Yuqin incident45
      was a manifestation of the “reverse side” of the revisionist education line,46 might it not be better to describe it as a reflection of the
      line of Lin Biao on the educational front? Is it the fundamental characteristic of the revisionist educational
      line to have people die? The number of people forced to death by the line of Lin Biao amounted to thousands and
      thousands. Even revolutionary cadres over fifty years of age who had endured a lot in life
      were forced to their death, so what then might befall a fifteen-year-old girl? Was the purging of Huang Shuai by
      her teacher something more likely to have been inherited from the revisionist educational line or more likely
      from the line of Lin Biao? And afterwards when “Huang Shuai,” without a sense of proportion, accused the
      differing opinion of revolutionary comrade Wang Yazhuo of being a “force for restoration,” how did it originate?
      Is it possible that the domineering attitude of wildly placing “hats” [bad classifications] on people who
      disagree and then “striking them down” is inborn in a girl in her teens?47
    


    
      On the question of “going against the tide” in the area of education, we mentioned Zhang Tiesheng.48 What was the tide that Zhang was trying to
      oppose? It was said to be the so-called reverse tide of “academic education takes primacy, with academic marks in
      command.” To tell the truth, we could find in Zhang’s examination script only the evidence of his compromise with
      the revisionist educational line and nothing challenging it. Moreover, his act of submitting a blank script was
      in accord with the tide in the educational front of “empty-headed politics overwhelms everything.” Although the
      opposite extreme of this tide was seen in a few cases of “academic achievement takes primacy, with academic marks
      in command,” this does not mean the latter by any means had formed a tide! Accordingly, Zhang Tiesheng became a
      lucky boy because some people were able to use him as a living proof for the claim that “restoration” and
      “reverse tides” had taken place after 1972.
    


    
      The seventh reason why our “system” alarms people is that we have not shown proper respect toward Qin Shihuang
      [the Qin (Ch’in) emperor, who has sometimes been identified with Mao].49 But this is not so frightening any more. The criticisms
      concerning the history of the struggle between the Confucianists and the Legalists are in
      the process of being deepened, and the affirmation of the feudalist system of the Qin dynasty has become more
      principled. Wenhui Bao [the newspaper of Shanghai] has just started a very
      meaningful discussion. Undoubtedly, the pioneers of Legalism helped bring about the transformation of Chinese
      society from the slave system to the feudal system, and their historical role was great. However, when the slave
      system took the place of primitive communism, was this not also another significant advancement in the history of
      mankind? In modern European revolutionary history, did not the bourgeois democrats also play a very revolutionary
      role? Since we have so ruthlessly criticized the bourgeoisie–from Cromwell to Robespierre, from the
      Encyclopedists to Belinsky and Chernyshevsky, from Beethoven to Stanislavsky–why do we have to see the landlord
      class’s Qin dynasty in such a glorious light? It is quite essential to bring back the true face of history which
      has been distorted by the Confucianists and to affirm the progressive role in history of Qin Shihuang in bringing
      about the unity of the country. But this affirmation has to adhere to very strict criteria in order that Qin
      Shihuang might be ruthlessly criticized later–this is something conditioned by the anti-feudal task faced by this
      socialist society born out of a semi-feudal, semi-colonial past.
    


    
      Interestingly, we have discovered that the assessments of historical figures appearing in the press and magazines
      during the period between late 1965 and early 1966 greatly contradict those assessments of today! “All
      reactionaries and leaders of opportunism respect Confucianism and oppose Legalism,” but whether we refer to Hai
      Rui as portrayed by Wu Han or the Empress Wu portrayed by Tian Han,50 was [either of these two] not a Legalist? Yet criticizing them
      was, in reality, the fuse that sparked the first Great Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      We believe that the assessments of historical figures today contain a lot more of the spirit
      of historical materialism than did those of 1965 and 1966. This is due to the deepening of the revolution. But
      since Wu Han said that Hai Rui “loved the people,” for which he was criticized by the first essay of the Great
      Proletarian Cultural Revolution, is it not a frightening “reverse tide” to have some people now saying that “the
      Legalists loved the people”? Hai Rui without doubt was a Legalist. He was also one of the very few Legalists to
      have come from the minority peoples. Now some people have provided an elaborate list of names from Qin Shihuang
      to Sun Yatsen as praiseworthy for having deserved “a policy on a solid footing.”51 Why then has Hai Rui still been discriminated against and
      vilified, and recently even condemned in the press, and denied a “solid policy” [of rehabilitation]? This only
      proves that there are still people who are critical of Legalists. And as for us, we have not yet ever really
      criticized Qin Shihuang!
    


    
      We do not understand why in the course of studying the struggles between the Confucianists and Legalists, some
      people seem to love to concentrate on the concepts of “patriots” or “traitors” when neither concept has ever
      really been very well defined in history. What do they really want to put fire to? Why can they not relate it to
      the years during which Lin Biao and his clique practiced despotically lawless acts of killing, suppression, and
      robbery? The reformers of ancient times, the Legalists, opposed favoritism, nepotism, bending the law to benefit
      private individuals, doing things by way of the back door, and exempting people in high positions from physical
      punishment. Why then cannot our modern-day reformers try to relate to these facts? Such endeavors would certainly
      gain the support of the people and help to consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat, would they not? If
      not linked to the disastrous harm done by Lin Biao, how does it benefit the people to
      endlessly talk about the history of the struggles between the Confucianists and the Legalists?
    


    
      From our point of view, since a feudalistic despotism of socialist-fascism is the chief danger to our
      dictatorship of the proletariat, one of the main contents of our continued revolution must remain opposition to
      feudalism. Therefore, the question of criticizing Lin Biao and Confucius includes not only the investigation of
      the valuable lessons of historical experiences deriving from the ideological and political struggles during the
      great transitional period when the slave system of our country was transformed into a feudal system, but also an
      emphasis on criticizing the feudal dictatorial system of thought remolded by Dong Zhongshu. If the slogan “Down
      with the Confucianist Shop” during the May Fourth Movement was thoroughly antifeudal, then the movement of today
      to criticize Confucius should be able to accomplish in total the antifeudal tasks in the ideological and
      political arenas. We should not be like those who criticized the conservatives of the landlord class while at the
      same time praising to the utmost the so-called “reformers” of the same landlord class. They have basically
      forgotten that the so-called Confucianists and Legalists after the Qin and Han dynasties all represented the
      ideology of the landlord class, and that the struggles between the two in essence were founded on the protection
      and the perpetuation of feudal despotism. Having thus forgotten, have they not also forgotten our fundamental
      task of using a proletarian standpoint to criticize Confucius?
    


    
      Finally, our “system” also alarms people because it is said that we have picked up and are using the leftover
      spittle of the rightists of 1957.
    


    
      Yes, the slogans of “democracy” and “legal system” were among those that the rightists loudly yelled. Ever since
      1966, however, have not the revolutionary rebels and the masses shouted a lot of slogans
      which were also voiced by the rightists? Did the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution’s opponents not view the
      slogans of “Bombard the black provincial committee” and “Oppose persecution, oppose suppression” as being those
      of “rightists overturning the sky”? The “right-wing sentiments” in the letter of Li Qinglin have surpassed those
      of the rightists of 1957. Some of our friends have never bothered to ask why the slogans of “democracy” and
      “freedom” became the rallying point for counter-revolution in Budapest in 1956 and why the same slogans were
      adopted in 1970 as the battle cry of the Polish working class on the Baltic Sea’s southern coast. Why was the
      Russian invasion of Hungary in 1956 condemned by the rightists in our country and yet the Russian invasion of
      Czechoslovakia met with the protests of the Chinese people!
    


    
      Our friends who criticized us have simply not used the basic line [of the Party] to analyze the transformation in
      class relationships in Chinese society and internationally since the sixties. They do not understand that in the
      late fifties the main danger to the dictatorship of the proletariat in our country came from the bourgeois
      rightists inherited from the old society. Since the beginning of the sixties, the main danger has come from the
      capitalist-roaders inside the Party. It seems that the same slogans have been used, but the content of the
      opposition has been different. In 1957, the rightists were utilizing democratic slogans to oppose the leadership
      of the Communist Party and the socialist road. But after 1966, the masses were using democratic slogans to oppose
      the capitalist-roaders’ bourgeois reactionary line in the Party, especially the socialist-fascist line of feudal
      despotism that Lin Biao carried out, which appeared to be ultra-“left” while in reality it was ultra-right. The
      aim of the masses was to consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is something
      which should not be difficult to understand.
    


    
      We do not plan to say much in connection with the sixth section, which has been rewritten. We shall leave it to
      the people to judge. Serving as our hopes for the “Fourth National People’s Congress,” no matter whether or not
      they could be fully fulfilled, the important thing is that the iceberg comprising the Lin Biao System is melting.
      Thought is beginning to be liberated. The issues have already been laid before those who are willing to study
      socialism. What may be added is this: We hope that the representatives participating in the Fourth National
      People’s Congress (even though we do not know how these representatives are elected) will not forget the painful
      lessons of the big joke in 1970 at Lushan.
    


    
      If the reader has completely read this overlong foreword and not been bored, we are grateful. We shall write only
      a few more words and then conclude.
    


    
      We are young people who, as they say, ‘’do not fear the tiger.” But we are not unaware of the cruel and fierce
      nature of tigers. We can even say that we are survivors who could not be bitten off and could not be devoured.
      Our faces are left with scars, and we are not good-looking creatures.
    


    
      Obviously, we have read very little of Marx and Lenin. We have been mainly educated by harsh realities. We know a
      little and speak a few frank words. All we are doing here is to show our hope and confidence in the National
      People’s (of whom we are still members) Congress and in the revolutionary developments which are to follow. At
      the same time, we are also trying to find out what will happen when we have done what the great newspapers
      “forbid” and the magazines “avoid.” This may also be regarded as using ourselves to test the “rites.” If, because
      of this, we receive special treatment from some theoreticians in positions of authority, we can only regard this as a good thing. We shall necessarily learn more beneficial lessons from them, although
      we do not really place much hope in them.
    


    
      However, we entrust more of our hopes to being taught by our readers in the streets. We earnestly hope that our
      comrades will come forth to criticize and give opinions. We especially hope that the street-side theoreticians,
      politicians, law experts, philosophers, critics, and observers will openly discuss the problems that we have
      raised.
    


    
      We firmly believe that: from the soil watered by the blood of the martyrs of the first Great Proletarian Cultural
      Revolution, the time has come for fresh flowers to blossom.
    


    
      November 7, 1974
    


    [image: Image]


    
      THE MAIN TEXT: ON SOCIALIST DEMOCRACY AND THE LEGAL SYSTEM
    


    
      Everybody is concerned about the convocation of the Fourth National People’s Congress, and especially about the
      nation’s legal system, which is so intimately related to the fate of every Chinese.
    


    
      Why are people so concerned? What kind of new problems have arisen, during these twenty-odd years of
      revolutionary turmoil, which have driven people to become concerned with the new legal system to which the Fourth
      National People’s Congress will give birth?
    


    
      1. New Problems of Socialist Revolution
    


    
      Two struggles have been carried out since the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution: The first was the struggle
      by the proletariat and the revolutionary people against the Liu Shaoqi clique, and the second was the struggle
      against the Lin Biao clique.
    


    
      The essence of the struggles has been to decide whether capitalism or socialism, whether bourgeois or proletarian
      dictatorship, should be implemented.
    


    
      The same type of struggle tackling this same question has been waged in the past through the Anti-Rightist
      Campaign [of 1957] and the Socialist Education Campaign [1962-1966].52 Then what is the new problem?
    


    
      The new problem is: what the Liu Shaoqi clique, and especially the Lin Biao clique, attempted to establish is not
      ordinary bourgeois dictatorship, but a feudalistic socialist-fascist despotism.
    


    
      The social basis of the capitalist roaders and opportunists inside the Party evolved from special privileges.
      Under the social conditions of contemporary China, the new bourgeoisie can only implement a feudalistic
      socialist-fascist despotism. It is impossible for them to share their gains with the old overthrown landlords and
      compradors. Proof of this is that the success of the counter-revolutionary evolution of the Khruschev-Brezhnev
      clique cannot help the White Russians restore their hereditary nobility.
    


    
      Even back in the early sixties, Chairman Mao warned the Party and the people of the danger of socialist-fascism.
      He told us that if a country like ours experienced a restoration, it would not be an ordinary bourgeois
      dictatorship, “but a reactionary, fascist sort of dictatorship.” He said, “This is a problem
      that entirely deserves our vigilance. I hope the comrades contemplate this well.”53
    


    
      Ten years have elapsed, and for ten years the Chinese people have been considering it. Is it not the disasters
      that the Lin Biao line has caused our people which help people begin genuinely to understand Chairman Mao’s
      warning?
    


    
      Since a present characteristic of the socialist revolution is the attempt by the bourgeois representatives inside
      the Party to practice a feudalistic despotism of socialist-fascism, what weapons should the revolutionary people
      take up to fight them?
    


    
      2. Lessons from the
      Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution
    


    
      Based on his thorough research of the present social, political and economic relations in contemporary China,
      Chairman Mao initiated the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      In its form, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution is in reality a most comprehensive revolutionary mass
      people’s democracy. It “openly and totally mobilizes the broad masses from the bottom upward to expose our dark
      sides.” It serves as a weapon to prevent and oppose socialist-fascism.
    


    
      From the strategic point of view, it would be better to say that the main task of the Great Proletarian Cultural
      Revolution is to forge the revolutionary democratic spirit of the masses for self-liberation, rather than to
      expose and destroy Liu Shaoqi’s bourgeois headquarters. “Revolution is the liberation of productivity.” What else
      can better serve as a mark of the liberation of productivity than to have a high-spirited proletariat and masses discuss the important issues of the nation and criticize wrong lines with boundless
      enthusiasm?
    


    
      Freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, and freedom of association, which are all
      incorporated in the Constitution, and the freedom to travel to meet other people [chuanlian], which is not yet in the Constitution, have been truly practiced and moreover have
      received the support of the Party Center headed by Chairman Mao. This is a vivid and momentous revolutionary
      accomplishment that has had no counterpart among the Chinese people during these past several thousand years.
    


    
      However, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution has not completed its task because it has not enabled the
      popular masses to grasp tightly the weapon of the broad people’s democratic dictatorship.
    


    
      In the summer of 1968, the rule of law under socialism “suddenly did not operate,” and what operated in its stead
      was “political power is the power to suppress.” Across the length and breadth of the land, everywhere there were
      arrests, everywhere there was suppression and imprisonment of the innocent. Where had socialist legality gone? It
      was said that it was no longer of any use because it pertained to the old constitution and the new People’s
      Congress was still pending. It was a time of sheer lawlessness!
    


    
      This was a rehearsal for socialist-fascism in our country, and Lin Biao was the rehearsal’s chief director.
    


    
      “Are we to protect or to oppress the broad masses?” Chairman Mao angrily raised this question.
    


    
      Why did Lin Biao [and his ilk] want to suppress the people’s democracy? Had they not also proclaimed as “natural
      and reasonable” the anarchistic ideological trend [of the Cultural Revolution conflict]?54
    


    
      Worshipping the Lin Biao System as if it represented true Mao Zedong Thought was an unavoidable historical
      mistake committed by the Chinese people during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      Since Lin Biao and his followers took the people’s revolutionary movement as the “borrowed force” for obtaining
      power and working for restoration, the criterion of whether the capitalist or socialist road was to be followed
      was replaced by the criterion of one’s attitude toward [Mao’s] “genius.” The principles of “unite and eliminate
      them,” “unite and struggle against them,” and “down with whomever opposes,” which challenged socialist legality,
      had in fact become the magic swords for protecting the absolute worship of “genius.” When his position was
      established, with the official organs announcing that the position he had secured signaled the “complete victory”
      of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, he was to begin building the “new order” and to “redefine terms.”
      Here, he even had his Dong Zhongshu!55
    


    
      What was the “new order”? It was the “theory of final victory,” the theory that equates politics with
      suppression, the “theory of the four out-of-dates”56 and the “theory of the military Party.” In essence, it was a socialist-fascist theory which
      wished to convert our Party and our army to the relationship of “monarch-subject, father-son, know your place in
      the order of things.”57
    


    
      The lessons of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution tell us that the people’s “great democracy’’58 cannot depart from the correct line. Otherwise,
      the revolution not only cannot complete its own tasks, but in fact will be used by bourgeois opportunists. What
      the masses of the people would obtain would only be new fetters.
    


    
      3. About the Lin Biao System
    


    
      What is the Lin Biao System? This refers to the whole set of policies executed by Lin Biao in opposition to
      Chairman Mao which poisoned the whole Party and nation during the period in which Lin Biao was chieftain of the
      opportunist line inside the Party. In the field of philosophy, it was the theory that the will is dominant; in
      the sphere of historical science, it was the conception that genius is decisive; in the field of politics, it was
      the theory that political power is the power to oppress; in the field of economics, it was the theory that
      “[everything should be] public property”; in the sphere of foreign relations, it was big-nation chauvinism; and
      so forth. The guiding principle, above all, was the historical concept of genius.
    


    
      Chairman Mao, from the very beginning, was in conflict with the Lin Biao System. Before the Lin Biao System
      established itself, Chairman Mao expressed in a letter to Comrade Jiang Qing the contradiction that existed
      between himself and Lin Biao.59 When
      the Lin Biao System became established, putting the Chinese revolution and the world revolution into grave
      danger, this conflict inevitably sharpened.
    


    
      If we do not understand Chairman Mao’s deep hatred of the suppression of people’s democracy by Lin Biao’s
      fascism, how can we understand the question “Is it heroes who create history or slaves who create history?” which
      Chairman Mao raised at Lushan?60 How
      can we understand the deep crisis in the whole Chinese society that was reflected in the great struggle at
      Lushan? And how can we understand the lessons we should learn from the big joke at Lushan?
    


    
      It is wrongly said that “line struggle cannot be made known” and “line struggle is only an internal struggle for
      power in the central organs of the Party.” Such talk is incorrect because it is founded on a
      metaphysical conception of history and refuses to recognize that all the wrong lines of either “Left” or Right
      directly damage the interests of the people. In defending and attempting to seize their own interests, the
      popular masses always have to utilize all means to boycott and carry out resistance (even including negative or
      “reactionary” means). The struggle inside the central organs of the Party is merely the centralized manifestation
      of the social struggles.
    


    
      4. About the Situation following the
      Criticize Lin Biao
      Campaign
    


    
      The Lin Biao System reached its apex during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, but this was only one side
      of the story. What was more important was that it created its own reaction. It created a new and rising social
      force encompassing people who, through the course of this great revolution and under the inspiration of Chairman
      Mao, have gradually come to understand Marxism-Leninism and the thought of Mao Zedong. Following the downfall of
      Lin Biao, the popular upswing of aspirations for democracy has extended even further the mass base of these
      enlightened people. Most of these people are victims of the Lin Biao System. They hate the Lin Biao System from
      head to foot. They demand the continuation of the revolution, the revolutionary great democracy of the people,
      and the reinstatement of socialist legality.
    


    
      This time, once again, the demands of the people have been brought out in the guise of [a discussion of] history.
      A philosopher has acted in the vanguard of this new political change–this philosopher is Yang Rongguo.61
    


    
      With the deep scars from wounds on his neck hardly having healed from having borne a
      signboard emblazoned “Black hand of Counter-revolution,” and even while still locked up in a “cow shed,” Yang
      Rongguo and his assistants began their studies critical of Confucius and of the new Confucianism. This old
      professor, with his white dishevelled hair, is a genuine rebel. He first exposed the secret of the “rule of
      rites”–“Their will is law.” He made the accusation that “they could arbitrarily oppress, exploit, and even
      slaughter their slaves at will. The slaves could only submit absolutely to them and could never resist. This was
      the so-called rule of rites.”
    


    
      Yang Rongguo repeatedly raised accusations against “the rules of rites” and against Confucius for killing Shao
      Zhengmao. What was the crime committed by Shao Zhengmao? He had done nothing other than “gather people for free
      assembly and association and unreasonably criticize the authorities.” And death should have been the price to
      pay?
    


    
      Chairman Mao has supported the voice of Yang Rongguo’s group in demanding revolution and democracy. What a
      tremendous encouragement to the people when Chairman Mao replied to Li Qinglin’s letter which everywhere had been
      branded as a “reactionary statement of accusation.”62 Truly, since 1968, the people had never been filled with “such joyfulness and
      boisterousness.” “I have prayed to the sky and gotten no reply, I have called to the earth and gotten no answer”;
      this was the voice of the people which was filled with hatred of Lin Biao’s fascism, a hatred that had long been
      hidden in the depths of many hearts.
    


    
      However, the excitement very soon receded. What followed were blockades, threats, and oppression on a large scale
      in reply to letters such as Li Qinglin’s. The fate of Li Qinglin has aroused the sympathy and worries of the
      broad masses who say, “Luckily, Chairman Mao got hold of the letter.” They have been
      thinking, what was it that had been suppressing their democratic rights?
    


    
      The downfall of Lin Biao did not mean the end of his system. In the process of establishing the Lin Biao System,
      a force was created of a gentry [wen-ren] who had obtained vested interests. These
      privileged people feared that the masses would rise up in an upsurge. The tides to cleanse the Lin Biao System
      destroyed the basis of their vested interests. Resorting to sophism and distorting the thought of Mao Zedong,
      they deliberately depicted the ultra-right essence of the Lin Biao System as merely a “rightist tendency,” or
      avoided mentioning the fact that when Lin Biao, the chief of the opportunist line, was in power the policy
      implemented by him not only opposed that of Chairman Mao but also damaged the whole country. They used Lin Biao’s
      shameful and reactionary remarks to cover up his shameful demagogy. They stood on the opposite side of the
      people, who were demanding that the Lin Biao System be criticized. They smothered the boisterous criticize-Lin
      Biao mood. They scolded the people and the masses for being “restorationists” and for “reversing the tide,” and
      upheld the flags of “oppose restoration” and “oppose the reverse tide” as if they themselves were unshakable
      revolutionaries.
    


    
      Laughably, they too have come forth to criticize Confucius. They have tried their best to keep hidden the secrets
      of “the rule of rites,” which was exposed by Yang. They whitewash its bloody nature by speaking of it as a kind
      of phony benevolence and righteousness. The confirmation of the revolutionary effect of “burning books and
      burying scholars” has convinced them that there is an opportunity of which they can take advantage, and so they
      have in an unprincipled manner extolled the feudalist dictatorship of the Qin dynasty, and without historical
      cause have advocated the physical elimination of all opposition. Actually, this was to prepare public opinion for socialist-fascism in order to complete the cause that Lin Biao had been
      unable to achieve. Therefore, they have not dared touch on two negations which the Qin dynasty came up against:
      the reactionary negation of the old aristocracy of the Six Dynasties and the revolutionary negation of the
      uprising of the peasants from Dazi Xiang.63 Why did the peasantry oppose the Qin dynasty? When the Qin dynasty annihilated the Six
      Dynasties, did the peasants not “humbly look up to it without exception,” did they not support and welcome it?
      They finally came to oppose it because the Qin dynasty harmed the peasantry. Why do the people oppose the Lin
      Biao System? Did the Red Guard movement as it swept along it those years not cry out Lin Biao’s slogan–“strike
      down anyone who opposes”--in behalf of their heroic struggles? Here too the opposition finally arose because the
      Lin Biao System harmed the popular masses. For several thousands of years, anyone who has harmed the interests of
      the people has been knocked down by the people in the end. This is what is called “the slaves create history.”
    


    
      Those “privileged” have condemned the so-called “restorationists” and “reversers of the tide” for restoring the
      old. Yes, perhaps many among the people did long for the past when faced with the Lin Biao System. But this was
      only because they had directly been victimized by the present Lin Biao System. Objectively they have demanded
      progress, but subjectively they have not known what constitutes progress. This is almost an historical law. Did
      Chen Sheng and Wu Guang, who were regarded as geniuses by Chairman Mao, not make the pretense of being Fu Si and
      then call themselves the kings of the state of Chu and carry out the revolutionary uprisings under the banner of
      the counter-revolutionary restoration?64 Since we proletarians have placed this type of peasant uprising that fought under
      counter-revolutionary banners in such a high historical position, why today are the masses
      accused and punished simply because they mistakenly express sentiments of nostalgia for the past in the
      criticize-Lin struggle? Moreover, is not the negation of the negation which “appears to be a restoration to old
      ways” also in Lenin’s dialectics? That the road of revolution should be straightforward is Wang Ming’s
      metaphysics. The dialectical negation of revolution is not a regression in history but an advancement of history.
    


    
      Certainly, if it was possible for real counter-revolutionary restorationists like Kong Fu65 and his sort to creep into the revolutionary ranks from
      Dazi Xiang, then today with the revengeful counter-attack and dialectical negation that are facing the
      Proletarian Cultural Revolution can there not be more phony people being passed for revolutionary? We must oppose
      those who counter-attack so we can defend the gains of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. However, the
      main danger at present in the campaign to criticize Lin Biao is that under the banner of “opposing restoration of
      the old” there is an erroneous current that defends the Lin Biao System.
    


    
      In short, viewed from different angles, the situation following the Criticize Lin Campaign is that the struggle
      is still sharp and the criticize-Lin Biao rectification is still the main task. The tenth line-struggle continues
      to deepen.66 Maybe in this deepening it
      also nurtures the seeds of the eleventh line-struggle.
    


    
      5. Discussion of Going Against the Tide
    


    
      The Tenth National Party Congress withdrew the principle of “unite and elminate them” and “unite and struggle”
      against them that was stuffed into the “Ninth Party Congress” by Lin Biao and replaced it with the principle of going against the tide. This was a great achievement of the Tenth Party
      Congress.
    


    
      However, now the situation is that because the slogan has become trendy, everyone shouts: go against the tide!
    


    
      In August this year [1973], did not a Zhang Tiesheng come forth to “go against the tide”?67 The result was: first, his head was not chopped off;
      second, he was not jailed; and third, his wife did not divorce him.68 On the contrary, he has made his way up fast, and it is said
      that he has gone to a certain academic institution for advanced studies in the mystery and secrets of going
      against the tide. But in many cases, among those genuine revolutionaries who launched a fight against the Lin
      Biao System, the executed remain executed, and the imprisoned are still in jail. The dismissed officials are
      still dismissed. They do not have it so easy, do they? [They are accused:] “you are working to reverse the cases
      of condemned freaks and monsters”; “you are the ‘571’”; you are in the wrong. Lin Biao’s “571” merely attempted
      to utilize the people who were harmed by his system as a “borrowed force” to attack the proletarian headquarters.
      What is wrong with “borrowing the B52 to beat the B52” itself?69 Even the “571” itself understands that those injured people constitute Chairman Mao’s
      force, not its own force!
    


    
      People are not fools! They deeply understand the cause of their sufferings. The spearhead of their attack is
      directed toward the Lin Biao System. None of them expresses hatred of Chairman Mao’s revolutionary line and
      policy. On the contrary, they hate Lin Biao and those who have benefited from his system, those who have
      distorted and hindered Chairman Mao’s line and policy. They demand democracy, demand socialist legality, and
      revolutionary and personal rights that protect the popular masses. “What? You want democracy? You are
      reactionary! Because you are reactionary, you cannot have democracy.” They argue forcefully
      and like to come up with a quotation from Chairman Mao’s “On the People’s Democratic Dictatorship.”
    


    
      But the word “reactionary” is not to be found emblazoned on the reactionaries’ foreheads. “Give democracy only to
      the people” is very correct. However, when you were still shouting and screaming for the Lin Biao System, did you
      give a piece of democracy to the people who opposed this system? What they were given were only brutal struggles
      and imprisonment! “Don’t give democracy to the reactionaries” is the way it ought to be. But remember that when
      the Lin Biao System was in full swing, when some hundred members of the Central Committee at Lushan sided with
      it, did democracy not serve the reactionaries? You need not give them democracy because they already had it:
      first they had the power and then they had the banner of revolution. But if you do not give democracy to the
      people, then they have no democracy: first, because they have no power, and second, because they sometimes cannot
      muster up the flag of revolution.
    


    
      History teaches us that even under the conditions of proletarian dictatorship, sometimes the revolutionaries will
      be taken as reactionary and be granted no democracy, and sometimes the reactionaries will be regarded as
      revolutionary and possess democracy, even to the point of an abnormal situation in which the revolutionaries are
      suppressed while the reactionaries rise to the skies. We must carefully analyze who is revolutionary, who is
      pseudo-revolutionary, who is reactionary, and who is pseudo-reactionary. The criterion for this analysis should
      be to see whose social practice represents the fundamental interests of the broad masses, not one’s attitude
      toward so-called “genius.”
    


    
      In this world, there can be no democracy beyond classes. The masters of Marxism have undertaken many studies on
      class democracy. They have investigated this by counterposing the whole revolutionary class
      against the counter-revolutionary classes.
    


    
      Since the Cultural Revolution, the experience of class struggle has been reflected in the factional struggle
      among the people. Marxists willing to solve new problems are thus faced with this new question of factional
      democracy since both sides are entitled to rights of democracy. The suppression of one tendency by another does
      not work. So far, do we not still have this adverse legacy? Hence, we understand that unless we change the
      relationship within the revolutionary ranks between what we now call the “going with the tide faction” and the
      “going against the tide faction” from the previous relationship of suppressing and being suppressed into a
      relationship based on united criticism and counter-criticism, class democracy cannot exist. The people’s
      democractic dictatorship will otherwise become the people’s factional dictatorship. Even were the faction holding
      the dictatorship “correct,” it would not be able to unite the broad masses; if it were wrong, that would be the
      beginning of socialist-fascism.
    


    
      In his report, Comrade Wang Hongwen called on the people to foster the “five-fearless” spirit when going against
      the tide.70 However, the present
      situation is that, without the approval of “VIPs” and the publicity of the Center’s press and publications, no
      thought can form a current, let alone become a forceful tide. Now and before, China always has had some people
      who dared to speak out without fear of being executed. Lu Xun (Lu Hsun) naturally was one of them. But Lu Xun
      still could manage to publish his articles through his Japanese friends. Today where can “five-fearless” people
      get their articles published? The spectre of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution often haunts them. Time
      and again they have thought of restoring the authority of the big-character poster. However, the Lin Biao System
      is oppressing them; the [dogma of] “loyalty” in the strict ritual formalities is restraining
      them; manacles, iron-barred windows, whips, and bullets are awaiting them.
    


    
      So the reality in China since 1968 cruelly confronts the people, posing this kind of question: Is the Great
      Proletarian Cultural Revolution “dead”?
    


    
      6. Expectations for the Fourth National People’s Congress
    


    
      Revolution is without doubt the most powerful and authoritative occurrence in the world. The Great Proletarian
      Cultural Revolution once held the whole world dumbfounded. The deep shock and profound meaning which it gave to
      Chinese society definitely will affect the whole future historical stage of our socialism.
    


    
      How is the soon-to-be-convoked Fourth National People’s Congress going to reflect the Great Cultural Revolution,
      which people call China’s “second revolution”? Law is the expression of the will of the ruling class. So how is
      the country’s basic legal system that is to be promulgated–the new constitution–to express the will of the
      proletariat and the broad masses in China who have experienced the Great Cultural Revolution?
    


    
      What are the popular masses thinking now? What are their demands? What sort of expectations do they have for the
      representative congress of the “people of the whole country”?
    


    
      a) A Legal System, Yes! A “System of Rites,” No!
    


    
      The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution actually had as its fundamental content “making rebellion against the
      capitalist reactionary line” and “seizing power from the capitalist-roaders.” But it could be said that
      suppression [of people’s democracy] and counter-suppression [against the capitalist reactionary line] ran through
      the entire process of the Cultural Revolution. Moreover, the many campaigns since 1968 have all been directed at
      attacking those who rose in rebellion during the Cultural Revolution, and the attacks have not been relinquished
      until they [the targets of attack] were driven down to the lowest depths of hell. It was only after the mass
      movements of the Cultural Revolution had been suppressed that the Lin Biao System was able to establish itself
      and was able to squeeze into the draft version of the 1970 “new constitution” feudalistic and patriarchal words
      and sentences.
    


    
      This basic fact clearly proves that feudalistic socialist-fascism is the main danger to our country’s proletarian
      dictatorship.
    


    
      Our country was born from a semi-feudal, semi-colonial society into socialism. The traditions formed by several
      thousands of years of feudal despotism stubbornly maintain their stronghold over thought, culture, education,
      law, and virtually every other sphere of the superstructure.
    


    
      Did not the strong feudalism and patriarchism that were manifested by Liu Shaoqi, and by Lin Biao in particular,
      sufficiently prove that opposition to feudalism still remains one of the most important aspects of our continuing
      revolution?
    


    
      What is a more sacred pillar for defending the “rules of rites” of the Lin Biao System than the principle of
      “Down with whomever opposes Mao Zedong Thought”? In name, it is to uphold someone else; in fact, it is to establish oneself. If Lin Biao had been able to formally ascend the stage [of power],
      would it not then have been whoever opposes Lin Biao will be knocked down (which is just what he actually did)?
      Besides, any VIP has only to declare himself to be the personification of Chairman Mao’s revolutionary line, and
      then he will become unblemishably sacred forever. And that “handful” of revolutionary masses who dare to invade
      his dignity will definitely fail to be considered as falling under the protection of the law!
    


    
      If we do not oppose this feudalistic principle of the “rule of rites” of “monarch-subject, father-son, know your
      place in the order of things,” can we really implement the proletarian dictatorship’s rule of law, “suppressing
      enemies and protecting the people”?
    


    
      This is an extremely large contradiction. On the one hand, the centralized leadership of the Party cannot be
      shaken. On the other hand, “the focus of the campaigns is to rectify the capitalist-roaders in the Party,” at the
      same time that these capitalist-roaders are the concrete expressions of the centralized leadership in the places
      and the departments under their control.
    


    
      Under the conditions of proletarian dictatorship, how can the people’s rights, under the centralized leadership
      of the Party, be protected in the struggle against the capitalist-roaders and incorrect lines in the Party? This
      is a big topic facing the Fourth National People’s Congress.
    


    
      Needless to say, the Party’s leadership should carefully listen to the masses’ opinions, and it similarly would
      be needless to take note of the people’s rights to implement revolutionary supervision over all levels of the
      Party’s leadership. It is even more unnecessary to say that rebelling against the capitalist-roaders is
      justified. Even though the masses’ opinion might be incorrect or excessive, or even if they become discontented because of misunderstanding certain Party policies, is it justified to implement a
      policy of “suppress if persuasion fails and arrest if suppression fails”? Moreover, the fragrant flower and the
      poisonous weed, correct and incorrect, and revolutionary and counter-revolutionary, are not always easy to
      distinguish. It takes a long process and has to stand the test of time. Therefore, we should not be frightened by
      an open and honorable opposition so long as it observes discipline and plays no tricks and engages in no
      conspiracy.
    


    
      The Fourth National People’s Congress should enact regulations clearly in black and white which, aside from
      imposing a dictatorship over the elements involved in homicide, arson, vagrancy, robbery, burglary, and similar
      criminal offenses, as well as over those who instigate armed struggle and cliques who organize plots, will also
      protect all the democratic rights rightfully belonging to the masses.
    


    
      b) Limitation of Special Privileges
    


    
      Whether or not to recognize that there is emerging in China a privileged stratum which is similar to that in the
      Soviet Union (Liu Shaoqi and Lin Biao were no more than its political agents) is a basic theoretical problem of
      affirming or negating the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      First, it must be pointed out that the majority of our Party members are good or comparatively good. But this
      privileged stratum exists objectively. Its existence is based on the socioeconomic conditions of our country and
      therefore is independent of the subjective will of the people.
    


    
      What started the phenomenon of “today in society going in through the back door is the fashion”? Where did the
      practice of recklessly squandering the society’s products and the unbelievable comforts
      enjoyed by the high levels come from? How did the matter-of-course right to possession of property, which is
      really a disguised form of inheritance from one generation to the next, arise? And what does this political
      maneuver of the new bourgeoisie rely upon to take over these kinds of possessions and thereafter maintain them?
      Art and literature, education, May 7 cadre schools, the policy of sending youths to settle in the countryside,
      abandoning the old and adopting the new, entrance to universities, the cultivation of revolutionary successors,
      and so on and so forth–nearly every one of these realms known to people as “newborn things” can turn into grounds
      where special privileges work their miracles.
    


    
      Could we not say that the mutation of the Soviet Union began with the high salaries paid to the high-level cadres
      in an attempt to emulate the bourgeois specialists? Even though, by tradition, our country accepts the idea that
      the old cadres, said to have shed a lot of blood for the revolution, will enjoy special care without much
      complaint from the man-in-the-street, can we overlook the corrupting effect it has on political authority and its
      influence on new social relationships? Can we close our eyes to the emerging and crystallizing new aristocracy,
      the new bourgeoisie?
    


    
      We are not utopian socialists. We recognize that in the present stage of our society there exist various types of
      differences which cannot be completely destroyed by a decree alone. However, the law of the development of a
      socialist revolutionary movement is not itself to widen these differences, but to eliminate them, above all to
      prohibit such differences from expanding into economic and political privileges. Special privilege itself is
      fundamentally in opposition to the interests of the people. Why should we avoid condemning such privileges? Why
      should the so-called question of “good guy” or “bad guy” be stealthily used to replace the
      great rights and wrongs in political line that are reflected in “going through the back door”?
    


    
      The Fourth National People’s Congress should enact, in black and white, clauses limiting special privileges.
    


    
      c) Guaranteeing the People’s Right to Manage the Country and Society
    


    
      The fact that the “New Party Constitution” of 1969 and the “New [State] Constitution” (draft) of 1970 recognized
      the fascist devil Lin Biao as the successor [to Mao] presented the Chinese people with a terrifying spectre. At
      the same time, it raised a very important question for the people: how do we guarantee that our Party and
      country’s power will be held in the hands of Marxists? By what means can successors for carrying out the work of
      the proletarian cause surge forth in their “thousands and millions”?
    


    
      What made “a big group of initially unknown young people become daring fighters” was the Great Proletarian
      Cultural Revolution. What Chairman Mao and the broad masses disliked extremely were those “activist elements
      congresses” for studying and applying [Mao Zedong’s Thought] flexibly” (that is, opportunistically), which were
      so imbued with a religious spirit.
    


    
      Chairman Mao introduced the five conditions for becoming [political] successors; Lin Biao brought out his own
      three conditions in addition. In those several years when the Lin Biao System was established, selection and
      cultivation of cadres mainly followed Lin Biao’s three conditions. Were the successors for carrying on the
      mission of proletarian revolution to be chosen from the roots and seedlings of the families of geniuses or from
      among those who had matured amidst stormy weather, those who had surged forth from the class
      struggle? Even to this very day how contradictory has theory and practice been on this issue!
    


    
      “Who has given us our power”? The people have. Our cadres should not become officials and behave like lords, but
      should be servants of the people. But power can corrupt people most easily. When a person’s status changes, it is
      most effective to test whether he is working for the interests of the majority or of the minority. Whether he can
      maintain his spirit to serve the people depends, apart from his own diligence, mainly on the revolutionary
      supervision of the masses. And the mass movement is the richest source for the maintenance of the revolutionary
      spirit of the revolutionaries.
    


    
      How should the masses’ right of revolutionary supervision over the Party’s and country’s various levels of
      leadership be determined? And how should it be clearly established that when certain cadres (especially
      high-level cadres of the central organs) lose the trust of the broad masses of people, the people “can replace
      them any time”?
    


    
      The Fourth National People’s Congress should answer these questions.
    


    
      d) Strengthening the Proletarian Dictatorship and
      Imposing Punishment on the Reactionaries
    


    
      Have the democractic rights of the people not been written into our Constitution, the Party Constitution, and
      Central Committee documents? Indeed they have. In addition, they have even stipulated the “protection of the
      people’s democracy,” “prohibition against taking revenge,” and “strict opposition to giving credence to
      confessions extorted through compulsion.” Unfortunately, in practice, these rights have
      often not been safeguarded. On the contrary, there has often been “permission” to impose fascist dictatorship on
      the revolutionary cadres and masses, under which they have been killed or jailed, have had their cases
      fabricated, and have even been tortured with barbarian means on a large scale. The “strict prohibitions” have
      simply not been enforced!
    


    
      The basic task of the Chinese people in the entire socialist historical stage is, under the guidance of the
      correct political line, to consolidate the proletarian dictatorship. Unfortunately, this revolutionary program of
      the proletarian dictatorship, when it has fallen into the hands of the reactionaries, has been transformed into a
      mockery of the revolutionary intention of the masses and has become the most harmful of lethal weapons in the
      hands of our irreconcilable enemies.
    


    
      If no punishment is meted out to the popularly hated bandit clique of Chiang [Kai-shek], which is persisting in
      taking the counter-revolutionary road and [in trying to] change the proletarian dictatorship into a fascist
      dictatorship with bloody suppression and massacring, then the socialist democracy and the legal system cannot be
      established and the proletarian dictatorship cannot be consolidated. We must suppress those who suppress the
      people. The Fourth National People’s Congress should enact regulations clearly in black and white, punish the
      “mandarins” who have committed monstrous crimes, who violate the law while knowing the law, violate the law while
      administering the law, fabricate false cases, use official influence to carry out personal revenge, privately
      cook up special cases, set up jails on their own, apply torture on a large scale, and treat human life as if it
      were coarse grass.
    


    
      e) Implementing the
      Policy
    


    
      Early in 1969 at the Ninth Party Congress it was already pointed out that “at present, the most important task is
      to put policy on a solid footing.”71
      Now it is five years after the congress and three years after the collapse of Lin Biao. Why have so many
      important proletarian policies not yet been “put on a solid footing”?
    


    
      At the same time, in the last few years policies have kept on changing, even to the point of having an order
      given in the morning and having it changed by evening. (It was a matter of comprehending [policies], but mainly
      it reflected the intensity of the struggle between the lines.) In addition, the local policies coming out one
      after another in all sorts of varieties have instilled chaotic thoughts among the people, even making them doubt
      the Party. We feel the Fourth National People’s Congress should reaffirm those policies which the Party, in the
      historical stage of socialism, has proven correct through practice and should implement them for a long time to
      come, realizing them in an appropriate manner through the legal system. Policies and strategies are the life of
      the Party, and so those who have seriously damaged the Party policies should be strictly punished.
    


    
      f) From Each According to His Ability, to Each According to His Work
    


    
      Since the summer of 1968, because of the suppression of democratic rights in the realm of politics, especially
      Lin Biao’s fascist organizational line of appointing people by favoritism, transferring personnel on the
      principle of punishing all opposing forces, and changing personnel wholesale, the principles
      of “from each according to his ability” and “appointing people according to their merit” have been destroyed. The
      people’s socialist activism has been battered.
    


    
      At the same time that we have seen special privileges growing, it has been clear that the laboring masses in
      industry and agriculture have been stripped of many of their rightful economic benefits under the slogan of the
      so-called “principle of public property.” The workers have not had a wage increase for years. On top of that,
      their reasonable bonus, which was really part of their salary, had been abolished. The peasant masses, with their
      unpaid donations of “loyalty” grain, the high levy of purchasing quotas, and the campaign of “cutting off the
      tail of private ownership,” have suffered greater damage.72 The dangerous nature of Lin Biao’s extreme “left” line is now more and more obvious.
    


    
      Did Lenin not exclaim with joy that the “voluntary Saturday communist labor” was a “great pioneering
      undertaking”? Have the Chinese toiling masses in the period of revolutionary war, in the high tide of
      constructing socialism, and in the grand and stormy Cultural Revolution not also brought forth a countless number
      of self-sacrificing and selfless revolutionary heroes? This has been precisely the precious historical initiative
      of the people. But can we render this absolute, thinking that subjective spirit can replace everything, that it
      can be a substitute for the principle of “from each according to his ability, to each according to his work” in
      the socialist stage of history? Obviously this is ridiculous. It is bound to be punished by the laws of history,
      and it already has been.
    


    
      During the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, we opposed high salaries, high awards and high compensation,
      but should we absolutely negate the function of awards? Why should a comparatively active, serious, and
      responsible worker who has overfulfilled his tasks or who has invented something not receive
      more appropriate awards than the salary of his own level? Why can’t a worker, a peasant, or a revolutionary
      intellectual who engages in writing in his spare time or has contributed a new discovery or invention in a
      specialized profession receive appropriate material encouragement? The principle of hollow-headed politics is the
      principle of awarding the lazy and punishing the hard working. The principle of “from each according to his
      ability, to each according to his work” with proletarian politics in command is the principle of allocating and
      protecting the socialist enthusiasm of the masses. Moreover, seriously putting this principle into practice is
      also the most effective system for limiting special privileges!
    


    
      The Fourth National People’s Congress should write down in black and white the clauses of “from each according to
      his ability and to each according to his work.”
    


    
      We have great expectations for the Fourth National People’s Congress. We hope the congress will be a united and
      victorious one, one which will reflect the aspirations and wishes of the broad masses of people who have gone
      through the experience of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. The fact that Chairman Mao at the critical
      moment in the heated battle with the Lin Biao anti-Party clique sang the tragic and heroic Internationale has
      already profoundly moved the broad masses.73 They know the enactment of the new Constitution will once more give us a weapon, and they
      know too that to seriously put it into practice, it is necessary to rely on the broad masses’ own struggle.
    


    
      Did the 1954 Constitution not also legalize the democratic rights of the people? Did Chairman Mao not reiterate
      that “without extensive people’s democracy, the proletarian dictatorship cannot be consolidated”? However, on the
      one hand because of the existence of the anti-democratic power that suppresses the people,
      represented by Lin Biao, and on the other because the masses themselves have seldom utilized this democratic
      right (due to the deeply rooted Chinese feudal tradition and the relative lack of democratic spirit which results
      from our country’s comparatively backward production and the fact that the people’s cultural level is not high),
      Chairman Mao’s goal of “creating a lively political situation,” which he has mentioned over the years, is far
      from being realized.
    


    
      Exactly like someone from the well-watered south visiting the desert and realizing for the first time the
      preciousness of water, the broad masses during the Cultural Revolution only realized the preciousness of
      democratic rights when they were robbed of them.
    


    
      Although in 1968 the broad masses were cruelly suppressed (especially the masses of revolutionary rebels), in
      view of the fact that “in the worldwide tide today the anti-democratic reactionary faction is only a
      countercurrent,” a mass movement which will completely topple the Lin Biao System is bound to arrive in the near
      future. It will definitely revive and develop all of the spirit of the first Great Proletarian Cultural
      Revolution.
    


    
      Initial draft, September 13, 1973
    


    
      Second draft, December 12, 1973
    


    
      Final draft, November 7, 1974
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      [Editors’ Note: The following brief announcement was appended to the Li Yizhe poster several days after the
      poster appeared on a Canton street.]
    


    
      ANNOUNCEMENT
    


    
      In accordance with not a few comrades’ proposals, we plan to mimeograph this essay in order to make it convenient
      for more people to study, give comments on, and criticize the essay’s viewpoint. Owing to our difficulties,
      however, we earnestly hope the broad revolutionary masses of comrades will be able to supply us with paper: ten
      sheets, a hundred sheets, a thousand sheets, ten thousand sheets. The more the better, but don’t hesitate to
      donate even a few.
    


    
      Whoever wants to help should please contact Li Zhengtian at the Guangdong People’s Art Institute (formerly the
      Canton Art Institute) at Canton’s New Harbor Road.
    


    
      With a noble revolutionary salute,
    


    
      Li Yizhe
    


    
      November 11
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      Translated by Anita Chan,
      

      Mok Chin-yu, Ng Chung-yin,
      

      and Jonathan Unger
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      [Editors–This poster was written by a committee of the Propaganda Department of Guangdong’s provincial
      government. The nom-de-plume ‘Xuan Jiwen’ is, in fact, an acronym meaning “Propaganda Collective Essay.” It was
      pasted up on Canton’s streets in December 1974 as the provincial Party’s rejoinder to the Li Yizhe poster. Both
      it and the Li Yizhe manifesto subsequently were mimeographed by Guangdong’s Party organs and circulated to
      factories, schools, and government units throughout Canton to be read at political study sessions. Only core
      sections of the Xuan Jiwen poster are included here. The complete contents, in English, have been published in
      the fall 1977 issue of Chinese Law and Government.]
    


    
      With the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution of our country having gained a great victory
      and with the Campaign to Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius having been popularized, deepened, and sustained, the
      dictatorship of the proletariat has been consolidated to an unprecedented degree. Under this generally excellent
      situation, with socialism everywhere marching toward victory, there appeared in the southern gate of the
      socialist fatherland–on the streets of Canton City–a reactionary big-character poster of over 20,000 characters
      tossed out by Li Yizhe, titled “On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System” and its “Preface” (below it shall be
      shortened to “Democracy and the Legal System”). In it, the authors put forth what they claimed to be the
      “totally” “self-exposing” Li Yizhe “system.” To the revolutionary people, this Li Yizhe “system” provides
      excellent material for learning by negative example. Once again it has taught the revolutionary people that even
      under such an excellent situation they must “never forget class struggle.”
    


    
      This big-character poster, under the pretense of “criticizing Lin Biao,” has launched a series of vicious and
      malicious attacks against the great leader Chairman Mao and the Party Center, against the socialist system and
      the dictatorship of the proletariat, and against the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution and the Campaign to
      Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius. It also energetically propounded the democracy, freedom, and legal system of
      the bourgeoisie, attempting recklessly to bring together all the freaks and demons [i.e., bad-class people],
      agitate the masses, create chaos, and thus replay the Hungarian Incident [the Budapest uprising of 1956] in
      China. In brief, the crucial point of this big-character poster was to go against and discard the leadership of
      the Party, recklessly endeavoring to overthrow the dictatorship of the proletariat and restore capitalism.
    


    
      1. VICIOUSLY ATTACKING THE GREAT CHAIRMAN MAO AND MAO ZEDONG’S THOUGHT AND ATTACKING THE
      PARTY CENTRAL COMMITTEE HEADED BY CHAIRMAN MAO
    


    
      …What is particularly intolerable is how Li Yizhe, in their “system,” made insinuations and oblique accusations
      in a bare-faced way, clamoring, “We have not shown proper respect toward Qin Shihuang.” This they learned from
      Lin Biao and the bourgeois rightists, borrowing this despicable kind of tactic to viciously attack our great
      leader. Does not everyone know that in the “571 Engineering Project,” Lin Biao and his ilk used the past to
      satirize the present, attacking Qin Shihuang as a pretext to wantonly attack Chairman Mao and the dictatorship of
      the proletariat?1 Yet Li Yizhe in their
      big-character poster dared pick up the rubbish of Lin Biao and his ilk, singing the same tune. These
      self-proclaimed “young people who do not fear tigers” can indeed be considered “frank.” They could not constrain
      their deep hatred and thus not only “showed no respect” toward Qin Shihuang, but in addition proclaimed that “a
      ruthless criticism should be launched against him.” This shows clearly that Li Yizhe and their like, compared to
      their cunning ancestors, could indeed be considered “newborn calves” filled with courage. They slandered our
      affirmation of Qin Shihuang’s contribution as “building up public opinion for socialist-fascism in order to
      complete Lin Biao’s unfinished cause.” Please look, exactly at whom was this reactionary spearhead pointing? Is
      it not as clear as day? Stripping off the disguise of the Li Yizhe “system” and appraising it by the basic
      principles of the “six standards”2 and
      the “three dos and three don’ts”3 laid
      down for us by Chairman Mao to distinguish fragrant flowers from poisonous weeds, we can see
      that Li Yizhe not only opposed Chairman Mao’s scientific evaluation of Qin Shihuang, but also, just like the
      reactionary factions both domestic and foreign, used an attack on Qin Shihuang to attack the great leader
      Chairman Mao.
    


    
      Li Yizhe, in their “system,” hysterically opposed Mao Zedong’s thought. Resorting to the tactic of passing fish
      eyes for pearls, they slandered the regulation in the Party Constitution which clearly adopted Mao Zedong’s
      thought as the Party’s guiding ideology, which is genuinely supported by the entire Party, as “principles of new
      rites” of a “feudalistic nature.” Moreover, they intentionally slandered it as “a sacred pillar in defense of the
      ‘rules of rites’ of the Lin Biao System.” These are shameless and slanderous accusations and vicious attacks. The
      revolutionary practice of the last half century proves: all the victories of the Chinese revolution are victories
      of Mao Zedong’s thought. Our Party Constitution reiterates, “The Chinese Communist Party uses Marxism, Leninism,
      and Mao Zedong’s thought as the theoretical foundation of its guiding thought.”
    


    
      Li Yizhe in their “system” violently attacked the criticism of the Dismissal of Hai
      Rui, which was personally launched and led by Chairman Mao himself. They said nonsensical things such as
      that Wu Han said Hai Rui “loved the people,” for which he was criticized by the first essay of the Great
      Proletarian Cultural Revolution.4 Is it
      not a frightening “reverse tide” to have some people now saying that “the Legalists loved the people”! Besides,
      they even openly suggested that Hai Rui [i.e., Peng Dehuai] be provided with a “policy on a solid footing”
      [political rehabilitation]. Let us ask: who guided and ratified “the first essay of the Great Cultural
      Revolution”? At whom was Li Yizhe’s spearhead pointing in their resentment against the unfair treatment of Hai
      Rui? It is not only we who understand this question in our hearts; even Li Yizhe’s lot
      themselves understood. Otherwise why did they have to be so allusive regarding this “first essay”?…
    


    
      2. VICIOUSLY ATTACKING THE SOCIALIST SYSTEM AND THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT…
    


    
      Arguments against the Imputation That Each Level of the Party and Government Leadership Is
      a “Privileged Stratum” and “A Clique
      of New Nobility”
    


    
      Li Yizhe, based on their analysis of “new class contradictions,” arrived at this conclusion: “Now in China there
      has emerged a privileged stratum as in the Soviet Union.” They slandered each level of the Party and government
      leadership as having “completed a qualitative change from being ‘the servants of the people’ to being ‘the
      masters of the people,’” alleging that they are the “newborn bourgeois class,” “the clique of new nobility.”
    


    
      “Now in China there has emerged a privileged stratum as in the Soviet Union”? Each level of the-Party and
      government leadership has “completed a qualitative change from being ‘the servants of the people’ to being ‘the
      masters of the people”’? This was Li Yizhe’s shameless fabrication. These were malicious calumnies against our
      Party and our country’s socialist system.
    


    
      Our country is a socialist country under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Under the guidance of Chairman
      Mao’s proletarian revolutionary line our country has basically completed the socialist transformation to
      collective ownership of the means of production. On the battle front of politics and ideology, it has undergone a
      socialist revolution each time deeper than the last. More than that, since the Great Proletarian Cultural
      Revolution attained its great victory, with the two bourgeois headquarters of Liu Shaoqi and
      Lin Biao crushed, Marxism-Leninism and the thought of Mao Zedong have penetrated the people’s hearts; each
      leadership level’s revolutionary consciousness of class struggle, line struggle, and the continued revolution has
      been greatly raised; and the socialist system under the dictatorship of the proletariat has been further
      strengthened. In the twenty-five years after liberation, our country has changed from a poor, backward country
      into a flourishing and prosperous socialist country. This is a fact no one can write off. Yet Li Yizhe knowingly
      talked nonsense, weaving a story of lies. Whoever can be misled?
    


    
      Undoubtedly in this historical stage of socialism, among the ranks of our cadres certain people have the improper
      mentality of expecting special treatment and privileges, of “going through the back door” and so forth. Certain
      of the weak-willed, because of the corrosive influence of the bourgeoisie, have “turned public into private,” and
      there are even isolated cases of corruption, burglary, speculation, profiteering, and degeneration in personal
      qualities. There have even been people in power taking the capitalist road who have wormed their way into the
      Party and occupied leadership positions (for example, Liu Shaoqi and Lin Biao). These are reflections of the
      class struggle under conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Chairman Mao, basing himself precisely on
      the reality of class struggle inside and outside the country and on the historical experience of the dictatorship
      of the proletariat, has formulated the theory of continued revolution under the dictatorship of the proletariat.
      Now under Chairman Mao’s guidance, our Party is firmly taking a Marxist line, using Marxism to triumph over
      revisionism and using socialism to triumph over capitalism, so that our country advances victoriously along the
      socialist road. That is why no privileged stratum like the Soviet Union’s has emerged in our
      country and why, even more so, there has been no degeneration into social-imperialism. The Li Yizhe group
      purposefully avoided these facts of decisive significance, resorting instead to despicable tricks. They took
      things which our Party opposes and struggles against–stuff like “going through the back door,” “expecting special
      treatment” and “privileges,” and so on–and forced them onto our Party’s head, making it sound as if they are
      inherent to the leadership cadres of each level of the Party and especially the national leadership. Based on
      that, they tried in vain to arrive at the conclusion that our country has already formed a “privileged stratum.”
      Isn’t this terribly absurd and laughable?…
    


    
      The Party’s basic line teaches us that in the historical stage of socialism, the struggle between the socialist
      and capitalist roads and the struggle between capitalist restoration and opposition to capitalist restoration are
      inevitable. The question of who will defeat whom, whether socialism or capitalism will triumph, is not yet
      resolved. Yet it cannot be said that the emergence of a privileged stratum and the restoration of capitalism are
      unavoidable, less so can it be said they have become a reality. As long as our Party has a Marxist line, upholds
      the socialist road, and persists in continuing the revolution, we can defeat capitalism and prevent the
      restoration of capitalism. Li Yizhe, in saying that a privileged stratum exists objectively, that it is something
      produced under our socio-economic conditions and therefore is independent of the will of the people, essentially
      said that it is determined by our socialist economic system itself and is therefore unavoidable. This is a
      reactionary theory which vainly attempts to undermine our socialist system, and it is also a vicious slander
      against our country’s socialist society…
    


    
      Arguments against the Allegations of So-called “Feudalistic Despotism
      of Socialist-Fascism”
    


    
      …The frenzied attack Li Yizhe launched against the dictatorship of the proletariat was carried out under the
      slogan of “oppose the Lin Biao system.” This is the kind of double-faced and despicable trick that class enemies
      normally employ under the proletarian dictatorship. Let us ask you: can it really be that the spearhead is turned
      toward Lin Biao while you madly oppose Chairman Mao and the thought of Mao Zedong, slander each level of our
      Party and government leadership as a “privileged stratum,” and attack our Party’s line, direction, and policies
      one after another? From this have you not arrived at the conclusion that the present government has undergone a
      qualitative change and that it should be “thoroughly destroyed”? What is phony is phony. The masquerade should be
      ended, the mask stripped off, and what remains exposed to the people as no other than several clowns vainly
      trying to oppose the dictatorship of the proletariat….
    


    
      To slander the proletarian dictatorship, Li Yizhe also created a “theoretical” foundation, the so-called
      emergence of a “feudalistic despotism of socialist-fascism,” and this too is determined by historical conditions:
      “the feudal rule which was perpetuated for more than two thousand years has made its ideology firmly embedded in
      society”; “the terrible practices of dictatorial arbitrariness of the feudal era were fixed firmly in the minds
      of the people as well as the average members of the Communist Party.” However, these assertions are all to no
      avail. First, the ideological foundation of our country’s proletarian dictatorship is Marxism-Leninism and the
      thought of Mao Zedong; it is fundamentally opposed to the ideology of the reactionary fallen
      classes. In addition, we have always recognized that the ideology of the feudalistic fallen classes, having
      lasted for more than two thousand years, still exerts its influence to this very day. This is, precisely, a
      manifestation of the duration and complexity of the class struggle in the ideological sphere in this socialist
      stage of our history. To struggle against traditional ideas by carrying out an all-around dictatorship in the
      various spheres of the superstructure becomes one of the important tasks confronting the proletariat. At present,
      the Campaign to Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius serves precisely as a major revolution in the political and
      ideological arena, in which the proletariat is opposing the bourgeoisie and all exploiting classes in the sphere
      of the superstructure. Li Yizhe takes a feudalistic ideology, which is entirely incompatible with the proletarian
      dictatorship, and forceably grafts it onto the head of the proletarian dictatorship. They take “the terrible
      habits of dictatorial arbitrariness of the feudalistic era” and force them onto our broad masses and our Party’s
      broad membership. They use these to “expound and prove” that the present dictatorship of the proletariat has
      become a “feudalistic despotism of socialist-fascism,” in order to attain their hidden motives….
    


    
      Exposing the So-Called “Newly Emerging
      Social Force”
    


    
      Li Yizhe and their ilk are futilely attempting to subvert the dictatorship of the proletariat. On what forces do
      they rely? Using their own words, it is “a newly emerging social force,” [an idea] which is based on their
      so-called “change in our country’s class relationships and new class contradictions.” What
      actually is this “newly emerging social force”? The Li Yizhe group says the “mass base” of this “newly emerging
      social force” comprises those people who have asembled in “a popular upsurge of democratic spirit.” What classes
      do these people come from? Needless to ask, so long as they have a “democratic spirit” and dare oppose the
      so-called “feudalistic despotism of socialist-fascism,” even if they be freaks and demons [i.e., of bad class
      origin] or whatever, all will do…
    


    
      Among our 800 million people, the working class is the leadership class, and the poor and lower-middle peasants
      are the most reliable allies of the working class. The working class is the representative of a new productive
      force. Its class status, along with its engagement in large-scale industrial production, has determined that it
      is the most farsighted, the most selfless, and the most thoroughly revolutionary. Our Party is a part of the
      proletariat, and our country is a country under the dictatorship of the proletariat. The nature of our Party and
      of our country determines that we must with all our heart and soul rely on the working class. This is our class
      line. Chairman Mao teaches us: “The whole revolutionary history proves that without the leadership of the
      proletariat the revolution is bound to fail. With the leadership of the working class, the revolution will be
      victorious.” To attain victory for our socialist revolution and construction, in addition to unswervingly relying
      on the whole working class, we must rely on the working class’s most reliable allies, the poor and lower-middle
      peasants. We cannot rely on any other class or stuff like a “newly emerging social force.” Li Yizhe’s
      big-character poster very clearly expresses the fact that those upon whom they rely basically are not the working
      classes, that they basically do not recognize the worker-peasant army as a mainstay of the revolution, and that
      they basically do not acknowledge the landlords, rich peasants, counter-revolutionaries, bad
      elements, and rightists as class enemies. Instead, alongside their deceitful slogans attacking the so-called
      “privileged stratum” and the “new clique of nobility,” they say they will rely on their so-called “newly emerging
      social force” and futilely attempt to uproot the Party’s class line, fishing in troubled waters in order to
      achieve their vicious goals.
    


    
      Now we can clearly see Li Yizhe’s “system”: wantonly distorting and maliciously altering Marxism-Leninism;
      viciously attacking the socialist system and the proletarian dictatorship; spreading the slander that our
      country’s social class relationships have undergone a new change and that new contradictions have emerged; that
      the economic base and the superstructure have undergone a qualitative change; and therefore that the tasks,
      targets, and motivating force of the Chinese revolution have all undergone a change. They futilely try to use
      this absurd set of theories to replace and change the Party’s basic line and policies and call upon the monsters
      and demons to come out from their cages to join them in launching a so-called “new political reform” in China, in
      order to attain their criminal goals of subverting the dictatorship of the proletariat and restoring capitalism.
      This is nothing but futile fantasizing and daydreaming.
    


    
      3. MALICIOUSLY SLANDERING AND ATTACKING THE GREAT PROLETARIAN CULTURAL REVOLUTION AND THE CAMPAIGN TO CRITICIZE
      LIN BIAO AND CONFUCIUS
    


    
      …What was the nature of the tasks of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution? “The Great Proletarian Cultural
      Revolution in essence was a great political revolution under socialist conditions, with the
      proletariat opposing the bourgeoisie and all exploiting classes. It was a continuation of a long-term struggle
      between the Chinese Communist Party, leading the broad revolutionary people and masses, and the Kuomintang
      reactionaries.” The goal of this great political revolution was to smash revisionism, snatch back that portion of
      power which had been usurped by the bourgeoisie, and implement the all-around dictatorship of the proletariat in
      the superstructure, including the various cultural spheres. In addition, its purpose was to fortify and
      strengthen the economic base of socialism and to guarantee that our country will continue to advance in big
      strides along the socialist road. Very obviously, the focus and the very essence of this struggle was to solve
      the problem of the two headquarters and to solve the problem of revolution or restoration, advance or retreat.
      Yet the Li Yizhe group purposely avoided the vital point of the two-line struggle, instead talking abstractly of
      stuff like “in reality the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution was a broad revolutionary democracy of the
      people” (“second draft”; the authors, because of their guilty consciences, in the third draft altered it to “in
      reality, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution took the form of a broad revolutionary democracy of the
      people”). This allegedly was to solve the problem of “enabling the popular masses to tightly grasp the weapon of
      democracy for the broad people,” or the so-called “democratic rights” in “the absolutely unconditional use of
      big-character posters”–“the people’s great democracy.” “Democracy,” “democracy,” “democracy” was everything, all
      for “democracy.” In addition they said that this “democracy” in the Cultural Revolution “encountered
      catastrophe,” and so “the revolution is dead.” Is this not blatantly distorting and maliciously altering the
      nature and tasks of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution which were advocated by
      Chairman Mao and the Party Center? The analysis we have made here is only one aspect of the problem, and perhaps
      not even a very important aspect–because actually, in the minds of the Li Yizhe group, what kind of “democracy”
      is it, and what makes them so “ardently love” this “democracy”? That is the question which really touches on the
      nature of the problem. Someone has designed the following cartoon: Li Yizhe with a “democratic” spear in the left
      hand, viciously pointing it toward the Party, the headquarters of the proletariat, while in his right hand is a
      “legal system” shield protecting a large motley crew of freaks and demons vainly hoping to escape from the
      punishment of the revolution’s sharp sword. The fourth section of this essay will deal with this question, but
      here let us seriously warn these self-styled authors of big character posters, who claim they are “not dissenters
      from Marxism,” that Marxism has always understood that this thing known as democracy has never been a kind of
      goal but a kind of tactics. As they go about clamoring about “absolute” and “unconditional” democratic rights as
      a goal and task, the revolutionary peole will finally come to realize that it is a kind of trick which Li Yizhe
      and their ilk play around with in order to attain motives in today’s politics which cannot stand the light of
      day….
    


    
      Did “the Lin Biao system” during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution “replace the set of [thoughts of]
      Chairman Mao”? Had Lin Biao’s revisionist line “replaced” the ruling position of Chairman Mao’s revolutionary
      line? No, this is totally distorting history. It is the nonsense and lies of a madman. It should be pointed out
      that this is dangerous and malicious slander. We know that during the Cultural Revolution Chairman Mao’s
      revolutionary line was disturbed and damaged by Lin Biao’s revisionist line, which was a manifestation of the
      sharpness and complexity of class struggle and line struggle. But it goes without saying that the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution was, after all, carried out on the basis of Chairman Mao’s
      strategic arrangements and advanced under the guidance of Chairman Mao’s revolutionary line. It was carried out
      amidst repeated confrontation and struggle with the machinations of Liu Shaoqi and Lin Biao. However, Chairman
      Mao’s revolutionary line has consistently occupied the leading and predominant position. It was precisely due to
      this that the Cultural Revolution attained great victory, that it was able to create such a revolutionary and
      constructive situation as there is today. It was also due to this that the counter-revolutionary coup and
      intrigues of the thief Lin Biao did not succeed. Here, what generates questions in people’s minds is why the Li
      Yizhe group takes this conclusion long arrived at by the Party Center, this conclusion which is already very
      obvious, and makes it look mysterious, and nonsensically says stuff like “a dualistic condition” had emerged.
      They have futilely attempted to use the trick of twisting facts to argue their absurd theory concerning Chairman
      Mao’s revolutionary line being “replaced.” What the hell are they up to?
    


    
      After reading the entire essay “Democracy and the Legal System” it becomes very clear: The reason why the Li
      Yizhe group fabricated the lie that during the Cultural Revolution Lin Biao’s line “had replaced” Chairman Mao’s
      revoluionary line and gained a predominant position was because they have had to use “Criticize Lin” as a
      cover-up to delude and subvert the people. They have criticized and negated Chairman Mao’s revolutionary line,
      which was in the predominant position, as if it were Lin Biao’s system. They have criticized and negated the
      great fruits of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, and they have criticized and negated the continuously
      consolidating and developing dictatorship of the proletariat and the socialist system as if these were Lin
      Biao’s. Certainly, in front of the revolutionary people, who have been tempered by the Great
      Proletarian Cultural Revolution and the struggle in the Campaign to Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius, none of
      their schemes and intrigues will succeed…
    


    
      4. ON THEIR ENERGETIC ADVOCACY OF CAPITALIST FREEDOM, DEMOCRACY, AND LEGAL SYSTEMS; AND THEIR VAIN ATTEMPTS TO
      ASSEMBLE FREAKS AND DEMONS AND TO INCITE THE MASSES TO REENACT IN CHINA A “HUNGARIAN INCIDENT”
    


    
      The Li Yizhe group, under the cloak of “asking instructions in behalf of the people,” trumpets a lot about
      “socialist democracy and the legal system” and has presented a pile of “requests” about this to our country of
      proletarian dictatorship. What kind of democracy are they really asking for? What kind of legal system? When
      condemning that renegade Kautsky’s bourgeois “pure democracy,” Lenin had pointedly remarked that when the
      question of “democracy” was opened up for debate, “Marxists never forget to pause to ask ‘This democracy is for
      which class?’”
    


    
      Regarding the sermonizing of Li Yizhe and their ilk, trumpeting about “freedom” and the “legal system,” we should
      of course not forget to sit back and ask: for which class are they asking freedom? For which class democracy? For
      which class this “system”?
    


    
      Is it the democracy and rights of the proletariat or is it the “democracy and rights” which the bourgeoisie
      employs to attack the Party and socialism?
    


    
      Li Yizhe intentionally twisted the frequently used “four big” weapons of airing one’s views loudly, airing one’s
      views freely, writing big-character posters and holding great debates, which are advocated
      by the Party. They have taken these to be the “four big freedoms.”5 They nonsensically say stuff like “the absolutely unconditional use of big-character
      posters, this democratic weapon and right of the broad masses of the people,” must be affirmed. Such nice
      “absolutely unconditional” “democratic rights”! Lenin, in condemning Kautsky’s so-called “pure democracy” and
      “general democracy,” had hit the nail right on the head when he pointed out: “If we are not to make fun of
      intelligence and history then it is very obvious that so long as different classes exist, one should not talk of
      ‘pure democracy’ but only of class democracy”; ‘“pure democracy’ is a lie used by liberals to fool the workers.”
      Proletarian democracy can only be granted to the popular masses and definitely not to the reactionaries. We
      should promote proletarian democracy, which is for strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat and
      advancing our socialist cause; but we must be determined not to allow class enemies to make use of the
      opportunity to stir up trouble when we are unfolding the “four bigs,” to fish in troubled waters and use
      big-character posters to attack our Party and socialism. We understand that a big-character poster as a weapon
      has no class character. The proletariat can use it, and so too the bourgeoisie can use it, though in the end the
      advantages lie with the proletariat. However, the use of this “big-character poster” weapon, be it by the
      proletariat or the bourgeoisie, has its own conditions and is relative, and cannot be unconditional and absolute.
      Under the proletarian dictatorship, the conditions for exercising socialist rights are necessarily in accordance
      with the “six standards” Chairman Mao laid down in “On the Correct Handling of Contradictions among the People”
      for distinguishing fragrant flowers and poisonous weeds. The Li Yizhe group, in trumpeting stuff like “absolutely
      unconditional” “democratic rights,” actually is asking for the elimination of the “six standards” set down by
      Chairman Mao. Obviously, the democracy they demand is the Nagy style of “democracy” of the
      Hungarian Incident.6 It is a “democracy”
      which aims to attack the Party Center and Chairman Mao, and which opposes the thought of Mao Zedong. It slanders
      and attacks the socialist system, the proletarian dictatorship, the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, and
      the movement to Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius. It is a “democracy” which incites demons and monsters and
      “rightists to topple the sky.” This kind of “democracy” cannot be granted to them in a country which is under the
      dictatorship of the proletariat.
    


    
      Should it be a legal system of the proletariat or a “legal system” to protect the reactionaries in attacking the
      Party and attacking socialism?
    


    
      A legal system, like freedom and democracy, has a distinct class nature. A socialist legal system reflects the
      people’s democracy–that is, the dictatorship of the proletariat, which means exercising democracy for the people.
      Chairman Mao long ago pointed out: “The people’s state protects the people. Only when the people have such a
      state can they educate and remold themselves on a nationwide scale using democratic methods and, with everyone
      taking part, shake off the influence of domestic and foreign reactionaries.”7 When talking of dictatorship, the case is very different. The
      dictatorship of the proletariat means “enforcing a dictatorship over the running dogs of imperialism, the
      landlord class, and the bureaucratic bourgeoisie, as well as over the representative of those classes, the
      Kuomintang reactionaries and their accomplices.’’8 He also pointed out: “The first function [of this dictatorship] is to suppress the
      reactionary classes and elements and those exploiters in our country who resist the socialist revolution, to
      suppress those who try to wreck our socialist construction or, in other words, to resolve the internal
      contradictions between ourselves and the enemy. For instance, to arrest, try, and sentence certain
      counter-revolutionaries and to deprive landlords and bureaucratic capitalists of their right
      to vote and their freedom of speech for a specified period of time–all this comes within the scope of our
      dictatorship. To maintain public order and safeguard the interests of the people, it is likewise necessary to
      exercise dictatorship over embezzlers, swindlers, arsonists, murderers, criminal gangs, and other scoundrels who
      seriously disrupt public order.”9
    


    
      However, what the Li Yizhe group said was: the Fourth National People’s Congress should stipulate that the
      democratic rights of the broad masses of the people should be safeguarded, apart from the fact that a
      dictatorship must be enforced over criminal offenders such as murderers, arsonists, hoodlums, and embezzlers, and
      those who instigate violence and organize intrigues.
    


    
      Worth noting first is that among the targets on Li Yizhe’s list over whom “dictatorship must be enforced,” the
      landlord class has disappeared, the bureaucratic bourgeoisie has disappeared; the rich-peasant class, the
      bourgeoisie, rightists, and counter-revolutionaries have also all disappeared. Certainly this could not be
      accidental carelessness. Otherwise, how is it that in this big-character poster tossed out specially for
      expounding Li Yizhe’s “system,” which carries on so loudly about the “socialist” legal system, no one can find
      even a word mentioning that dictatorship must be enforced over the landlords, rich peasants,
      counter-revolutionaries, rightists, and bureaucratic bourgeoisie. Second, what has also vanished is that the
      proletariat must impose an all-around dictatorship over the bouregeoisie in the ideological sphere. It follows
      then that all feudalistic, bourgeois, revisionist reactionary ideologies, all anti-Party, anti-socialist,
      anti-Marxist-Leninist, and all anti-Mao Zedong reactionary talk can run wild. From what can be seen from Li
      Yizhe’s “system,” people who subvert the proletarian dictatorship and attack
      Marxism-Leninism and the thought of Mao Zedong should be given “democracy” and “freedom” and should not be
      subjected to dictatorship. On the contrary, those people who carry out subversive activities and who spread
      reactionary rumors should be given the protection of the “legal system.” Therein lies the essence of their
      so-called “socialist democracy and legal system.”…
    


    
      Translated by Anita Chan
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      [Editors--In late January/early February 1979, a reporter from the Hong Kong magazine Dongxiang (Trend) was allowed to interview the Li Yizhe quartet three times. Though still
      ostensibly under detention, they were being housed in the elegant guest houses maintained by the Guangdong
      Provincial Party Committee for important guests, while they and the Party leadership negotiated their
      rehabilitation. Translated here are sections from the magazine report covering the Li Yizhe group’s reminiscences
      of the debates with their critics from late 1974 through March of 1975, following the posting of the “Socialist
      Democracy” poster and the Party’s Xuan Jiwen counter-poster. These passages suggest the complex three-cornered
      maneuvering at the time between the moderate political elite, the radical elite, and the dissidents.]
    


    
      The wall poster debate was fierce. In recalling the scenes at that time, Guo Hongzhi had
      this to say: “We declared then that we were willing to be branded arch-Rightists of the seventies should we be
      defeated in the debate.” Nevertheless, no one could refute Li Yizhe’s arguments. A trace of pride played on Guo
      Hongzhi’s thin face. Wang Xizhe was even more excited: “After we launched the counter-criticism, they started to
      conduct textual research on our articles; they examined and verified the facts related to Du Gang.1 From that time on we deliberately put in things
      that would cause them to devote a lot of energy to textual research. This made us extremely happy. We were just
      nobodies, but they thought highly of us from the very beginning and deployed their ranks in a battle array to
      deal with us. Those ‘theoreticians’ were professionals and could have access to internal documents. They were
      allowed to bury themselves in books all day long. In contrast, we had to work in the daytime and could only be
      free in the evening. And there were not many books available to us. How could we both work and fight? But still
      they were not good enough. It was outrageous. The people fed them in vain.”…
    


    
      “In making counter-criticism, we sometimes quoted Chairman Mao’s sayings without giving the source. They would
      forget it was the Chairman’s saying and lash out at it. When we pointed out that it was what the Chairman had
      said, they were in a panic.
    


    
      “When we raised the issue of the privileged stratum, they criticized us. As they were engaged in translation and
      theoretical work, they actually couldn’t remember that the Chairman had mentioned it. As soon as we raised the
      issue, they started to attack us. They did not lay much store by practice; whatever was said by the Chairman must
      be correct. When we said the Chairman had talked about the privileged stratum, they kept their mouths shut and
      were at a loss as to what to do…
    


    
      Li Zhengtian told us a story about a criticism and struggle meeting held after
      elaborate planning and dress rehearsal.
    


    
      This public meeting to “criticize and struggle against the chief criminal of Li Yizhe” was held at a certain
      well-known large factory in Guangdong.
    


    
      “With the concern of higher authorities,” this factory had begun studying Li Zhengtian’s characteristics long
      before. They played tape recordings of his speeches and had one of their people play Li’s part so that the others
      could beseige him with criticisms and denunciations. They had devised many “battle plans“and tried them one after
      another in order to choose the most effective. Perhaps on that day they thought everything had been well
      prepared, so they got hold of Li Zhengtian and escorted him to the platform. Before the meeting began, the person
      presiding declared the ground rules: the participants must keep a serious attitude, they must shout the slogans
      in unison, etc.
    


    
      The meeting began, and Li Zhengtian behaved with perfect composure.
    


    
      Critic (fiercely): Tell me what product I hold in my hand?
    


    
      Li: The product of the workingmen’s labor.
    


    
      Critic: Wrong. It is the product--
    


    
      (The whole audience burst into laughter. The critic caught himself making the wrong remark. During the rehearsal
      they had reckoned Li would certainly be unable to tell the name of the product when asked. At that time the
      critic would immediately lash out at Li, calling him a stinking intellectual who could neither use his four limbs
      nor tell the five grains apart.2 They
      intended this as a head-on blow to crush Li’s arrogance. They didn’t expect that Li’s answer would not be as they
      had devised. The critic was at a loss and spoke incoherently.)
    


    
      Critic: Do you know how this product is produced?
    


    
      Li: I am not an apriorist. Not having participated in the social practice of producing this
      product, how should I know?
    


    
      Critic: So you cannot answer even such a simple question?
    


    
      Li: Let me also ask you a very simple question: What color is gotten by mixing red with green? Critic (unable to
      reply)
    


    
      (The whole audience was roaring with laughter.)
    


    
      Critic (shamed into anger and shouting abuse): You are a stinking intellectual who can neither use his four limbs
      nor tell the five grains apart!
    


    
      Li (laughing loudly): Can neither use his four limbs nor tell the five grains apart? Very interesting. Let me ask
      you this question: What are the four limbs? And what are the five grains?
    


    
      Critic (unable to answer, finding himself in an extremely awkward position).
    


    
      (The whole audience bursts into laughter.)
    


    
      Li: Let’s have a labor emulation. We can both grow broomcorn millet [one of the five grains], and see who grows
      it better. Do you think we can do it?
    


    
      (Everyone in the audience was excited. Some laughed loudly, some clapped their hands. Later, those on the
      platform simply took Li Zhengtian’s microphone away. They didn’t expect that Li had such a loud voice that he
      could still talk back without using a microphone. They had no other resort but to beat him whenever he opened his
      mouth to speak. The whole meeting was thrown into confusion. When those on the platform took the lead in shouting
      slogans, those sitting underneath responded in disorder. The person presiding flew into a rage. He gave a hint
      with his eyes, and a group of husky fellows immediately rushed forward. They knocked Li to the floor. Then they
      pulled Li out of the meeting hall, with one gripping his throat and another twisting his arms from behind. The
      meeting originally had been scheduled to last one whole afternoon, but it was “brought to a
      successful end ahead of schedule” after only a short time.)…
    


    
      The leadership for the [campaign of] criticism was under the charge of Zhao Ziyang [at that time the First Party
      Secretary of Guangdong]. We bear him no hatred. He secretly protected us. He gave us permission to put up
      big-character posters, to offer critical opinions, and to reply to the charges. Under the conditions prevailing
      at that time, Zhao’s practice conflicted with that of the ‘Gang of Four.’ We had already made clear to the Party
      organization that our big-character poster, aside from being directed at Lin Biao, was also aimed at Jiang Qing
      and company. Even under such circumstances, Zhao didn’t brand us as counter-revolutionaries. On the contrary, he
      repeatedly ordered that we be allowed to sit on benches during the criticism and struggle sessions, that a
      thermos flask be given us so that we could drink hot water [while debating], and he also sent people to protect
      us, and so on.”
    


    
      With a faint smile, Guo Hongzhi said: “Zhao Ziyang told the cadres assigned to denounce us: It doesn’t matter if
      you are defeated by Li Yizhe in the debate. If you lose, read more books. Debate again and then study again.”
    


    
      Li Zhengtian thought Zhao said this to humiliate those “theoreticians.” Guo Hongzhi added that it was also
      intended as an encouragement, to bolster our morale…
    


    
      In March 1977, four months after the Gang of Four’s downfall, the four members of Li Yizhe were thrown into jail…
      When people in Guangzhou talked about this problem, they all figured that the matter involved the top brass at
      the provincial level who then exercised dictatorship over the masses. In December of the same year, Jiao Linyi
      declared to the provincial Party committee that Li Yizhe constituted a counter-revolutionary clique and that
      members of the clique were counter-revolutionaries. There were a great number of people implicated in the case.
      Therefore, someone reckoned that the big shots’ attack was not aimed at Li Yizhe but at
      cadres who were of a much larger number and carried much more weight than Li Yizhe…
    


    
      Guo Hongzhi said in the slow and mild voice he alone had: “…Those who put us under arrest tried their best to
      force us to plead guilty of being counter-revolutionaries; otherwise they would become counter-revolutionaries
      themselves. Later, we judged from many indications that the situation was developing in a direction favorable to
      us. We were increasingly hopeful of our release.”…
    


    
      Translated by Ai Ping
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              A Reply to the People Regarding Their Questions on
              the “Li Yizhe counter-revolutionary Clique” (January 6, 1979)
            

          
        

      
    


    
      [Editors--This is one of the wall posters that appeared in the streets of Canton in January 1979 demanding the
      release of the Li Yizhe group. The poster was phrased as a series of questions and answers, recounting the
      persecution that supporters of the Li Yizhe group had been subjected to in 1974-75.]
    


    
      …Question: Will you please first explain what the “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary Clique” is all about.
    


    
      Answer: The “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary Clique” is a label a certain person in
      Guangdong--Jiao Linyi1--imposed on us.
      “Li Yizhe” is by no means an organization. It comprised an indefinite number of people, mostly young people. We
      were actually pressed together by “power politics.” We were drawn into the whirlpool of political struggle during
      the ten years of Cultural Revolution. Concerned for the destiny of the Party and the state, we often got together
      and daringly studied and analyzed certain problems. The Li Yizhe big-character poster epitomized our opinions. By
      now most of the viewpoints we held have been borne out by history. This is…[words are missing in the original
      text].
    


    
      During the campaign to criticize “Li Yizhe,” we were all supporters and sympathizers of the Li Yizhe poster. And
      later on we showed concern for Li’s destiny and future. To put it briefly, the “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary
      Clique” constituted those who had written big-character posters in Li’s firm support.
    


    
      After all, how many people does the “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary Clique” comprise? This has to be answered by
      “Office 32,” especially assigned to deal with Li Yizhe’s case. To our own knowledge, six were arrested by the
      public security organs for “problems”; more than ten were unlawfully taken into custody and placed in illegally
      established prisons to attend “sealed off” political study sessions because of their frequent visits to Comrade
      so-and-so (he was probably regarded as a major member of the “sinister den”); and there were also people
      implicated in the case--those who were involved with the members of the “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary Clique”
      or had something to do with the group. Reportedly, some six or seven hundred individuals were implicated and
      forced to attend “twenty-four hour” or “half-day” (that is, one could return home at night) political study
      sessions.
    


    
      So many people were sent to regular prisons or to illegally established prisons and were
      deprived of their rights just because of one big-character poster. This can truly be called a literary
      inquisition of an extent seldom seen.
    


    
      Availing themselves of the movement to comb out remnants of the “Gang of Four,” certain people in Guangdong
      launched a full-scale attack against Li Yizhe. This was decided by their class stand: the campaign to criticize
      Li Yizhe was actually a move on their part to manipulate the masses of Guangdong to suppress democracy and the
      “four bigs” [that is, speaking out freely, airing views fully, holding great debates, and writing big-character
      posters] in an effort to protect Lin Biao, Huang Yongsheng, and the “Gang of Four” as well as themselves. By this
      move they tried to preserve their increasingly precarious position. With the “Gang of Four’s” downfall, the
      raging fire of the real movement to comb out the gang’s remnants would inevitably spread to them. Because of
      this, they did not scruple to strike the vicious blow of purging all those espousing Li Yizhe’s point of view in
      Guangdong Province. They designated people who supported and sympathized with Li’s big-character poster to be
      elements of the “sinister line” and put them under investigation. Those considered serious cases were put into
      prison, and those considered lighter cases were locked up in illegally established prisons. In addition to these
      detainees, there were large numbers of “special personnel” engaged in the examination of the case and also
      “persons on duty” to keep the detainees’ “company.” All this exerted a great pressure on production. In order to
      squeeze out from the people under investigation the so-called “evidence of crimes,” they resorted to all kinds of
      despicable tricks such as extorting confessions, trapping into confessions, inducing confessions, gaining
      confessions by deception, etc. Without any warrants, they searched the houses of those being investigated in order to get hold of their diaries and correspondence for examination. They
      eavesdropped on private talks. In this way they gathered and pieced together some isolated words and phrases as
      evidence of “counter-revolutionary crimes.” Let us leave the political persecution aside for the moment and just
      consider how much manpower, material, and financial resources they spent. Squandering the working people’s sweat
      and toil this way suffices to demonstrate their…
    


    
      …                           
    


    
      … [words missing]
    


    
      Whoever has the knowledge of a comman man can perceive at a glance that Li Yizhe’s poster was directed against
      the counter-revolutionary line pursued by Lin Biao and the “Gang of Four.” The situation as it exists today has
      already passed the verdict on Li Yizhe as “not guilty.” Isn’t it also the case that the ugly features and the
      conspiracy of those who brutally persecuted the Li Yizhe people have been exposed to the light of day at the same
      time?
    


    
      (2) Question: In the case of the “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary Clique,” perhaps the big-character poster by Li
      Yizhe was the major charge in the indictment against you. What’s your opinion about this?
    


    
      Answer: …After they created the case of the “Li Yizhe Counter-revolutionary Clique,” a case of grave political
      persecution, they asserted in explicit terms that the poster served as the “counter-revolutionary political
      platform” of the group. The following were the “charges of counter-revolution” against the poster’s major
      arguments:
    


    
      1.  “Democracy and the legal system”--This is a bourgeois reactionary slogan, symbolizing the desire of the
      overthrown landlord and capitalist classes to stage a comeback.
    


    
      2.  “Opposing feudalism remains a major task for the Chinese people,” “what Lin Biao tried to push through was a feudal despotism of socialist fascism”--The crucial point of this contention is to
      negate China’s socialist system and overthrow the proletarian dictatorship.
    


    
      3.  “It is a feudal ethical code to topple whoever opposes Mao Zedong Thought.”--A frenzied attempt to instigate
      class enemies of all descriptions to attack Mao Zedong Thought.
    


    
      4.  “The theory of the privileged stratum”--Exactly the same as the reactionary theory advocated by the “Gang of
      Four.”
    


    
      We have consistently upheld the first three arguments mentioned above. The fourth argument is not precise in
      terms of conception. It seems proper to change “privileged stratum” to “bureaucratism.” As a matter of fact, in
      the series of big-character posters published by Li Yizhe, the term “privileged stratum” takes on exactly the
      same meaning as “bureaucratic class.”…
    


    
      --------------
    


    
      Slides of this poster were made available by Prof. Richard Baum of UCLA. Translated by Ai Ping.
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      [Editors--A reporter from the Hong Kong magazine Dongxiang (Trend) was permitted to accompany the Li Yizhe members to the February 6, 1979 rally that
      cleared their names politically.]
    


    
      …At two in the afternoon the provincial Party committee sent a classy fourteen-seat minibus to take the four
      members of Li Yizhe to the meeting place. Accompanying them was Chen Zhongxuan, vice-director of the provincial
      Party committee’s general office. I rode in the same car with them… Only when we were approaching the Friendship
      Theater did Li Zhengtian turn back to remind Wang Xizhe and Guo Hongzhi: “You two should go to the entrance to
      meet people after our arrival.”
    


    
      “To meet whom?” I asked.
    


    
      “Some who were involved in our case do not have admission tickets. We have to meet them and take them in.
    


    
      “Will you all speak at the meeting?”
    


    
      “No. Just Li Zhengtian and myself. A representative of those involved will also speak,”
      replied Wang Xizhe.
    


    
      “Can you show me the text of your speeches?”
    


    
      “The text doesn’t have much importance. It was finalized after the provincial Party committee consulted with us.
      It does not embody all our views. We are prepared to issue later an open letter to the people in the form of a
      big-character poster. You wait to see that.”
    


    
      Wu Nansheng, secretary of the provincial Party committee, addressed the rally on the committee’s behalf. He was
      followed by Li Zhengtian and Wang Xizhe, who spoke on behalf of Li Yizhe. Usually Li Zhengtian was a bit nervous
      when talking, but this time on the platform he acquitted himself as an outstanding speaker. His talk was
      interrupted by applause again and again. At the moment when he held high both his hands and cheered: “A
      modernized socialist China with prosperous people will certainly emerge in the East,” the audience burst into
      thunderous applause. Wang Xizhe’s talk was simple and clear and was also applauded many times. The last to speak
      was a girl by the name of Hu Xifeng who had been implicated in Li Yizhe’s case. Hu was the daughter of a
      secretary of the Meixian Prefectural Party Committee of Guangdong and had been a supporter of Li Yizhe’s wall
      poster. Along with a girl-friend of hers, she had gone to visit Li Zhengtian on many occasions to discuss the
      current situation and exchange all kinds of opinions. Because of this, she was implicated in the case.
    


    
      Talks by Wu, Li, Wang, and Hu were on the agenda slated for the meeting. When the last speaker gave her talk, an
      unexpected and dramatic event suddenly took place. A huge shout burst out from the back row of the theater: “The
      Guangdong Provincial Food Bureau has not implemented the Party’s policy up to now; they refuse to rehabilitate
      those involved in Li Yizhe’s case!” …The one who had shouted so loudly was dressed in
      worker’s clothes, wearing blue jeans and a cap. Waving one arm, he shouted: “Head of the Food Bureau, have you
      come? I want you to stand up and answer my question: why is it that the case of Li Yizhe has been rehabilitated
      while I, who was implicated in the case, still have to attend the study class up to now?” My eyes were glued to
      the worker, my mind was up on the platform: how would Wu Nansheng on the platform respond?
    


    
      “Will the comrade from the Food Bureau please come up to the platform and speak. Anybody who has problems can
      come up to the platform and speak,” said Wu Nansheng calmly.
    


    
      The worker didn’t mount the platform. Instead, a man in his fifties wearing a grey cadre’s suit went up. He was a
      staff member of the Guangdong Broadcasting Station, one of Guo Hongzhi’s colleagues. Because he had been on
      friendly terms with Guo, he was also involved in the Li Yizhe case. He exposed a lot of disgusting things done by
      Li Chao, head of the broadcasting station. After he finished his talk, Wu Mei, wife of Zeng Qinghe, addressed the
      meeting. Then victims of the case of “Fang Xing” (a case similar to that of Li Yizhe) also ascended the platform…
    


    
      It seemed members of the Li Yizhe group viewed [the meeting] in different ways. Li Zhengtian said to me: “I think
      the provincial Party committee’s attitude was not bad.” But Wang Xizhe had this to say: “The meeting came as a
      result of consultation. It was only after the man from the Food Bureau spoke up that the atmosphere became
      lively!”…
    


    
      On our way back, I asked them: “There are indeed a great many people implicated in the case. You must be very
      well acquainted with them.”
    


    
      On hearing my question, Li Zhengtian burst out laughing: “We don’t even know them, much less are we on familiar
      terms with them. The comrade from the Food Bureau who just now spoke up attended one of the open discussions we
      held at the Cemetery of Revolutionary Martyrs. Just because of this, he was later branded a
      member of the Li Yizhe counter-revolutionary Clique. Some of them we have never met before. Merely because they
      had said something in support of our poster in their work units, they too were branded as members of the Li Yizhe
      counter-revolutionary Clique.”…
    


    
      Translated by Ai Ping
    

  


  
    
      
        
        
      

      
        
          	
            
              Du Jian
            

          

          	
            
              It Is Necessary to Publicly Rehabilitate The Brave
              Warriors “Li Yizhe” Who Defended Socialist Democracy and the Legal System
            

          
        

      
    


    
      [Editors--On February 8, 1979, two days after the rally to rehabilitate the Li Yizhe group, the following article
      was published in China Youth Daily, a national newspaper run by the Communist
      Youth League. It illustrates well the ways in which post-Mao political policies had changed. The author, Du Jian,
      is an intellectual affiliated with the Central Institute of Fine Arts.]
    


    
      The communique of the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Party Central Committee pointed out: “Only democratic
      means should be employed among the people, and no repressive actions should be taken against
      them in dealing with their ideological and political life…. Citizens’ rights provided for by the Constitution
      must be resolutely protected, and nobody is allowed to infringe upon them.” It added: “Problems left over by
      history must be resolved…. After the mass movement to criticize and expose the ‘Gang of Four’ comes to a close,
      we must rapidly accomplish this task.”
    


    
      Based on this spirit, we deem it necessary to raise here the following issue.
    


    
      Toward the end of 1974 a big-character poster entitled “On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System” (hereafter
      “Democracy and the Legal System”) was put up on a downtown street in Guangzhou. It won the support of the broad
      masses but was soon pronounced a “reactionary big-character poster” by the Guangdong Provincial Party Committee.
      The authors of the poster, Li Zhengtian and two others, under the pretext of being engaged in “debates,” were
      roundly attacked by turns and criticized and struggled against in factories, government organs, and schools. Li
      Zhengtian remained recalcitrant to the very end, so he was taken to a mining site for corrective labor. He was
      later arrested.
    


    
      Li Yizhe was the collective pen name of the poster’s three young authors, including Li Zhengtian. They were total
      strangers to us, but we managed to get a copy of their poster “Democracy and the Legal System” because it had
      such a widespread impact on society. In our opinion, the Li Yizhe big-character poster was a revolutionary
      article of rare merit.
    


    
      In reading “Democracy and the Legal System” today, we are not surprised at the inadequacies, inaccuracies, and
      even mistakes Li Yizhe committed when commenting four years ago on the many major issues then current in our
      political life. On the contrary, we are surprised to find that despite the historical conditions of that time,
      these few young people were able to reveal the nature of so many momentous political issues
      so precisely. Merely pointing out the following will suffice to show the great political significance of this
      big-character poster appearing on the streets in 1974:
    


    
      1.  “Democracy and the Legal System” was the first to criticize publicly Lin Biao and the “Gang of Four” for
      promoting modern superstition. It indicated that the formula of “a ‘genius’ appears only in several hundred,
      several thousand years--a ‘genius’ should be worshipped endlessly--a ‘genius’ demands absolute loyalty--his will
      should be obeyed--whoever opposes this ‘genius’ is forthwith to be struck down,” comprised a whole ideological
      and political line for Lin Biao and the “Gang of Four” in exercising a feudalist and fascist dictatorship. (In
      discussing the problem of theory today, don’t we find that the “two whatevers”1 is precisely a current expression of this ideological and
      political line?
    


    
      2.  “Democracy and the Legal System” was the first to reveal that “fascist despotism of a feudal nature is the
      main danger to the dictatorship of the proletariat” and “combating feudalism should underlie our continued
      revolution.”
    


    
      3.  “Democracy and the Legal System” opposed Lin Biao and the “Gang of Four” for their crimes in persecuting
      veteran cadres. Indignantly it questioned: “Can the thousands and tens of thousands of phony cases at the Center
      and in the regions that were frame-ups of Lin Biao and his clique not be reversed? Should the large number of
      veteran cadres who had committed errors of one type or another but whose loyalty to the Party had been tested and
      proven over a long period not be utilized [by the Party] again? Does this mean that comrades like Deng Xiaoping
      and Zhao Ziyang should never be on the Central Committee? And if they are to be given an opening, should their
      “hats” [of bad political classification] still be held in the hands of [the power holders] so that the labels can
      be stuck back on them at any time?”
    


    
      4.  “Democracy and the Legal System” correctly pointed out that the Gang of Four encouraged
      criticism of the so-called “right” but disallowed criticism of Lin Biao’s “leftism” because “they are one and the
      same thing.” It indicated that the history of Wang Ming criticizing Li Lisan was being repeated and that the
      embryo of the eleventh line struggle began developing within the tenth line struggle.
    


    
      5.  “Democracy and the Legal System” sharply pointed out that the “counter-restoration” which occurred after 1972
      was an erroneous trend preserving Lin Biao’s system in the name of “opposing ‘a return to the old order.’” “What
      is ridiculous is that they attached the label of ‘turning back the wheel of history’ to the revolutionary force
      which was actually trying to prevent them from doing so. They also accused the people of being ‘restorationists’
      and ‘tide reversers.’”
    


    
      Their essay mentioned the examination script that brought Zhang Tiesheng fame and position, indicating that
      Zhang’s submission of a blank script was “in accord with the tide on the educational front of ‘empty-headed
      politics overwhelms everything.’“ “Some people were able to use him as living proof for the claim that
      ‘restoration’ and ‘reverse tides’ had taken place after 1972.”
    


    
      6.  “Democracy and the Legal System” noted that the principle of “from each according to his ability, to each
      according to his work” must be upheld at all times. It pointed out that “the laboring masses in industry and
      agriculture have been stripped of many of their rightful economic benefits under the slogan of the so-called
      ‘principle of public property.’ The workers have not had a wage increase for years. On top of that, their
      reasonable bonuses which were really part of their salary, had been abolished. The peasant masses, with the
      unremunerated ‘loyalty’ grain, the high levy of purchase quotas, and the campaign of ‘cutting off the tails of
      private ownership,’ have suffered greater damage.” “The principle of empty-headed politics
      is the principle of awarding the lazy and punishing the hardworking. The principle of ‘from each according to his
      ability, to each according to his work’ with proletarian politics in command is the principle of mobilizing and
      protecting the socialist enthusiasm of the masses. Moreover, seriously putting this principle into practice is
      the most effective system for limiting special privileges!”
    


    
      7.  In light of the fascist rule by Lin Biao and the Gang of Four, “Democracy and the Legal System” stressed the
      urgent importance for China to resolve the problem of democracy and the legal system. This was the article’s
      theme. Educated by the four years of struggle, people have universally acknowledged the problem and it has become
      a topic everybody likes to talk about. However, it was the poster “Democracy and the Legal System” which first
      openly raised this issue to oppose Lin Biao and the Gang of Four.
    


    
      When the Gang of Four was running amuck in 1974, the line pursued by Lin Biao had not yet been really criticized.
      The straightforward and penetrating views on major issues of the time presented in the Li Yizhe big-character
      poster therefore deserve much praise. Li Yizhe was loyal to Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong Thought. With a high
      sense of revolutionary responsibility, a serious attitude toward theoretical work, vigorous revolutionary
      sentiments, and dauntless fighting spirit, Li Yizhe challenged Lin Biao and the Gang of Four, the monsters who
      still dominated the scene. Although the challenge came from three ordinary young people, the pervasive power of
      truth shook the mighty Gang of Four. Flustered and exasperated, Wang Hongwen is said to have called for the
      mobilization of one million people to “criticize” the revolutionary poster. At that time, the Guangdong
      Provincial Party Committee echoed Wang’s call by organizing a special team named Xuan Jiwen to deal with Li
      Yizhe. With the backing of the provincial Party committee as well as the Gang of Four who
      had usurped power at the Center, Xuan Jiwen had on hand all the necessary organized forces and mass media.
      Nevertheless, they were no match for the strength of truth. As individuals, not all members of Xuan Jiwen were
      imbeciles. But their reactionary stance of defending Lin Biao and the Gang preordained their crushing defeat in
      the debate. Inevitably, they acted like buffoons.
    


    
      It was not accidental that the struggle occurred in 1974, because the calamities caused by Lin Biao and the Gang
      of Four had educated people. A group of young people who had enthusiastically thrown themselves into the Cultural
      Revolution were able to rapidly mature politically through their own practical experience and by studying
      Marxism. As conscious makers of history, following its forward course, they opened fire on Lin Biao and the Gang
      of Four. It was the Li Yizhe group which exemplified the very earliest and most articulate of the young exponents
      of democracy and the legal system. The appearance of the poster thus signaled the impending mass campaign against
      the Gang of Four, as well as presaging a popular revolution exemplified by the Tiananmen Incident and the
      collapse of the Gang of Four soon thereafter. It made a positive contribution in pushing China’s history forward.
    


    
      We believe it is necessary to rehabilitate publicly the brave warriors “Li Yizhe” who defended socialist
      democracy and the legal system.
    


    
      --------------
    


    
      This translation is based on FBIS Daily Report
      on the PRC, February
      23, 1979, with editorial changes and additions.
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              Strive for the Class Dictatorship of the
              Proletariat
            

          
        

      
    


    
      [Editors--To commemorate the third anniversary of the Tiananmen demonstrations of 1976, Canton’s democratic
      activists organized a forum on April 1, 1979. Over 150 people attended, including Wang Xizhe and Chen Yiyang of
      the Li Yizhe group. (Li Zhengtian had turned down his invitation). As his prepared speech, Wang Xizhe presented
      “Strive for the Class Dictatorship of the Proletariat,” which he subsequently published in the September 1979
      issue of The People’s Voice, the leading publication of the Canton democracy
      movement. In this essay, he examines China in the context of the world market system and delineates the Chinese
      Communist Party’s proper political role.]
    


    
      Nowadays in our newspapers and periodicals there is flourishing a kind of “Gang of Four
      worship.” In the eyes of the people, the Gang of Four seemed practically mighty gods, with endless tricks and
      boundless magical power; they could reverse the course of events by causing China to change color, and the
      calamities for more than a decade in China were their doing; if there happened to be no people like them, China
      would not have had calamities. Even Wan Bin and Liu Youcheng’s1 article “Some Tentative Remarks on the Sources of Abnormalities in Democratic Life,”
      which we think is very well written, has, against their conscience, stooped to this kind of worship. They say
      that Lin Biao and the Gang of Four created feudal fascism in China.
    


    
      “The young Hegelians are in agreement with the old Hegelians that religious beliefs and such things dominate the
      existing world. Only, the one party attacks this dominion as usurpation, while the other extols it as legitimate”
      (Marx and Englels, The German Ideology).
    


    
      Nowadays, our many critics have agreed with this kind of belief regarding the Gang of Four, namely that some
      heroic individuals (of either good or bad character) can in an evening change the nature of our state. In their
      view, it is not that a certain kind of social relation created the Gang of Four, but rather that the Gang of Four
      created a certain kind of social relation.
    


    
      This is a new superstition, a new religion!
    


    
      Of course people can worship good gods lovingly, and they can worship evil gods in a disgusting fashion.
      Nevertheless, it is an expression of people’s helplessness when they are baffled in their encounter with a
      strange and seemingly supernatural force.
    


    
      In a society where the people are no longer dominated by the strange forces which are manifestations of their own
      creation, namely, in a society where the people can control completely their own fate, there
      definitely can be no superstition. If, on the other hand, there is in fact prevalent today among our critics this
      type of ridiculous superstition of “worshipping the Gang of Four,” doesn’t it prove exactly that the Chinese
      people are not yet able truly to control their own fate?
    


    
      The purpose of this article is to examine the social relations which have produced this superstition, and the
      social conditions for the elimination of this superstition.
    


    
      I. DIVISION OF LABOR AND CAPITALIST NATIONS WITHOUT CAPITALISTS
    


    
      Today people are perceiving a very fundamental reality: in the system of social production, people are still
      bound by the existence of the condition of the division of labor. If one day the model Mahengchang small group
      engages in too many social activities, society will immediately demand, through the newspapers, that model
      figures like them should return to their posts in production. Likewise, when any leading cadre has participated
      too much in direct productive labor, rules will force him to return to his post of management.
    


    
      Socialism is to abolish classes. But the precondition for the abolition of classes is the abolition of the
      division of labor. (I understand this to be only the elimination of the old forms of division of labor.)
    


    
      “So long as the total social labor only yields a product which but slightly exceeds that barely necessary for the
      existence of all, and therefore, so long as labor engages all or almost all the time of the great majority of the
      members of society, this society is divided into classes. Alongside this great majority, exclusively devoted to
      labor, there arises a class freed from direct productive labor, which looks after the
      general affairs of society, such as the management of labor, state business, judicial work, science, art, and so
      forth. Therefore, the law of the division of labor is the basis for the division of classes” (Engels).2
    


    
      However, only when the productive forces are able to develop fully under the conditions of public ownership of
      the means of production, and only when subsequent to this comes the birth of a generation of all-round human
      beings, can there be a possibility of abolishing the old forms of division of labor.
    


    
      In the mid-nineteenth century, Marx and Engels described the productive forces they had observed as being very
      powerful. Whenever they talked they invariably mentioned steam power. In their view, the productive forces of the
      nineteenth century, marked by the steam engine, “can enable the people to establish the type of social system
      under which all the necessities will be abundantly produced. This will enable every member of the society to
      develop freely and to exercise fully his strength and ability,”3 and on this basis the division of labor and classes will be eliminated.
    


    
      Marx and Engels even believed that the productive forces of the nineteenth century, marked by the steam engine,
      had already expanded to such a degree that they were no longer containable within capitalist relations of
      production, and they concluded that the capitalist mode of production might die in their century. “Because no
      social form will die before it has exhausted the entire productive forces contained in it,”4 and because the productive forces marked by the steam
      engine were the highest productive forces contained in the capitalist mode of production, if and when the steam
      engine was fully developed, the capitalist mode of production should also die out.
    


    
      A half century later, in 1895, Engels discovered that things were not as they had been thought to be. He then
      wrote,
    


    
      ”History has demonstrated that we and all those who had thought similarly were all wrong.
      History has demonstrated clearly that at that time the conditions of economic development on the continent of
      Europe were far from being mature enough for the elimination of the capitalist mode of production. History has
      proven this point with the economic revolutions….”
    


    
      After citing the economic revolutions in Europe during that half century, Engels continued,
    


    
      “…All this happened on the foundation of capitalism. Thus, in 1848 (Note, this was the year when Marx and Engels
      published “The Communist Manifesto” announcing the coming death of the capitalist mode of production), this
      foundation still had the capacity to expand greatly.”5
    


    
      On the basis of such an understanding, Engels, in his “To Italian Readers,” said the following:
    


    
      “Although they have understood already that there is an unavoidable contradiction between their own class and the
      capitalist class, neither the economic development of France nor the development of the wisdom of the French
      working class has reached the degree needed to put into practice social reform.”
    


    
      Then what can be done? Should the proletariat sit and wait for capitalism to exhaust all the productive forces
      contained in it before organizing for the revolution? No. Having been critical of the Second International for
      creeping along at a snail’s pace, Lenin decisively led the October Revolution. Lenin considered it possible to
      develop capitalism under the leadership of the proletariat after the proletariat had wrested political power, in
      order to create the material preconditions for the realization of socialism.
    


    
      But socialism does not refer to just one nation; socialism comprises an entire world system. The material
      preconditions for socialism take into account not only the highly developed productive forces, but also the world
      market that had already been created by capitalism, which is “a world exchange on the basis
      of the interdependence of all mankind.”6
      When Engels concluded that socialism could not be victorious in one nation, he was examining it first from the
      angle of the world market. (For reference, see Article 19 of his “Principles of Communism.”)
    


    
      When the proletariat of an economically backward nation, which does not even occupy a seat in the world market,
      obtains political power and controls step-by-step, in its own hands, the means of production, this nation can
      either close its doors--to be self-sufficient, to enable its economy to become an enlarged national economy, and
      thenceforth to retrogress into a feudalistic “socialist” country (which then, sooner or later, will collapse)–or
      this nation can open its gates and enter into the world market, achieving progress in a general interaction with
      the nations of the world. Thus, under conditions in which the capitalist mode of production of the world’s
      advanced nations is dominant, this nation’s production will unavoidably still have some characteristics of
      capitalist production. “This is a light that shines everywhere,”7 which causes all colors to be enveloped by its color. Thus, for this reason, scientific
      socialism cannot be realized in isolation, especially in an economically backward nation.
    


    
      But looking at socialism from this point of view, it is founded on the capitalist mode of production under
      conditions of public ownership of the means of production. (The nation founded on this foundation is “a
      capitalist nation without the capitalists.”)
    


    
      Under this mode of production, on the one hand, all the proletarians have become their own employers, and on the
      other hand, all the proletarians have become their own hired workers. They take part in commodity production.
      Even though in the domestic market they can realize a relatively planned and proportioned socialist mode of
      production, their merchandise and the capitalist world market are getting more extensively
      and deeply intertwined; thus, it is no more than a special capitalist mode of production! It still must obey the
      many laws of capitalist production; with the increase of the ratio of its commodities on the world market, this
      point will be increasingly obvious.
    


    
      In Chapter 27, Volume II, of Capital, Marx discusses the workers’ cooperative
      factory as a capitalist mode of production as follows:
    


    
      “The workers’ own cooperative factory is the first breach against the old form within the old form…. In this type
      of factory, the contradiction between capital and labor has been eliminated, although in the beginning the
      elimination takes only the following form: that is, when associated, the workers become their own capitalists,
      which is to say that they utilize the means of production to increase the value of their own labor.”
    


    
      Marx regards this cooperative factory within the capitalist mode of production as a kind of “active elimination”
      of the capitalist mode of production.
    


    
      Didn’t Russia after the October Revolution and China after the victory in 1949 represent a kind of massive
      elimination of the capitalist mode of production? From a worldwide perspective, these “socialist states” are no
      more than enlarged versions of workers’ cooperative factories, appearing within an international capitalist mode
      of production!
    


    
      Here is the beginning of the entire theoretical problem of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
    


    
      Within these enormous workers’ cooperative factories–you might call them “socialist states”--the following are
      the only determinants of the nature of the factories:
    


    
      1.  The managers who represent the working class association are to be elected democratically only by the working
      class, and they can be recalled anytime. These managers are not to be above the working class; on the contrary, they must be answerable to the working class.
    


    
      2.  These managers can only draw wages comparable to, or slightly higher than, those of a skilled worker.
    


    
      3.  The absolute division of labor between managers and those to be supervised must be abolished. All of those to
      be supervised should be allowed to perform the tasks of supervision and control.
    


    
      Thus, what people might have called a lower-level socialist mode of production within a state is in fact no more
      than a class management by the proletariat within a special mode of capitalist production; expressed in politics,
      it is the class dictatorship of the proletariat.
    


    
      However, because the scale of this “workers’ cooperative factory” is huge (because it takes the form of a state),
      it brings with it new difficulties. We mentioned earlier that the extent of the development of the productive
      forces has not yet created the necessary material foundation for the elimination of the division of labor and
      that the cultural level and capacity for management of the entire proletariat are not yet high; thus it becomes
      necessary for the advanced stratum of the proletariat (the Communist Party) to carry out exclusively the
      management for their class.
    


    
      This was how Lenin put it: “Because the [proletariat’s] cultural level is so low, the soviet, which according to
      the Organic Law is the organ of control of the working masses, is in fact the organ of control of the advanced
      stratum of the proletariat to carry out management for the working masses. It is not an organ of control by the
      working masses.”
    


    
      But there is great danger lurking behind this division of labor because “it depreciates the political power of
      the soviet and causes the revival of bureaucratism.”
    


    
      Most of the proletarian working masses have not taken part in management; nor have they
      participated in politics. This is because “political rule everywhere is based on the exercise of certain social
      functions.”8
    


    
      But what is to be done? If the dictatorship of the advanced stratum of the proletariat is an unavoidable economic
      and political stage of “a capitalist state without the capitalist class,” we can only accept its inevitability
      and consciously make use of it. But what we must study are the two possible directions that can take place after
      [the inception of] the dictatorship of the Communist Party, which is the embodiment of the dictatorship of the
      advanced stratum of the proletariat.
    


    
      II. TWO POSSIBLE DIRECTIONS AFTER THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY
    


    
      Obviously, the dictatorship of the advanced stratum of the proletariat, namely, the dictatorship of the Communist
      Party, can develop in two possible directions:
    


    
      One possibility is that, following the expansion of the society’s productive forces and the elevation of the
      cultural level and managerial ability of the large majority of the proletarian laboring masses, the dictatorship
      of the Party should be transformed step by step into the realization of the dictatorship of the proletariat by an
      organization of the entire proletarian class. (On this point Comrade Yu Guangyuan has produced good work; we
      ought to be thankful to Comrade Yu Guangyuan.)9
    


    
      The other possibility is that this dictatorship of the Communist Party step by step sets itself free from the
      control of society and becomes a force above the society; the original advanced stratum of the proletariat (especially its leadership group) metamorphoses into the antithesis of the proletariat,
      and the original dictatorship of the advanced stratum of the proletariat becomes the dictatorship of “the
      Communist bureaucrats” holding up the sign post of the Communist Party (for reference, see The Complete Works of Lenin, Vol. 35, p. 552).
    


    
      In analyzing how the division of labor in society leads to the birth of classes, Engels clearly tells us:
      “Certain social functions, when independent from society, rise to exercise control over society; the previous
      public servants of society, under certain favorable conditions, step by step become masters of that society”
      (Anti-Duhring).
    


    
      Comrade Mao Zedong paid a good deal of attention to this latter possibility after the dictatorship of the
      Communist Party came into being. He warned us to be careful not to form a stratum of new nobility, and he
      proposed the concept of a “bureaucratic class.” But we must be aware that Comrade Mao Zedong had not been
      completely freed in his theoretical thinking from the influence of a view of history as shaped by individual
      heroes. He did not bring into full play Lenin’s idea of transforming the Party dictatorship into a dictatorship
      of the proletariat, brought forth by the organization of the entire proletariat. On the contrary, although he had
      seen the danger of the bureaucratization of the Communist Party in power, he put his hope that “the Party and the
      state shall not change color for tens of thousands of generations” on the ideological quality of a few leading
      personnel; he regarded the fate of the Party and the state as being dependent on whether or not the highest
      leadership was in the hands of the “true Marxists,” whereas in Lenin’s view, the fate of the Party and the state
      is dependent upon whether the leadership is controlled by the entire class of the proletariat. For this reason,
      Comrade Mao Zedong’s theoretical mistakes unavoidably caused the Party dictatorship to develop into a
      dictatorship by certain leaders. As the leaders were free from the control of the Party and
      of the people, they became gods who seemed able to decide the fate of the people, and holy icons high above
      society not allowing any desecration. This furnished the subjective conditions for the new religion created by
      Lin Biao and the Gang of Four.
    


    
      But how is the road leading from Party dictatorship to a dictatorship of the proletariat by the organization of
      the entire proletarian class to be traversed? What, then, are the characteristics of the class dictatorship of
      the proletariat? Comrade Yu Guangyuan explained it very well: “We can perhaps find some clue in socialist
      Yugoslavia.”
    


    
      Let’s have a look at the theory and practice of Yugoslavia.
    


    
      III. YUGOSLAVIA’S THEORY AND PRACTICE
    


    
      Comrades in Yugoslavia have paid a lot of attention to the danger of the bureaucratization of the Communist Party
      in power. They have correctly understood Lenin’s warning concerning “the revivial of bureaucratism.” They believe
      that we cannot regard the warning by Marx and Lenin concerning the danger of bureaucratism merely as the threat
      posed by certain characteristics of bureaucrats or functionaries (such as paper-pushing, procrastination, lack of
      concern, and inhumane threats by the controlling departments). They understand the bureaucratism in Marx’s and
      Lenin’s warnings to constitute a socio-economic phenomenon. This socio-economic phenomenon is produced in the
      following way: In a socialist nation (as I have said above, I regard this type of nation as a huge workers’
      cooperative factory within a world capitalist mode of production), if the producers still cannot be directly
      united with the means of production, this means of production will then remain an
      antithetical force to the producers. If the Party and the state–which originally represent the producers in the
      management of the means of production–became independent in their management of the means of production, they can
      no longer be the real representatives of the working masses, but become their masters” (Kardelj, “Report of the
      Federal Assembly of Yugoslavia,” 1953).
    


    
      Comrades in Yugoslavia do not refute the historical necessity for the Party and the state to manage the means of
      production for the working masses for a certain period after the victory of the revolution, when the cultural
      level of the working masses is too low. But they have realized that in order to eliminate thoroughly the danger
      of the Party and state becoming masters of society and rulers of the people, they must systematically and firmly
      follow the guidance of Marx and Lenin and unite the groups of workers directly with the means of production. They
      must accomplish what Lenin has suggested: “Change the political power that represents the laboring people into
      the political power of the laboring people!”
    


    
      On this theoretical basis, comrades in Yugoslavia pursue in practice the following three characteristics:
    


    
      1.  Within the economic realm, the workers are in control (workers’ management);
    


    
      2.  Within the political realm, the workers have self-rule (workers’ self-government);
    


    
      3.  Communists do not exercise direct administrative leadership over society; they only strengthen their
      leadership over political ideology.
    


    
      Workers’ management in the economic realm renders real the ideals of Marx and Engels as expounded in “The
      Principles of Communism,” that “all branches of production will be controlled by society… and operated through
      the participation of all the constituent members of that society.”10 The self-rule of the workers in the
      political realm enables the proletarian democracy to become an authentic and direct democracy. Just as in all
      socialist countries, comrades in Yugoslavia say that socialist democracy is the most comprehensive democracy,
      superior to the most extensive Western democracy. But comrades in Yugoslavia do not stop at empty propaganda;
      still less do they use this empty propaganda to scare the people who demand democracy. Instead, they
      realistically are creating a most firm economic and organizational foundation for this type of democracy.
      Socialist democracy cannot be imposed on society from without by the application of certain laws. It can be
      produced only organically out of certain new economic relations and on a new economic foundation. It is nothing
      more than the political form that naturally conforms to these new economic relations and this new economic
      foundation. In this we can see the embryo of the class dictatorship of the proletariat, because the class
      dictatorship of the proletariat is by nature merely the political expression of the direct management of
      production by the organization of the entire proletariat.
    


    
      When Communists do not exercise direct administrative leadership over society but strengthen political and
      ideological leadership, the danger of the Party’s bureaucratization can be basically prevented; this will render
      the Party’s relationship with the popular masses closer, will truly maintain the Party’s essence as the vanguard
      of the proletariat, and will turn the Party into the nuclear force for the unification of all of the popular
      masses. This is the basic theory and practice of Yugoslavia.
    


    
      Here I feel it necessary to refer to a report that Comrade Su Shaozhi made after his visit to Yugoslavia. He said
      that after he visited Yugoslavia, he and Comrade Li Yimin had the same observation: “Thirty years ago, Yugoslavia
      was expelled from the Cominform; there have been all sorts of polemics. However, it is
      difficult to get at the truth from mere words; the only criterion to test truth is still practice. When we went
      to Yugoslavia for a look, we saw vitality and prosperity. It seems that the future there is very promising.”
    


    
      So, in emancipating our thinking and in our independent search for a socialist form and road of development,
      shouldn’t we learn something from the comrades in Yugoslavia? We must remember that the comrades in Yugoslavia
      emancipated their thinking in those years when they were facing up to Stalin!
    


    
      IV. THE DANGER OF OUR PARTY’S BUREAUCRATIZATION
    


    
      If we can say that economic and cultural backwardness renders it objectively necessary to have a division of
      labor in society, which in turn creates the danger of bureaucratization of the Communist Party in power, this
      danger of our Party’s bureaucratization includes also some subjective factors. Comrades Wan Bin and Liu Youcheng
      have made a very good analysis in their article, “Some Tentative Remarks on the Sources of Abnormalities in
      Democratic Life.”11 They say:
    


    
      “The problem is that we have not consciously grasped this point: the Marxist-Leninist view concerning the nature
      of the proletarian state is that it is a state that is “withering away” (namely, social power lies more and more
      with the people); and the Marxist-Leninist program calls for the abolition of the bureaucratic system which marks
      the nature of the state. But in our country we are separating in theory and in practice, on the one side, a
      specification that the proletarian state is still an organization of class domination from, on the other side, a
      specification which changes the original meaning of the state to that of an organ of
      advanced democracy. The former has been stressed over the latter. The result is that the organization and
      structure of our Party and state have to a certain degree been alienated from the Marxist theory of the
      proletarian state.”
    


    
      These are the subjective factors behind the danger of our Party’s becoming bureaucratized.
    


    
      In order to prevent the tendency of the Party to become bureaucratized, our Party incessantly has utilized
      various forms of rectification to cleanse its If, hoping thus to guarantee its proletarian purity. This is an
      indication of our Party’s loyalty to the people. However, no matter how much secondary factors react upon and
      influence primary factors from the angle of history, primary factors eventually prove decisive over secondary
      factors; material factors eventually prove decisive over ideas. This can never be changed by people’s subjective
      desires. If the material basis of the danger of bureaucratization of the Party lies in what people have called
      the special capitalist mode of production in the early stage of socialism, which has an independent status in
      representing the relations of production, an independence that will be expanded in the course of production,
      then, how can we use rectification campaigns to prevent the Party’s tendency to become the antithesis of the
      proletariat? And how can we basically eliminate the danger of bureaucratization? Doesn’t our society repeatedly
      beseech and request our cadres not to seek special privileges, but to remember firmly that they are “society’s
      public servants”? But if in their social existence they fail to see any materialistic inevitability that they
      must act as “public servants,” how can they in their consciousness remember themselves to be “public servants” of
      society?
    


    
      Let us shift our view from the theoretical side to the vantage point of reality.
    


    
      Our Party has been free from the control of the people to a considerable degree; it has
      become a force above society. We gained some understanding of this from the Tiananmen incident.
    


    
      What were the tens of thousands of poems and verses in the Tiananmen incident? They were ballots. The Tiananmen
      incident was a spontaneous opinion poll; it was an authentic people’s election. There, people employed the form
      of poems to elect the public servants they could depend upon–cadres like Zhou Enlai–and at the same time, they
      used the form of poems to bring down the hated bullies who had been oppressing them. This was the brave attempt
      of the people to recapture the Party and the state that had been increasingly alienated from them. But eventually
      they came to realize that what they had created with their own hands had now turned around and had begun to be a
      force to control them. That our Party suppressed the Tiananmen incident was an indication that the material and
      spiritual conditions, upon which the suppression depended, had matured. Hence it was not an accident resulting
      from the usurption of power by the Gang of Four. It was only an exposure and verification for society–in the form
      of a large-scale external conflict–of our Party’s alienation from the people. However, this open exposure has
      brought forth a positive result. It not only shocked vast numbers of people, but also the large number of true
      Marxists inside the Party. It made them painfully aware that they could no longer let things drift, and that they
      must save the Party!
    


    
      Later on, we have seen the true Marxists inside the Party who represented the will of the people smash the Gang
      of Four–if we use the legal language, “recall” the Gang of Four–and obtain the October [1976] victory. Yet this
      certainly was not the result of the people directly exercising their power of recall, but rather was the result
      of the true Marxists within the Party exercising their power of recall. Therefore the
      victory in October was not the victory of the class dictatorship of the proletariat, but was the victory of the
      advanced stratum of the proletariat–the Communist Party (the victory of the dictatorship over the anti-popular,
      reactionary forces inside the Party). Therefore, while the people happily celebrated the October victory, demands
      of two types simultaneously arose. A segment of the masses became dissatisfied because they had had none of the
      spiritual and material means to enable them to recall the Gang of Four directly; they went a step further in
      their demands for democracy. Another segment of the masses seemed to feel the necessity of discovering anew “the
      savior of the world.” They spread the hope: “Let’s hope that Uncle Deng will live for a few more years”; there
      are even people who burn incense and pray for him. Although these actions exhibit the great love of the people
      for the true Marxists within the Party, they nevertheless reveal that the people still feel extremely uncertain
      as far as controlling their own fate is concerned.
    


    
      Let us explain from several other angles the dangers of the bureaucratization of the Party.
    


    
      Wang Xiaoping, the leading figure in the Wang Xiaoping corruption case, said after the event: “This was a
      political frameup. Their aim was to get my father. I was the sacrifice.”
    


    
      What does this statement mean? It means that intra-Party struggle is considered equivalent to a struggle to
      redistribute property inside the Party. This way of thinking is pervasive among cadres and children of cadres. If
      it weren’t so, how could Wang Xiaoping try to use this to gain widespread sympathy from cadres and children of
      cadres? This type of bureaucratic cadre system, which bestows power from the higher level to the lower level, has
      caused many cadres to be concerned only with the struggle for power and profit, or with the protection of their
      own official position at all costs; basically, they have no idea what the four
      modernizations are!
    


    
      Today, the problem of the assignment of cadres has become a weighty baggage for the four modernizations. At the
      same time, the demands of the people for reform of the bureaucratic cadre system have become louder and louder.
      The four modernizations necessarily demand a cadre system which is an effective cadre system; it does not
      recognize any specially privileged “status.” Nevertheless, the bureaucratic cadre system, which contradicts this
      demand, continues to exist and develop. Hasn’t it already threatened our great enterprise of the four
      modernizations?
    


    
      Since the Third Plenum [of December 1978] we have often talked about the problem of the ossification of thought
      of many people inside the Party. These people do not think and they don’t permit others to think either. But
      shouldn’t we explain their mental ossification in terms of the ossification of their social existence? Isn’t it
      in fact the ossification of their social existence which determines their mental ossification? Their social
      existence is a pool of dead water, a lifeless bureaucratic existence. Does a capitalist, who is after profit,
      worried about competition, and racing to different corners of the world, have an ossified mind? Does a scientist,
      who dares to challenge established theories and is thus constantly encircled by opposing theories, have an
      ossified mind? Those whose ossified thinking has turned them into “whateverists”12 are merely the ideological representatives of a rotten
      bureaucratic force within the Party. They are the force of extreme inertia that hinders the forward movement of
      Chinese society. Aren’t they aware of their own existence when they move from the principle of “following forever
      the established policy” to the principle of “whateverism”? When confronted by the cries for reform from the true
      Marxists within the Party and from the popular masses, don’t they as a rule shout loudly
      about the threat from those attempting to “chop down the banner” [of Maoism] and “throw off the knife,” in order
      to confirm their singular privileges and to defend the benefits they have enjoyed? If they are so attached to
      “banners” and “knives,” why was it that they did not utter a single sound when Lin Biao and the “Gang of Four”
      were “chopping down the banner” and “throwing off the knife”?
    


    
      Of course, this is only half of the story. Our Party is a party with a great future, and a party where Marxist
      ideology is dominant or will eventually become dominant. Wasn’t this proved when it resolutely smashed the
      principle of “following forever the established policy,” criticized the principle of “whateverism,” and raised
      high the thoroughly materialist standard that “practice is the sole criterion of truth”? Hasn’t our Party’s
      determination to basically eliminate the danger of bureaucratization, to follow the principle and the road of the
      Paris Commune as laid down by Marx and Lenin, and to move from Party dictatorship onto the road of the organized
      dictatorship of the entire proletariat been demonstrated by the philosophical activities of its leading
      ideologists?
    


    
      V. STRIVE FOR THE CLASS DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT
    


    
      At present, the most formidable ideological barrier in striving for the class dictatorship of the proletariat is
      how to understand the leadership of the Communist Party.
    


    
      This problem was never a problem for Marx, because he never anticipated that a socialist revolution could be
      carried out in a nation where the economy and culture were backward and where the people
      were incapable of self-rule. Therefore, he completely failed to imagine that in such a “workers’ state” it was
      possible for the Communist Party to stand above the society and shoulder the responsibility of exercising direct
      administrative guidance over the society. (Please refer to Selected Works of Marx and
      Engels, Vol. 2, abstract of the article “Bakunin, People, State System, and Anarchism.”) In his blueprint
      for the society of the future, all the social relations of this “workers’ state” are to arise from the expansion
      of the relations of production of the workers’ cooperative factory. (For reference, see Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 638.) The new economic relations between
      citizen-voters determine the selection of the managers of society, and this can be done only “on the basis of
      self-rule of communes.” Of course the manager would only be responsible to the citizens who elected them, and
      would never be responsible to any special force that is above society.
    


    
      This problem became a problem only in Lenin’s time. This problem was elucidated by Lenin. He told us that to
      establish a “workers’ state” like ours on the foundation of a backward economy and culture, it was necessary for
      the advanced stratum of the proletariat to hold temporary control and dictatorship on behalf of the proletariat.
      Therefore, under the conditions of those days, Lenin suggested, “No state machinery can solve any important
      political and organizational problems without the guidance of the Party center. (For reference, see Comrade Yu
      Guangyuan’s article.) From that time on the Communist Party has been carrying out direct administrative
      leadership, and this form seems to have become the unchangeable and only form of proletarian leadership in all
      socialist countries. In the early 1950s, when comrades in Yugoslavia made a different proposal, they were
      regarded as heretics and were excommunicated. However, the experience and the lessons of
      more than sixty years have taught us that this theory of regarding the Party’s direct administrative leadership
      over society as the Party’s only form of leadership is very harmful in practice. Moreover, it is contrary to
      Lenin’s original intention, because it was Lenin who proposed the task of “changing the political power that
      represents the laboring people into the laboring people’s political power.” In reality, if all important
      political and organizational questions have to await the directives of the Party center, then, faced with Lin
      Biao and the Gang of Four, the people can do nothing except wait quietly for the Party center’s directives!
      Doesn’t the danger of the bureaucratization of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and of the Communist Party
      of China tell us this?
    


    
      Then under the present conditions, can there be a gradual transformation of the Party dictatorship into an
      organized dictatorship of the entire proletariat? Can the Party transform its role of direct administrative
      leadership over society into one of strong and effective political and ideological leadership in the context of
      self-rule by society as a whole, “beginning with the self-rule of the communes”? (Lenin regarded self-rule as the
      prerequisite for the system of democratic centralism.)
    


    
      “Mankind forever brings forth only the tasks that it can solve. If one looks carefully, one can discover that the
      tasks themselves can appear only when the material conditions for their solution have appeared, or at least are
      in the process of appearing” (Marx).
    


    
      I shall still try to use the Tiananmen incident to explain the material conditions for this task.
    


    
      When Lenin explained that at the beginning stage of the dictatorship of the proletariat it was temporarily
      necessary to have the advanced stratum of the proletariat carry out the dictatorship for the entire class, his
      reasons were as follows:
    


    
      ”To this day, we have not reached the stage when the laboring masses can participate in
      management, because, in addition to laws, there is also required a certain cultural level, which cannot be made
      to obey laws.”
    


    
      But in the April 5th Movement [the Tiananmen incident of April 5, 1976] we have found a distinct characteristic
      that separates it from the May Fourth Movement [the student movement of 1919]: The [Tiananmen] movement’s
      vanguard and main force were mostly young workers. Isn’t that like a huge signpost indicating that an entire
      generation of industrial workers has grown up with socialist consciousness and culture? When the proletarian
      enterprise was at its most dangerous moment, when the opportunistic politicians and theoreticians were
      frightened, trembling, and scared to talk, was it not they who ventured forth, defended the people’s welfare, and
      expressed their great ability to manage the society?
    


    
      Especially interesting is the fact that the people, with their great historical initiative and creativity,
      unveiled a secret in the Tiananmen incident: the administrative leadership of the Party is not the only form
      Party leadership can take. Wasn’t the Tiananmen incident the realization of the young workers’ own leadership,
      which was modeled after the Communist Party’s selfless vanguard role and resulted from the Party’s long-term
      political and ideological education? The April 5 [1979] editorial of People’s
      Daily has a very good concluding remark: “…But the comrades who took part in the April 5th Movement had
      all been educated by the Party for many years. Many backbone elements among them were Party members and Party
      cadres, members of the Communist Youth League, or fine youths. Furthermore, many Party organizations were either
      giving support to, or directly organizing, the masses in the struggle. From this perspective, the April 5th
      Movement would not have been able to display such an overwhelming strength had it been
      separated from the leadership of the Party. The leadership of the Party depends mainly on the correctness of the
      Party’s lines, policies, and strategies, and on the good examples set by the Party members.”
    


    
      This is truly a great theoretical breakthrough!
    


    
      What does it show? It shows that the Party, even if it has given up administrative leadership, can still give
      correct ideological leadership, to enable the people to perform magnificent and earth-shaking deeds. On the other
      hand, weren’t those who took part in the suppression of the April 5th Movement and those comrades who
      relentlessly beat up others at Tiananmen also people “who had been educated by our Party for many years”? Weren’t
      their backbone elements also members of the Communist Party? This also shows that absolute obedience to the
      administrative leadership of the Party under certain conditions (the interference of “Gang of Four” types) can
      cause people to ignore their consciences and perform deeds terribly injurious to all!
    


    
      We must point out that changes in the form of the Party’s leadership do not result from any thinker’s discovery.
      There is an inevitability which occurs when the development of our nation’s productive forces demands certain
      changes and reforms. In the final analysis, it will not give in to the forces of emotion, tradition, or
      administration. It is like a child who has become financially independent; inevitably, he will ask his parents to
      give up the control they had exercised over him during his childhood.
    


    
      Of course, we do not believe that the task of class dictatorship by the proletariat will be realized as soon as
      it is proposed. No, it must be carried out step by step. The system of economic management, “workers
      participating in management” (in the realm of politics, “workers participating in the dictatorship”) according to
      the formula of the “Anshan Constitution”13 must be changed into “direct democratic management by the workers.” The
      class dictatorship of the proletariat can have its firm material foundation only under conditions in which the
      workers manage the means of production themselves directly and democratically. This was the aim of the Paris
      Commune, the aim of the October Revolution [of Russia]. Every socialist loyal to the proletarian dictatorship
      ought to strive for this.
    


    
      We have discussed democracy and the rule of law. However, only within the social relations which “begin with the
      self-rule of the commune” can the ideal of democracy and the rule of law be changed from a dream to a reality.
    


    
      Only when the class dictatorship of the proletariat becomes a reality through the direct unification of the
      associated workers and of the means of production can the people truly control their own fate; all the past,
      seemingly mystical forms and shapes that surrounded them and controlled their social relations will be broken.
      The people will be conscious that they have become true human beings. All forms of superstition and
      worship–whether it be the worship of the “Gang of Four” or other forms of worship–will become the dark age of
      their past and will disappear forever!
    


    
      Translated by Ai Ping and Stanley Rosen
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      [Following are excerpts from two interviews that Li Zhengtian granted to Hong Kong journalists in late 1979. In
      the first, from the magazine Guanchajia (No. 26, December 1979), he discusses Wang
      Xizhe’s essay “Strive for the Class Dictatorship of the Proletariat.” In the second interview, translated from
      the Hong Kong journal Zhengming (no. 26, December 1979), he discusses his own
      writings.]
    


    
      On Wang Xizhe (from Guanchajia):
    


    
      Question: Will you please say something about the differences between you.
    


    
      Li: When he showed his essay to me, I immediately said that its basic theme was not scientific. How so? It is
      because he proposed “to strive for the class dictatorship of the proletariat,” for he considered this to be the
      key to the solution of the problems in China. In my view, this slogan simply is wrong. I
      regard the elevation of the people’s democratic dictatorship to the so-called dictatorship of the proletariat not
      as progress but as retrogression. In the first place, the proletariat should not, and cannot, exercise any sort
      of dictatorship for its own special class privilege; it can emancipate itself finally only by liberating all
      mankind. Its relations to other laboring classes are not relations of dictatorship; nor are they relations of
      rulership. Irrespective of your subjective wishes, if you seek class dictatorship, it can easily be made
      indistinguishable objectively from totalitarian dictatorship.
    


    
      Question: But there are people who say that the meaning of the dictatorship of the proletariat is a dictatorship
      by the proletariat over the capitalist class; it is not a dictatorship over the other classes. How do you explain
      this?
    


    
      Li: Well, you need not use the term people’s democratic dictatorship. The key is not in the term, but in its
      essence. We should acknowledge that the essence of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the people’s democratic
      dictatorship. I don’t recognize that the proletariat can exercise the so-called class dictatorship of the
      proletariat. My theory is as follows. When a class is without the means of production, it has no way of
      exercising dictatorship; and when it can exercise dictatorship, it has ceased to be proletarian. To call it the
      class dictatorship of the proletariat is groundless and unscientific. We have discovered that whenever there are
      stoppages in production or an inability to increase production, it is precisely because in those places the
      direct producers have lost their control over the means of production and the power of supervision over the
      leadership and because the compensation for their labor has not increased proportionally with the amounts of
      labor actually expended. Therefore, whenever there are such occurrences, it means that the direct producers are
      occupying the position of the proletarians, using the term proletarians in its original
      meaning. Wherever there are proletarians in such a position, their enthusiasm will surely not be high. The
      question now is not to have dictatorship of the proletariat but to practice people’s democracy. I intend to write
      an article entitled “Class Dictatorship or People’s Democracy?” I want to answer this question.
    


    
      Some people may say that they don’t want the dictatorship of the proletariat, and they may ask if they can use
      the dictatorship of the working class instead. In my view, this will not do either. In China, the rural areas are
      vast. Does it mean that all of the agricultural production teams would have to ask some workers to carry out
      dictatorship there; or does it mean they should ask the political party of the working class, the Communist
      Party, to carry out class dictatorship? This seems a bit ridiculous.
    


    
      Question: At the end of 1968, there was an attempt to do this for a brief period, but it did not work.
    


    
      Li: Today, how should we divide Chinese society into classes? Who should be included in the proletariat? If we
      say that the proletariat is the working class, then can the peasants in collectives be considered working class?
      Then there are the intellectuals; can they be considered working class? How do you draw the line? Doesn’t the
      problem stem precisely from our attempts to transform the laborers’ position from that of proletarians? They
      ought to be masters of the means of production. Simultaneous with the expansion of the productive forces of the
      entire society, the individual livelihood should also prosper. We recognize that so long as the proletariat in
      its original meaning is preserved, there is no way for it to exercise dictatorship. Therefore it is unscientific
      and grossly inaccurate to propose the slogan “Strive for the Class Dictatorship of the Proletariat.” I don’t
      consider it honorable to label this type of slogan “the sequel to the [“On Socialist
      Democracy…”] big character poster.” I regard it as shameful. Of course, if it were his own personal essay, we’d
      let him argue and contend; we’d let him do what he wishes, just as those who advocate that literature should sing
      of virtue can do so. Of course our parting of the ways is different in nature from the difference between the
      so-called morality and immorality of literary writing. Ours is a theoretical question; but themes in theory are
      serious matters.
    


    
      *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *   *
    


    
      ON LI ZHENGTIAN’S OWN WRITINGS (from ZHENGMING):
    


    
      Since his release from prison, Li said, he has continuously been exploring the problem of democracy and the legal
      system. As for the recent social phenomenon of people appealing to the higher authorities for help or making
      trouble, Li remarked: “We should neither lay undue blame on those who make the appeal nor ascribe the problem to
      a bureaucratic style of work on the part of certain individual leaders. As I see it, the crux of the matter lies
      in the defects of our system.” Of late, Li Zhengtian has written “On Distribution of Work According to Ability,”
      “Class Dictatorship or People’s Democracy?” “Theory Mirrors Society,” “Unlawful Laws and Crimeless Crimes,”
      “Enlightenment Resulting from Bloodshed,” etc. Quite a few passages in these articles address the problems of the
      system, and some of the articles have been published by newspapers.
    


    
      Speaking of “reforming the system,” Li Zhengtian warned: “We must now strictly guard against any infringement on or violation of the legislative power and the judicial power.”
    


    
      “How can that be prevented?” I asked.
    


    
      “First, we must guard against substituting Party leadership for legislative and judicial powers. Second, we must
      prevent administrative power from interfering with the other two powers. We must adhere to the principle of the
      people determining the state law. Until the current legal system has been revised by the legislative body, the
      citizens have the right to reject any Party documents or decrees that conflict with the state law.”
    


    
      Then Li Zhengtian offered some other opinions, which included: “regulations on press and association must be
      formulated”; “appellate courts must be set up to protect the legitimate right of the defendant”; “the
      relationship of the Party commission for inspecting discipline being led by the Party committee at the same level
      should be changed so that the commission can be led by the Party committee or commission at the next higher level
      to ensure a more effective role in inspection,” etc.
    


    
      Li made quite a few remarks on how to reform the cadre system, such as: “If the masses do not truly enjoy the
      right to elect and recall, the cadres would not deem themselves public servants of the people; they would only
      see themselves as officials appointed by the higher authorities. Consequently they will do whatever is necessary
      to curry favor with those above them and turn a deaf ear to the masses’ opinions.” Li indicated that in the
      article “Distribution of Work According to Ability” he had made many suggestions on reforming the cadre system.
      He laid great emphasis on the selection of the best qualified person for promotion through examinations and
      assessment and put forward such specific plans as “the system of all-around examinations,” “the system of
      comprehensive job responsibility,” “the system of overall election,” and “the system of assembly.”
    


    
      …In conclusion, Li Zhengtian told me: “Generally speaking, the reform of the [Chinese
      political] system is inevitable, and we must treasure the stable political situation. Without pushing production
      forward, all kinds of problems crop up. Once we can handle production well, many problems can be readily
      resolved.”
    


    
      Translated by Ai Ping
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      [Editors -- This speech was delivered on April 5, 1979, to a forum sponsored by the Guangdong provincial
      Communist Youth League to commemorate the anniversary of the Tiananmen Incident. Li Zhengtian refers to a case of
      macabre injustice that had been very widely publicized by the national press in 1979. A woman Party member in
      Liaoning province named Zhang Zhixin had been imprisoned in 1969 for having injudiciously confided her inner
      feelings to friends. She denied the charge that she had sympathized with Mao Zedong’s opponents ever since Peng
      Dehuai’s fall in 1959, but she insisted that by Party tradition she did have the right to oppose a leader’s
      positions. To silence her, her vocal chords were severed in prison. She was executed after five years of gruesome
      treatment.
    


    
      Li Zhengtian’s concerns here remain the same as those which had been espoused in the 1974 Li
      Yizhe poster. He uses the case of Zhang Zhixin to argue for a continuing need to institutionalize a whole list of
      human rights safeguards: from laws guaranteeing freedom of the press and of association to the establishment of a
      system of judicially independent defense attorneys.]
    


    
      During the ten years of Cultural Revolution there had been enforced in China a set of unlawful laws; and
      accordingly, thousands upon thousands of people committed crimeless crimes. Comrade Zhang Zhixin was one of the
      “criminals” who violated these “laws,” to the extent that she was silenced by having her throat slit before
      execution.1 Yet in the end, her “silence”
      aroused an echo among our nine hundred million people that shook our sacred China!
    


    
      1
    


    
      This set of unlawful laws was called the “6-Point Decree on Public Security.”2
    


    
      It was unlawful because, first of all, concocting such a set of laws openly violated the provision of the former
      Constitution that stipulated: “The National People’s Congress is the sole state organ to exercise legislative
      power.” (See Provision 22 of the former Constitution.) But as we all know, the “6-Point Decree on Public
      Security” was not established by the National People’s Congress nor by its Standing Committee.
    


    
      Some people today argue that the decree was issued by that particular advisor to the Central Cultural Revolution
      Group and the person formerly in charge of the judicial and public security
      organs,3 “misusing” and “usurping” the
      name of the Party Central Committee and the State Council.
    


    
      People can’t help asking: Does it mean that it would have been all right if this decree had not been issued
      through “misuse” and “usurpation” but rather by the Party Central Committee and the State Council? (As the
      journal Democracy and the Legal System4 has disclosed, the “6-Point Decree on Public Security” was
      rescinded in February of this year upon the recommendation of the Ministry of Public Security with the approval
      of the Party Central Committee.)
    


    
      It was a set of laws that concerned the political destiny of hundreds of millions of people. But starting from
      its formulation through its issuance to its rescission, it was handled consistently in the name of
      non-legislative organizations. Does this practice itself not repeatedly exemplify the inherent danger of
      substituting the “Party’s leadership power” in the place of “state legislative power,” and “administrative power”
      in the place of “legislative power?”
    


    
      As expected, soon after the Constitution adopted by the Fifth National People’s Congress and the new Regulations
      Regarding Arrest and Detention were promulgated, some local administrative organs (revolutionary committees) took
      the liberty to issue their own legal decrees as “public notices,” contravening the new Constitution and new
      Regulations. Cases involving the interests of thousands and thousands of non-Party individuals were also handled
      through the issuance of intra-Party documents. Thus efforts to put Party policy on a solid footing were thwarted
      and the promises given to the people were broken. Shouldn’t such problems warrant our vigilance?
    


    
      2
    


    
      This can also be said to be a set of unlawful laws because it completely reversed the relations between the
      leadership and the people of a socialist country.
    


    
      Such a relationship should be one of comradeship and not domination, not one of masters and servants but
      conversely one of [civil] servants and masters [the citizenry]. From the Chairman of the Party Central Committee
      at the top to the ordinary cadres at the bottom, they should submit themselves to the criticism and supervision
      of the people; they have no right to demand that the people pledge loyalty and worship. If anyone has won the
      people’s love and support, it is because he has enhanced the people’s interests and served the people well. If
      anyone violates or encroaches upon the interests of the people and is unwilling to correct himself, the people
      have the right to remove this “servant” at any time.
    


    
      But the 6-Point Decree on Public Security actually warned the people that the top leaders of the Party and of the
      state were deities and emperors, whom the people were only allowed to worship with reverence and awe. Whoever
      broke the taboo would commit a crime of “vicious attack.” He would be criticized and struggled against, placed in
      custody, and even tortured and killed. All his relations would be involved in his “criminal” case and his
      children and grandchildren implicated.
    


    
      Though the 6-Point Decree on Public Security has now been rescinded, some comrades still insist that the decree
      was faulty only in providing protection to Lin Biao, and that it was absolutely correct to forbid attacks against
      Chairman Mao and the principal leaders of the Party and state. Thus they again want to override the authority of
      the legislative organs and on their own promulgate a decree to “forbid” and punish “whoever”
      opposes Mao Zedong Thought.5
    


    
      In doing this they seem to uphold Comrade Mao Zedong, but they actually belittle him, reducing him to a level
      inferior to the presidents of certain capitalist countries. This is because even these presidents do not forbid
      the open criticism of public opinion in their countries. And while seeming to uphold Mao Zedong Thought, they
      actually belittle his Thought, reducing it to such an extent that it seems unable to withstand any criticism. In
      terms of legal terminology, how are they clearly to distinguish what comprises “attacks” and “opposition”?
    


    
      Aside from affirming Comrade Mao Zedong’s great achievements, what Comrade Zhang Zhixin did was no more than to
      offer, in all sincerity and candor, her views and opinions regarding certain aspects of the work of her own
      unit’s leader. And for doing this she was deemed to be committing a “crime of vicious attack” [against Mao Zedong
      Thought].
    


    
      The case was tragic, for a great many Communist Party members were endorsing the execution of a true Communist.
    


    
      The case was pitiful, for a good daughter of the people was killed on the people’s execution ground.
    


    
      The case was deplorable, for even to this very day there are people who keep a wary eye on the publicity granted
      the story of Zhang Zhixin.
    


    
      3
    


    
      Since there were unlawful laws, there were naturally crimeless crimes.
    


    
      To begin with, Comrade Zhang Zhixin committed “thought crimes,” criminal thoughts that had not even confused or
      poisoned the minds of her husband and son.
    


    
      In those years a joke circulated in China. Question: “What is the easiest thing for one to
      be nowadays?” Answer: “To be a counter-revolutionary.” For there are lots of brands. There are diary
      counter-revolutionaries, private letter counter-revolutionaries, counter-revolutionaries for telling the Party
      what’s on one’s mind, counter-revolutionaries who had written a wrong word, and so on. To the point that people
      were afraid that they might pronounce a word incorrectly when reading aloud the newspaper to their teammates and
      were even fearful of saying wrong things in their sleep.
    


    
      Once a person could be convicted for problems of an ideological nature, false accusations and frame-ups became
      rampant.
    


    
      Thus in addition to her “thought crime,” Comrade Zhang Zhixin also committed the “crime of attitude.”
    


    
      In those years in China, if anyone was declared under investigation, he had no alternative but to submit himself
      absolutely to the investigator’s will. As the saying went: “The point is not whether you are involved in a
      serious or minor case but what attitude you adopt.” You would be branded as “taking an obstinate attitude” if you
      were actually guiltless and tried to argue your case on just grounds. By this attitude alone you could be dealt
      with severely. If they found no way to pin you down, they would drag their feet on the case, repeatedly holding
      preliminary hearings without bringing you to trial. They would keep the proceedings in abeyance and hold you in
      prison until you became sick, collapsed, got old and died. Those who were trapped or coerced into confessions
      exaggerating their cases would be convicted according to the exaggerations and punished accordingly. On the
      contrary, those who sold their souls by fabricating stories that implicated the innocent could be appointed to
      important positions even if they were truly guilty.
    


    
      This was the so-called theory of “convicting according to the defendant’s attitude.” It means convictions could be handed down and punishment meted out only on the basis of attitudes regardless
      of the facts: namely, those who submit will prosper and those who resist shall perish. This was the typical
      solipsism of law enforcement.
    


    
      4
    


    
      Those ten years of history have already offered testimony that the most dangerous offences against the law are
      the violations of the law by those who enforce it.
    


    
      As a matter of fact, the broad ranks of cadres and masses had long been aware of and privately hated the things
      done by Lin Biao and by the Gang of Four and that advisor of theirs. But why was it that most people just kept
      such feelings to themselves? If everybody could have acted like Comrade Zhang Zhixin, not only privately feeling
      hatred but also keeping up the struggle both inside and outside the Party, and if their struggle were backed up
      by a sound legal system installed by the Party and state, could such violators of the law still have run amuck in
      China?
    


    
      Three years have elapsed since the smashing of the Gang of Four. But the drive to redress the cases of people who
      had been framed still runs into stiff resistance; and new cases of suppression of democracy and violations of law
      continue to occur. So many people still have to travel thousands of miles to Peking to lodge their complaints.
      All of this cannot but provoke us to think of the inadequacies of our system. In the following I would like to
      offer a few suggestions for consideration by the Party Central Committee and the National People’s Congress.
    


    
      1.   Legislative power
      and judicial power
      should not be
      encroached upon or
      compromised.
    


    
      This is mainly to prevent two things: First, to prevent the “Party’s leadership power” from substituting for
      state legislative and judicial powers; and second, to prevent administrative power from overriding legislative
      and judicial powers. Before the legislative body has revised the existing legal system, citizens should have the
      right to refuse to recognize the legitimacy of intra-Party documents and decrees that conflict with state laws.
    


    
      The principle that “laws are promulgated by the people” must be upheld. That is to say, in formulating a law
      concerning some sphere of activity the legislative body should hand it over to the masses involved in that
      particular sphere to discuss and adjudicate it. The National People’s Congress and its Standing Committee are no
      other than the concentrated expression of the popular will. Otherwise, laws that are bestowed as a favor become
      the easiest thing to “take back.”
    


    
      In order to implement better the principle that “laws are promulgated by the people” and that “legislation is
      made for the sake of the people,” the legislative body should constantly conduct public opinion polls and
      investigations of society.
    


    
      2.   It is imperative to enact a law protecting publication and a law protecting freedom
      of association.
    


    
      Just as a person needs to look at himself in a mirror, so does a political party or a government. It should not
      hear only the sounds uttered by itself nor merely read the opinion that it itself creates. Doing this is no
      different from shutting one’s eyes and stopping up one’s ears, muzzling public opinion and shackling free
      thinking. Doing this only enhances ignorance and connives at despotism. True, the Party and
      the government should do a good job of their propaganda work. But propaganda work cannot take the place of
      theoretical research, still less take the place of the entire society’s public opinion. Only the sum total of
      public opinion can serve as a mirror to social existence. Looking into the mirror is certainly instrumental in
      detecting dirt and improving our work. Because of this, the policy of “let a hundred flowers bloom and a hundred
      schools of thought contend” must be pursued and the principle of “three dont’s” (that is, don’t label, attack or
      find fault) implemented. The freedom of the press and the freedom of association that are provided for in the
      Constitution must be protected. Blooming requires a hundred flowers and allowing people to freely contend
      requires more than one school of thought. It is imperative that a law of publication and a law of free
      association be enacted.
    


    
      3.   Set up an
      appellate court.
    


    
      In view of the vast number of frame-ups and false charges in China, it is not enough to have merely a division of
      power among the public security organs, the procuracy and the courts so that they can check and balance and
      supplement each other. We need in addition to have an institution to protect the legal interests of the
      defendant. A public security [i.e., police] organ should have no right to do procuratorial work, no right to make
      arrests and prosecute, still less any right to conduct a trial. (It has only the authority to institute a maximum
      of ten days of detention and a preliminary investigation.) A public security organ is only a government agency
      subordinate to the leadership of the administrative organs at all levels. (The Ministry of Public Security is
      under the leadership of the State Council and local public security organs are subordinate to the people’s
      government at different levels.) Such being the case, to provide checks and balances the
      three powers of the judicial department should be divided among the procuracy, the appellate court, and the
      courts, and defense lawyers should belong to the appellate court. They should have the right to argue in court
      with the public prosecutor sent by the procuracy and with the plaintiff. They should have the right to hold talks
      with the defendants, to accept copies of their appeal papers and to support the appeals they lodge. Doing this is
      instrumental in preventing frame-ups and the laying of false charges.
    


    
      4.   Reform the leadership relations of
      the Party’s commissions to inspect
      discipline.
    


    
      It is over a year now since the Party’s commissions to inspect discipline were installed at all levels, but their
      work is far from effective. This is borne out by the large numbers of people who appeal their cases to the higher
      authorities. According to provisions of the Party Constitution now in force, such a commission to inspect
      discipline is under the leadership of the Party committee at the same level. In some cases the first secretary of
      the Party committee even concurrently chairs such a discipline commission. If the Party commission or this first
      secretary is honest and upright, the discipline commission should have no problems in pursuing its work; if the
      Party committee or the first secretary is problematic, the discipline inspection commission would have difficulty
      getting its work started. And the ordinary Party members would have little chance to file charges or lodge
      complaints; they would have no choice but to appeal their cases in person to the higher authorities by travelling
      long distances.
    


    
      To strengthen discipline inspection and provide Party members and the masses a proper channel to lodge
      complaints, in my opinion the discipline inspection commissions at different levels should not be placed under the leadership of Party committees at the same level. The Party Central Committee
      should set up directly affiliated discipline inspection agencies in the provinces, municipalities and autonomous
      regions, which in turn can set up their own discipline inspection agencies at the lower levels. Any organization
      for inspecting discipline should submit itself to the dual leadership of the Party committee and the Party
      discipline inspection commission at the next higher level. The Central Discipline Inspection Commission should be
      responsible to and report its work to a Party National Congress rather than being under the leadership of the
      Party Central Committee, the Politburo or its Standing Committee or the Central Committee Chairman.
    


    
      5.   The cadre system must be reformed.
    


    
      The existing cadre system poses the greatest obstacle not only to the Four Modernizations program but also to our
      endeavor to implement socialist democracy and the rule of law. Why is it that we should run into such stiff
      resistance in our efforts to put Party policies on a solid footing?6 Why are there still so many people who travel so far to try to
      appeal their cases to the higher authorities? This is because quite a few of those responsible for putting policy
      on a solid footing were themselves precisely the people who formerly framed others. Ultra-leftist feudal fascism,
      of which Lin Biao and the Gang of Four were representatives, over the years generated contingents of “campaign
      cadres” who made a profession of ‘getting’ people. They have been content to remain without any expertise in
      anything. After all, they get designated posts in accordance with their cadre ranks, which means they can only be
      promoted and not demoted. At worst, when they cannot muddle along in their own units, they can “laterally barge”
      into other units where they still get appointments commensurate with their ranks. Since
      people do not have the right to elect or recall these cadres, they do not in the least consider themselves to be
      public servants of the masses. Rather, they see themselves as officials appointed in a system of enfeoffment by
      the “higher authorities.” They only seek, by every strategem possible, to curry the favor of the “higher
      authorities,” irregardless of mounting criticism from the masses.
    


    
      In light of such a state of affairs, it is imperative to reform the cadre system as soon as possible and to
      implement the principle of making appointments according to capability. A leader of whatever jurisdiction ought
      to be elected or recalled by voters of the same jurisdiction through direct and indirect procedures at fixed
      intervals. As for candidates whom the voters are not familiar with, we should make public their background,
      merits and shortcomings, their vocational competence, and their policies of administration. In this way, the
      voters can choose from among candidates (whose number should exceed the elective jobs) those who are the most
      qualified to be their public servants. A public servant should have a term of office and should not be allowed to
      hold power for life once he becomes an official. In light of the historical environment, we cannot adopt the
      policy of an eye for an eye to punish those who over the years followed Lin Biao and the Gang of Four and
      committed evil. Nevertheless, we should not allow them to continue to hold important positions. And leading
      cadres who are incompetent and whose health can hardly keep them on the job can either be transferred to other
      posts, sent to study or allowed to retire or to work as advisors wherever the occasion calls for it. In short, a
      leadership job involves hard work. Without passing through screenings so as to choose the best qualified and
      without making appointments according to ability, we would do harm to the people and the nation and would forfeit our endeavor to achieve the Four Modernizations.
    


    
      In sum, today we call upon the people to learn from martyr Zhang Zhixin. It is necessary for us to make up our
      minds to eliminate the social conditions that placed Comrade Zhang in a deathtrap. Rather than asking people to
      foster the spirit of “five non-fearings,”7 in order to uphold truth it would be better to take sanctions against those who crack down on
      truth seekers. Otherwise, Comrade Zhang Zhixin’s soul in heaven will still cry out: “I die with an everlasting
      grievance!”
    


    
      Translated by Ai Ping
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      [Editors -- This long essay was written in the latter part of 1980, at a time when the Chinese press was
      publicizing a variety of reform proposals that were supposed to limit somewhat the political power exercised by
      the Communist Party and the state. Given that climate, Wang Xizhe was attempting to explain, from a new
      perspective, the origins and development of political despotism under Mao. In clear contrast to the 1974 Li Yizhe
      poster, “Mao Zedong and the Cultural Revolution” offers an angrily critical appraisal of the late Chairman’s
      role. Chinese politics from the Eighth Party Congress of 1956 to the Third Plenum of 1978 is analyzed here as a
      series of attempts by Mao, as the progenitor of a despotically radical agrarian socialism, to destroy
      democratizing reforms within the Party. Anxious to preserve his own supremacy, Mao became
      the champion (not the scourge, as is popularly believed) of a Stalinist-style political apparatus -- which
      outlived him. The extension and institutionalization of economic reforms and of political safeguards for the
      populace will depend, Wang Xizhe concludes, upon cooperation between the Party reform faction of Deng Xiaoping,
      intellectuals, and democratic young people against a strong corps of careerist bureaucrats concerned primarily
      with maintaining their own interests.]
    


    
      “What had Mao Zedong really done during the Cultural Revolution? Did he, after all, lead China to disaster or to
      enlightenment?”
    


    
      Some democratic youth in China are now raising such questions. As they see it, the situation would be as follows:
      no matter how great a disaster Mao Zedong’s Cultural Revolution has brought upon the people in practice, his
      subjective aspirations were, after all, always good (this point is by and large in line with the official
      explanation); and, moreover, his ideas on opposing official privilege and his emphasis on criticizing the
      bourgeoisie within the Party were of extreme value and must be pursued.
    


    
      Is this really so? It is the purpose of this article to explore these kinds of questions.
    


    
      I. THE FOCAL POINT OF THE DISPUTE WITHIN THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST MOVEMENT
    


    
      From the start, Mao Zedong, who was called the greatest Marxist-Leninist of the present era by his best pupil Lin
      Biao, emerges not only as a leader of Chinese Communism but of world communism. Because of
      this, we must first examine him in a world context and then in the context of the international communist
      movement. This is something that many of our comrades always forget to do when they assess Mao Zedong. Was Mao
      Zedong progressive or conservative, revolutionary or reactionary? To understand this, for the most part we need
      only take a look at how he answered the crucial questions in the debate within the international communist
      movement.
    


    
      From the 1960s onward, Mao Zedong used his banner of “anti-revisionism” to appeal to the whole world. But what is
      “revisionism”? Just what is implied by this term? Mao Zedong has told us: first, it is Yugoslavian Titoism and
      second, it is the Soviet Union’s Khrushchevism. It is self-evident that Mao Zedong was deeply angered by Tito’s
      anti-Stalinism and was angered even more by Khrushchev’s anti-Stalinism. Anti-Stalinism is the special feature of
      both Titoism and Khrushchevism.
    


    
      This is the kind of ideology Stalinism is: it resurrected all of the darkest and most reactionary elements of the
      Middle Ages in the name of “socialism” and “proletariat.” It took Marxism-Leninism and made it a religion, and
      then revived the medieval unification of State and Church. It took the Party and raised it above society and made
      the leaders of the Party supreme dictators who could arbitrarily direct the fate of the people. It put into
      practice a most barbarous, most cruel, large-scale reign of police state terror to exterminate those true
      Communists (including a large number of Bolsheviks) and innocent citizens who were loyal to the pursuit of
      people’s democracy. True, this ideology was very concerned with the industrialization of Russia. It was concerned
      with machines, targets, statistics, tractors, and steel refineries. It was concerned with the numbers showing
      plan fulfillment and the building of tanks. It was not at all concerned with the tears of mothers and children. It was concerned with the lofty power it had already acquired, with plots, and with
      schemes. It was not at all concerned with Marxist ideals, conscientious command, or the least bit of human
      kindness. In short, we may use one sentence to sum up Stalinism. It is a type of socialist-fascism that, in the
      name of the dictatorship of the proletariat, foists upon the proletariat and the broad masses of the people a
      dictatorship of a privileged class of bureaucrats. The one thing we should not forget is that in the 1920s and
      1930s the former leader of the Italian Socialist Party, Benito Mussolini, learned Fascism from Stalinism and was
      then in turn the teacher of Adolf Hitler.
    


    
      Stalinism brought havoc to the international communist movement. It not only strangled the Soviet people’s
      historically dynamic, creative spirit and turned the Soviet Union into a cold, ossified, religious state with
      Stalin as its Pope, the only one with the right to explain the doctrines of Marx and Lenin. Everywhere, moreover,
      it suppressed the people’s socialist and democratic revolutions in other countries. Stalin blocked the German
      revolution (and went so far as to collaborate with the Nazi Party), blocked the French revolution, blocked the
      Italian revolution, blocked the Spanish and Greek revolutions as well as the Yugoslav revolution, and even
      blocked the Chinese revolution.
    


    
      Taking China as an example, he not only single-handedly buried China’s first great and glorious revolution, he
      very nearly buried China’s land revolution, the revolution of the Anti-Japanese War, and the War of Liberation.
      (It was Mao Zedong who opposed Stalin and saved these three revolutions.)
    


    
      He invaded Finland, partitioned Poland, swallowed up four northern Japanese islands, split up China’s Mongolian
      people, and even shamelessly reclaimed at Yalta the special privileges that Czarist Russia had had in China but
      which had been renounced by a proclamation of the great Lenin.
    


    
      And so suspicion and dissatisfaction have universally arisen in the international communist
      movement: could Stalinism possibly be a genuine type of Marxism-Leninism? Why is it that this type of
      “Marxism-Leninism” always leads the revolutions of every country to defeat and surrender? Could this police state
      socialism of the Soviet Union, which has become evident to the peoples of the world, possibly be the kind of
      worker’s democratic socialism envisioned and described by Marx and Engels? If it is really like this, why should
      the people of the world fight and shed their blood for it? It was amidst this widespread dissatisfaction and
      suspicion that Titoism and Khrushchevism, which have been labeled “modern revisionism,” were produced.
    


    
      Why did Tito want to break away from Stalinism? It was because Stalin bullied Yugoslavia. Of course, this [Tito’s
      moves to be independent] developed from nationalism, but Tito and his comrades-in-arms, Kardelj, Djilas, and
      Bakaric, did not stop with just this. In the great struggle waged against Stalinist oppression, this brave and
      fearless “murderer” and “spy,” Josip Broz Tito, even more decisively smashed the shackles of Stalinism and led
      Yugoslavia to democracy, unity, development, and prosperity. No matter whether the workers self-administered
      socialism that Tito created has or will develop this or that kind of problem, or whether a group of
      illintentioned critics carp and cavil in reminding people to pay attention to certain Stalinist tinges remaining
      on Tito’s own personage, it is still a fact that Tito provided a new inspiration for the cause of the
      international proletariat, and inspired the proletariat, amidst a widespread feeling of disappointment with
      Stalin and socialism, to pull itself together to arise in struggle once again. Titoism undeniably provided the
      blueprint for Hungary’s reforms of the fifties, Czechoslovakia’s reforms of the sixties, and China’s reforms of
      the seventies and eighties. Titoism, this “modern revisionism,” under conditions in which it
      did not and could not impose any foreign legal institutions on anyone, deeply influenced the international
      communist movement over the whole of the past half century. This is a most forceful proof of the abundant
      vitality it possesses.
    


    
      Why did Khrushchev so vigorously oppose Stalin? Mao Zedong and Mao Zedong’s theoreticians have informed us that
      it was because Khrushchev was a “man of wild ambition” and a “hidden rotten egg.” Since heroes can manipulate
      history, such an “ambitious man” (this is just another way of reading the opposite side of hero) can also
      manipulate history. This was precisely Mao Zedong’s concept of history.
    


    
      However, if at that time dissatisfaction with Stalinism had not yet become an emotion widespread in society, why
      then did Khrushchev use anti-Stalinism to rally support in the midst of his struggle to seize power?
    


    
      We remember that immediately after the death of Lenin, there erupted a struggle for the right of succession among
      Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamanev; and that this was immediately followed by a struggle for the right of succession
      between the Trotsky-Zinoviev alliance and the Stalin-Bukharin alliance. But among them there was not one who
      dared raise a cry in opposition to Leninism. It was quite the opposite. Each competed with the others to declare
      that he himself was the best student of Lenin and competed to expose any unhappiness with Lenin that had been
      evident in the past actions of his opponents. Why was this? The facts are clear. Although following the October
      Revolution misery and suffering met the eye everywhere in Soviet Russia, she was a country full of life, hope and
      promise. The feeling that they had risen above their poverty caused the people of the Soviet Union to deeply love
      their great leader Lenin. At this time, if there had been anyone who dared not greatly honor Lenin, he would
      certainly have suffered defeat. Stalin understood this very well, and he also discovered a
      secret: the Russian people need religion. So he ignored the objections of Krupskaia [Lenin’s widow], piously
      placed Lenin’s mummy in a crystal coffin and promoted Leninism to the State Religion. The doctrinaire Trotsky
      obviously could not contend with Stalin in this regard, and so Stalin was victorious.
    


    
      The facts are crystal clear. It meant that when a “wildly ambitious man” struggled to obtain power for himself or
      his clique, he had to follow certain rules. He must hide his own personal interest and write the general
      interests of the society on his banner, or must take his own glossed-over personal interest and proclaim it as
      being to the general benefit of the society. (This takes as a premise that this personal interest is to some
      extent identical to the interests of society.)
    


    
      After Stalin died, and after defeating Beria and Malenkov, Khrushchev felt that he must obtain a more
      encompassing support so that he could consolidate his rule and could proceed to defeat his most dangerous
      opponent, Molotov. This widespread support could only come from those disgraced cadres, intellectuals, and masses
      at the grassroots who had, over a long period of time, suffered the harm and oppression of Stalinism; and it
      could only have come from those brother parties and brother nations which, over a long period of time, had been
      humiliated by Stalin’s chauvinist Great Nation-Great Party foreign policy line. And this necessitated the public
      liquidation of Stalinism. Khrushchev redressed the grievances of those wronged by Stalin. He used such beautiful
      words as freedom, democracy, humanity, and prosperity to describe the kind of socialism that he promised to bring
      to the people of the Soviet Union. He gave cause for the masses who had suffered a long period of oppression
      under Stalin to breathe a sigh of relief. He flew to Belgrade and clasped hands and spoke warmly with Tito, made
      formal apologies, and gave Tito reason to feel happy.1 He flew to Peking and made generous aid contributions;2 he signed one large economic agreement after
      another (including the 1956 Mikoyan agreement), transferred the possession of the Sino-Soviet Investment Company,
      and in one breath finally eliminated the Czarist Russian privileges that had been reclaimed by Stalin. In 1950
      Stalin, in contrast with Khrushchev, had been very stingy with China while seeking great benefits. Khrushchev
      himself later broke many promises and played dirty tricks on China, but these were only a continuation of
      Stalinist policies.
    


    
      While both opposed Stalinism, perhaps the difference between Tito and Khrushchev is that one was a hero and the
      other a dwarf; one was for protecting the interests of the nation and the other was acting out of personal greed.
      But this is not the question. The question is whether what was accomplished by Khrushchev was an inevitable
      historical mission. The question is one of whether wiping out Stalinism was an inevitable demand that had to be
      made of history by the international communist movement and Soviet society in order to progress. If a hero
      completes an historic mission, then it is, of course, a grand sight. If, however, due to some accidental reason
      or other a dwarf happens to complete an historic mission, what then? In that case, no matter how unhappy we may
      feel, we should also express support–not support for the dwarf, but support for the historic mission which the
      dwarf could not help but accomplish.
    


    
      II. THE STRUGGLE BETWEEN REFORM AND COUNTER-REFORM IN CHINA
    


    
      During the last twenty years of his life, from 1956 to 1976, Mao Zedong made it his responsibility to defend
      Stalinism. He resolved to protect an idol that had been repudiated by the rest of the world;
      he resolved to save the unsavable ideology. Yet this most conservative objective appeared with the most militant
      of countenances.
    


    
      While wistfully reminiscing about Mao Zedong’s “Precious thoughts of the later period,” Comrade Jin Jun of the
      democratic youth faction praised Mao Zedong in the following way:
    


    
      Comrade Mao Zedong’s greatness lies in the fact that he adopted a critical attitude toward the state that he
      himself established, and attacked the societal order which he should have been defending as Chairman. He adopted
      a critical attitude toward the Party which he served as Chairman and attacked the Party which called him
      Chairman….
    


    
      But why did Mao Zedong want to strike out against the state and the Party? Could it possibly be that it was
      because the Stalinization of this nation and this Party (which would inevitably come into sharp conflict with the
      people) caused the people to be dissatisfied? No. It was just the opposite. It was because within this nation and
      this Party there was inevitably produced a force for reform. The expansion of this reformist force caused Mao
      Zedong to see shadows and lose sleep. He had to eliminate it before his heart could feel at peace. This was
      because he resented the nation and the Party not being sufficiently totalitarian and dictatorial. He wanted to
      smash them and reestablish a dictatorship of the proletariat that would be named the Mao Dynasty. This is a fact
      that even a blind man could see. Why is it that Comrade Jin Jun of the democratic youth
      faction and many other young comrades cannot see it? We know that when Marx discovered a personage disguised as a
      champion of justice going out to save an unsavable anachronism, Marx bemusedly conjured up the humorous image of
      Don Quixote. However, when this sort of personage appears before us, our young comrades seem to behold the god
      Apollo.
    


    
      That being so, how did the struggle between reform and counter-reform erupt and spread in China? Here I can only
      try to give a general explanation.
    


    
      In 1949 after the victory of the Chinese Revolution, it was not too great a question as to which direction China
      should proceed. At the Seventh National Party Congress and the second plenum of the Seventh Central Committee
      [March 1949], the line had already been firmly established to build a China of New Democracy3 and give the economic and political system of the New
      Democracy a long period of stable development. This line was based on the following analysis: China is a
      thoroughly backward nation both economically and culturally. In such a poor and ignorant country it is impossible
      to quickly establish productive relations characteristic of socialism. A national capitalism of a socialist
      nature, individual or collective capitalism, and a cooperative economy at the village level must be permitted to
      exist and develop for a long period of time. Because economic law is a kind of natural law, “a society having
      already investigated the natural laws of its own movement … still cannot skip a natural developmental stage or
      use law to nullify that stage.” (Marx)
    


    
      However, Mao Zedong himself never really accepted this. He was the victorious lord whose spirit surpassed that of
      three kings combined and whose victories surpassed those of five emperors. He insisted upon creating a miracle to
      prove that those ideas of Marx were mere intellectual pedantry. He certainly wanted to prove
      the point that his superiority over the dictatorial lords and kings of history lay in his daring to give orders
      on the economic circumstances of society.
    


    
      Thereupon this Hunan peasant, Mao Zedong, put forth the program for his great agrarian socialism.4 The program was predicated on the assumption
      that even on the basis of a primitive, backward cottage industry and an ignorant and blank culture, it was still
      possible, through incessant enlarging of simple labor organizations and the use of legal announcements to change
      rights of ownership, to enter into socialism. This program was founded on the concept that because the poor and
      suffering peasants are poor and suffering, they therefore “have in reserve an extreme socialist activism.” This
      concept would not only have flabbergasted Marx; it would certainly have caused even Lenin to break out in a cold
      sweat. This was because in Lenin’s view, a natural capacity to produce socialism did not exist even among the
      working class in heavy industry. Additional indoctrination from the outside would still be necessary. Yet Mao
      Zedong categorically stated that the poor and suffering peasants, with their primitive cottage industry, had
      already formed a reserve of socialist activism, and that the mission of the Communist Party was simply to dig it
      out and put it into motion. Since even among the peasant masses there was such a great reserve of socialist
      activism, then if, incredibly, there were someone among the masses who had the impudence to show a dearth of
      activism or no activism at all, he would certainly be suspected of being counter-revolutionary. Since the mission
      of the Communist Party was simply to go out and mobilize this ready-made socialist activism held in reserve among
      the masses, then if, incredibly, there were someone within the Party who did not go out to mobilize or even
      opposed this sort of agrarian socialism, then he would certainly be considered a right-wing opportunist and a capitalist roader. Since this sort of agrarian socialism was not a natural trend in
      economic development but was a man-made effect, it was necessary to place the nation’s final authority completely
      in the hands of the Communist Party; and it was necessary to place the Party’s final authority completely in the
      hands of one man, the “great leader” Mao Zedong. It is obvious; the theory and practice of agrarian socialism was
      the basis for the theory and practice of the Mao Zedong dictatorship. It was exactly the same as Stalin’s
      dictatorship being built on the premise of depriving the peasants so as to hasten heavy industrial development.
      They both shared a unique characteristic in that they both needed a certain outside administrative force to apply
      economic law.
    


    
      As soon as it began, this agrarian socialist thinking, together with the methods of autocratizing the nation and
      dictatorializing the Party on the basis of agrarian socialism, ran into criticism and opposition from elements
      within the Party who had taken Liu Shaoqi as their Marxist representative. The repeated adventuristic pushing
      ahead and opposition to such pushes were precisely a reflection of this struggle. In the spring of 1976 Mao
      Zedong recalled: “At the time of cooperativization, there were people in the Party who were opposed to it.”
      “Those taking the capitalist road are still on that road.” Until he died, he never forgot about settling this old
      score.
    


    
      Opposing New Democracy and promoting agrarian socialism would certainly have caused the nation to become
      autocratic and the Party to become dictatorial. Opposing agrarian socialism and resolutely supporting the New
      Democracy would inevitably have demanded that the nation and the Party become more democratic. It was under these
      circumstances of conflict that the Soviet Communist Party held its Twentieth National Congress [in February
      1956]. Khrushchev exposed and criticized Stalinism, opposed cults of personality and the
      worship of individuals, and advocated democracy within the Party and collective leadership. This not only wafted
      a spring breeze toward the Liu Shaoqi faction; it also dumped a pan of cold water on Mao Zedong. One could
      imagine Mao Zedong’s irritation. He said, “The ants and turtles have come out of their holes.” Liu Shaoqi and his
      faction promptly expanded upon what for them was a very good situation. In September of 1956 at the Eighth
      National Party Congress, Liu Shaoqi’s faction made a clear breakthrough on the problem of reforming the Party.
      With the approval of Liu Shaoqi, the rule “we take the Thought of Mao Zedong as the guide for all of our work”
      was deleted from the Party Constitution. With the proclamation of a Party Secretariat system, Mao Zedong’s dual
      position as both Party Secretary and Party Chairman was eliminated, and Deng Xiaoping was made head of the Party
      Secretariat directly responsible to the Standing Committee of the Politburo. The Party Secretariat was no longer
      responsible only to Mao Zedong. Moreover, a Standing Committee of the Politburo was inaugurated at the Eighth
      Party Congress. At the Eighth Congress, Deng Xiaoping announced to the whole Party the basis for the theory of
      democratic reform within the Party. He said:
    


    
      Leninism demands that decisions on all major questions be made collectively by the Party and not by single
      individuals. Regarding the crucial significance of resolutely supporting the principle of collective leadership
      and opposing the worship of individuals, the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union has
      made powerful clarifications, which have had great influence not only with respect to the
      Russian Communist Party but every Communist Party in every country in the world. The important achievements of
      the Twentieth Congress of the Russian Communist Party have informed us that the deification of an individual can
      have very serious undesirable consequences…. Because of this, our Party also rejects the deification of
      individuals.
    


    
      The Eighth Congress brought a great change in direction for the Chinese Communist Party. It marked the beginning
      of the Chinese Communist Party’s progress toward democratic reform. Although this progress suffered many times
      the despotic interference of Mao Zedong, it has ultimately become a course of history that cannot be diverted.
    


    
      The Twentieth Soviet Party Congress touched off a tide of anti-Stalinism among the peoples of Eastern Europe. In
      the history of the peoples of Eastern Europe, there has been a tradition of opposing foreign oppression
      (especially from Czarist Russia) and safeguarding national independence. None of them really wanted the landlords
      and capitalists of former times to return and oppress them; but they also could not tolerate occupation by Soviet
      tanks or tolerate Russians forcing the machinery of a Stalinist-style autocracy down on their heads.
    


    
      In October of 1956, the Hungarian people used peaceful petitioning to express their demands and hopes for the
      restoration of the moderate line of the 1954 Nagy government. However, even in this nation where the workers and
      peasants were the professed masters, the Rakosi-Gero government met the people’s peace petition not with a
      program for political and economic reform but rather with fusillades from the secret police.5 This led to an eruption of outrage and the outbreak of a
      large-scale bloody conflict between the people of Hungary and Hungary’s Stalinist state
      machine.6 Although this bloody conflict
      was squashed by tanks of the Soviet Army, it gave rise to an intense shudder throughout the international
      communist movement. Krushchev had to tone down his anti-Stalinist tune. Mao Zedong was indeed happy with this
      development. He said, “This has shown that there are so many counter-revolutionaries in Hungary. The events in
      Hungary have educated the Hungarian people and at the same time have educated some comrades in the Soviet Union
      as well as our comrades here in China.” But what kind of education did he himself receive? What we heard was his
      announcement that he would not discard “this knife” of Stalinism.
    


    
      The events in Hungary and Tito’s speech at Pula7 aroused the passions of China’s intellectuals, especially the young democratic reform-minded
      students. Mao Zedong saw this and said, “Among a section of university students, Gomulka8 is very well received, as are Tito and Kardelj.” (This
      sentence provides strong evidence that those student youth who were later suppressed as “rightists” were, for the
      most part, not bourgeois democrats, but social democrats.)
    


    
      Facing pressure for democratic reform from both inside and outside the Party, Mao decided to
      counter-attack.9 The strategy was first
      to lure the snake out of his hole:
    


    
      The rectification campaign we are presently initiating will draw out a possible “Hungarian incident,” inducing it
      to be acted out separately in every organization and school. Then we will dispose of it, carving it into many
      small Hungarys.
    


    
      A conference of professors will be organized to present their opinions to the Party. We will
      exert every effort to make the rightists spew out all of their poison. It will be printed in the paper.
      Afterwards, we will skillfully urge leftist and neutral elements to make speeches attacking the rightists.
    


    
      Everyone knows the result; the “rightists” were silenced. But what sorts of views did these “rightists” hold? It
      should be admitted that there were indeed some reactionaries who demanded the restoration of the old system; but
      basically they were mostly just people expressing dissatisfaction with the fast-paced bureaucratization of the
      Party, who hoped to see some sort of democratic reform. They were opposed to the inseparability of Party and
      state and the undemocratic system in which the Party directly controlled everything. They were of the opinion
      that this disregarded the principle of “coalition government.” They were opposed to the despotic, bureaucratistic
      behavior of basic level cadres. They were opposed to rapid cooperativization without taking into account the
      actual conditions. They were opposed to the Soviet Union’s great-power chauvinism toward China. They demanded
      greater democracy and freedom in every facet of politics, ideology, and learning. But they were all seen as
      seditious rightists by Mao Zedong. This was so even though during his lengthy period of making revolution, from
      the time he left No. 1 Changsha Normal School until he entered Zhongnanhai,10 he himself had been an activist and instigator for these same
      ideas and a shaper of their program.
    


    
      The force of his 1957 victory quickly became evident. By attacking the “rightists” outside the Party, Mao Zedong
      was giving a warning to “rightists” within the Party. Didn’t the “rightists” within the
      Party want to oppose “premature advances”? He warned them, saying that hereafter not only was opposition to
      “premature advances” prohibited; he now wanted to make a “Great Leap Forward.” Since you, the “rightists” both
      inside and outside the Party, did not again dare to oppose socialism, how could you dare to oppose the Great Leap
      Forward? Since you did not dare oppose the Great Leap Forward, how could you oppose the major conditions for the
      realization of the Great Leap Forward, those conditions being that Mao Zedong would “grasp complete authority”
      with “the Party Secretary taking command”? As soon as the second plenum of the Eighth Central Committee convened
      [in November 1956], the worship of individuals arose anew.
    


    
      However, in 1959 Mao Zedong ran into a serious challenge at Lushan.11 It was something that had not happened since he had defeated
      Wang Ming in 1945 and had firmly established his own exclusive position within the Party. This struggle had a
      great influence on the Chinese Communist Party and on the political life of the Chinese people. Mao Zedong’s
      attack on Wu Han12 in the winter of
      1965, which led to the Cultural Revolution, was merely a continuation of this struggle. Therefore, if we can
      understand this struggle, we will have grasped the key to understanding Mao Zedong as well as the secret of the
      Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      After obtaining victory over the rightists [in 1957] and seriously setting back the power of democratic reform
      elements, both inside and outside the Party, Mao Zedong believed that he was free to implement his program for
      agrarian socialism.
    


    
      The establishment of hydraulic engineering was the first significant development in the Asiatic mode of
      production. If the high tide of socialism in the countryside could not thoroughly resolve China’s drought and
      flood problems in one fell swoop, he could not demonstrate the wondrous nature of his kind of agrarian socialism. Mao Zedong had to discover this type of “new thing” whose first tenet was
      “Great,” so great that all of the simple labor of the multitudes of peasants could be linked by administrative
      chains, and whose second tenet was “Collective,” collective to the extent of gathering together, without
      compensation, every trifling bit of capital scattered amongst each of the village cooperatives. This “new thing”
      that he discovered was supplied to him by Wu Zhipu13, who became famous for launching sputniks14 in Henan. This “new thing” was the People’s Commune. If you say that Marx and Engels
      were lacking in the certain kind of genius that can devise for us a concrete blueprint for a communist society,
      then Mao Zedong had more than enough genius. He not only devised a dazzlingly colorful Chinese [Utopia], he
      moreover wanted to make it come true immediately. He asserted positively that these rural communes, which
      integrated government administration and commune management and which merged the worker, the peasant, the trader,
      the student, and the militiaman into one, were prototypes of the future communism in China. He even told the
      peasants that the realization of communism in China was only eight to ten years away. (This appraisal of his was
      written into a resolution of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party.)
    


    
      Of course, there was the matter of steel. If England could not be caught up within one or two years, then the
      victory of socialism could not be guaranteed.15 How could it be done? There was a way. Just let the peasants manage heavy industry, too.
      With the whole populace refining iron and steel, 90 million people joined the battle. It was truly an
      unprecedented and unmatchable feat. What of the ratio of the two major categories? What of the law of value? What
      of economic efficiency? These were never discussed. He said, “The stirring up of the Great Leap Forward is not
      based on the demands of the law of value.” “If we look at it only from the point of view of
      the law of value, our Great Leap Forward will inevitably conclude without making up for our losses, and our great
      effort at steel and iron refining last year will have been a wasted effort.” The Paris Commune lasted only three
      months. “If you want to evaluate it economically, it was not worth the effort.”
    


    
      From this we see that Mao Zedong had already formed his own ideology. He thought that all of the economic
      planning and development of the nation could be carried out in the manner of a revolutionary military command. It
      did not have to obey the constraints of economic law; it only had to obey the demands of “revolution,” and this
      “revolution” was merely Mao Zedong’s urgent desire to see the realization of his program for agrarian socialism.
    


    
      However, placing the national economy under militaristic command called for a supreme militaristic authority. In
      assuming this kind of role, Mao Zedong was, of course, equal to the task. Long dissatisfied with the resolutions
      of the Eighth Congress, Mao Zedong began attacking the collective leadership of the Party. He said,
    


    
      Some people are really interested in opposing the worship of individuals. There are two kinds of worship of
      individuals. There is the correct kind. If it is toward the upright, such as Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin,
      then we must worship them. Worship them forever. We cannot do otherwise. The truth is in their hands. Why not
      worship them?… A team must worship its team leader; it cannot do otherwise… The problem is not with the worship
      of individuals, but with whether or not it is the truth. If it is the truth, we should worship it. But if it is
      not the truth, then even under collective leadership it is unacceptable… It is better for me
      to be dictator than allow you to be dictator.
    


    
      It is obvious. The ground gained by the democratic reform faction at the Eighth Congress of 1956 in the battle
      for collective leadership of the Party could not resist the onslaught of Mao Zedong’s personal power and
      prestige; and in the face of this relentless offensive it suffered one defeat after another. This was not only
      because the perpetually correct radiance that Mao Zedong had exuded in the last revolution was still sparkling.
      It was also because the program of Mao Zedong’s agrarian socialism itself originated from the basic constituent
      element of the Chinese Communist Party-- the peasants. Chinese peasants, who had never seen modern heavy
      industry, let alone had the opportunity to place themselves in its midst, were the very ones who could not
      possibly have accumulated a reserve of scientific socialist activism. When people used the ideals of socialism
      and communism to arouse the peasants to revolt, they could instill a consciousness of communism based on the
      peasants’ real mode of existence. This consciousness of communism was of a Heavenly Kingdom of Peace where when
      the “Great Way” was traveled, there was a spirit of “Cooperation” under heaven. Mao Zedong was able to bring them
      this kind of heavenly country. So we can understand how they could repay Mao Zedong with fanatic worship!
    


    
      But the democratic reform faction within the Party could not very well give up the fight and run away. The
      widespread famine and chaos of 1959 brought on by the “Great Leap Forward” obliged those upright Party members
      sympathetic to the suffering of the people to throw themselves into the fray.
    


    
      The grain is scattered on the ground; the vines have withered; the young and strong have
      gone to refine steel; the children and old women are left to do the harvest. How can we get through the next
      year? Please sound the alarm for the people.
    


    
      Thereupon, the struggle between “Hai Rui” and “Jia Jing” erupted at the Lushan Conference.16
    


    
      In commenting on this struggle, people have been paying attention only to the struggle between those for and
      against the “Three Red Banners,”17
      though this was only a manifestation of the overall struggle. Actually the struggle was between those for and
      against the worship of individuals and for and against democratic leadership within the Party. On this point,
      Peng Dehuai and Zhang Wentian,18
      having no historical connections with each other, reached agreement. Peng Dehuai gave the following account in
      his investigative speech:
    


    
      He (Zhang Wentian) read Comrade Mao Zedong’s “Party Bulletin” of April 29th and told me that this letter has a
      good effect; but it also establishes an individualistic style [of personal leadership]. At this time, I not only
      did not express an opposing opinion, I was exactly of the same view… He spoke of the severity of the pressure at
      the Lushan Conference. One could only speak of the good without mentioning the bad. He said that the Politburo
      meeting was only a meeting for some people to give reports.
    


    
      There was no collective discussion. I not only expressed the same feeling, I remarked about
      the very tense situation… He mentioned Mao Zedong’s sagacity and his ferocity in ‘getting’ people and said it was
      just like the last years of Stalin. I held a sympathetic attitude and told him that Comrade Mao Zedong is more
      familiar with Chinese history than anyone else in the Party. The first emperor of a dynastic era was always very
      wise, and very ferocious.
    


    
      After he made the above remarks to Zhang Wentian, Peng Dehuai cried out at the Lushan Conference: “To establish
      only the prestige of an individual and not establish the prestige of the collective leadership is very abnormal,
      and it is dangerous.”
    


    
      This provoked the wrath of Mao Zedong. To him, there could be no more room for civility! Mao Zedong could
      tolerate many things, but he could never tolerate a challenge to his individual authority. Mao Zedong immediately
      poured out all of his fury at the failure of the Great Leap Forward onto Peng Dehuai. We can now uncover the
      phenomena of Mao Zedong’s three stages in dealing with the criticism of his opponents. In criticizing the Wang
      Ming line,19 he was always
      sufficiently reasonable. He had to do this in order to gain the support of the whole Party. In criticizing Hu
      Feng, Liang Shuming,20 and the
      “rightists,” he derided, mocked, and cursed them. In his view they were nothing but playthings in the palm of his
      hand. But his criticism of Peng Dehuai was different. He was hysterical! Starting with this criticism, Mao Zedong
      created a Chinese-style form of criticism which was simply arbitrary and devoid of rationality. His method was to
      first declare his opponent to be either opportunistic or counter-revolutionary, or to declare him to be a person who has no right to speak out, or to interpret whatever the person said completely
      as its opposite. Then he would recklessly and unscrupulously launch punitive actions against him. The superiority
      of this technique of criticism lay in its high degree of effectiveness. It resulted always in absolute victory.
      It was mastered and implemented by those who came later, including the likes of Lin Biao, Kang Sheng,21 the Gang of Four, and their “Liang
      Xiao.”22 It became a recognized
      method of official critique.
    


    
      The Lushan Conference gave Mao Zedong a great victory--Mao’s closest comrade-in-arms Lin Biao took charge of the
      Military Affairs Committee and immediately ordered all of the military to “hold high the great red banner of Mao
      Zedong Thought.” But one thing Mao Zedong said was indeed correct: that “conditions are stronger than people.” In
      facing the continuous crisis in the national economy in 1960 and 1961, he had to retreat, and he had to tolerate
      his opponents using “new economic policies” to clean up the mess for him. The reform faction within the Party,
      moreover, actually did not really respect that victory of Mao Zedong’s. In their view, the military is separate
      from the national economy and production. If the military wanted to raise banners high, let them go raise banners
      high. Other sectors should never again raise banners!
    


    
      Experiences, however, must be evaluated. In January of 1962, a 7000-member congress was called,23 and on January 27 Liu Shaoqi, borrowing the
      mouths of the Hunan peasants (you can see that he was still a little fearful), assessed the cause of the three
      year crisis in the national economy: “Thirty percent was caused by natural disasters, seventy percent by human
      failure.”
    


    
      How did this “human failure” come about? Mao Zedong argued that it was due to a lack of experience. Liu Shaoqi,
      taking advantage of doubts within the Party, refuted Mao Zedong. He said, “At the time of
      the first five year plan we did not have experience. Why had we not committed such serious errors? And how is it
      that at the time of the second five year plan we committed certain serious errors?” He explained:
    


    
      Many of our leading comrades were not sufficiently modest or prudent. They had a sense of pride and
      self-fulfillment. They disregarded seeking-truth-from-facts and the traditional way of the mass line. To varying
      degrees they weakened the principle of democratic centralism in the Party, the nation, and the mass
      organizations.
    


    
      That was how they committed serious mistakes.
    


    
      In this way, he [Liu Shaoqi] was in line with the opinions of Peng Dehuai and Zhang Wentian.
    


    
      Conditions were still stronger than people. In the face of this challenge, Mao Zedong could only suppress his
      rage and be submissive. On January 30, the third day after Liu Shaoqi gave his speech, Mao Zedong made public a
      renowned speech of his own in which he admitted the virtues of democratic centralism. It was his first clear
      admission that democratic centralism had the power to restrain even him. In the Central Committee and in the
      Politburo, even he had to submit to the majority. This was the first glorious victory of the inner-Party reform
      faction. It had recovered the ground that it had won at the Eighth Congress but which it had subsequently lost at
      the Second Plenum of the Eighth Congress. However, they still did not press Mao Zedong too much. The Chinese
      people’s tradition of tolerance and generosity in dealing with their monarch would never let them deal with him
      as the people of France and Britain had dealt with the great nationalist figures DeGaulle
      and Churchill.24
    


    
      Nevertheless, Mao Zedong would certainly counter-attack. At the September 1962 Beidaihe Conference, Mao Zedong
      put forth the “Never Forget Class Struggle” line. This line was put forth under the following circumstances.
    


    
      As a result of the three years of economic hardship, there was an extreme shortage of consumer goods in society,
      “and under the conditions of extreme poverty, we must begin anew the struggle to obtain necessities.” This
      struggle was especially sharp in the villages. In the integration of government administration and commune
      management, a segment of commune and brigade cadres grabbed comprehensive powers, turned collective property into
      their own private property, and changed the peasants into new-style serfs subservient to them. In connivance with
      them, many bad people engaged in graft and corruption, took more than their share, committed crimes, and
      oppressed the peasants. Under these circumstances, the new economic policy of three freedoms and one
      contract25 on the one hand brought
      village economy back to life. On the other, however, it also brought the potential for speculation and black
      marketeering. Yet it is obvious that these problems were only ailments left over from Mao Zedong’s extreme “left”
      policies of 1958. They could have been resolved with the rebirth of the national economy and with the renewal of
      stability in the economy of the production brigades (which actually had the economy of cooperatives), coupled
      with the national regime’s systematic attack on unhealthy trends and evil practices.
    


    
      However, Mao Zedong resolved to take advantage of this situation. He wanted to take these kinds of problems
      arising in the villages, and even in industry and mining, and place them on the heads of his enemies, to prove
      that all of them were people in authority taking the capitalist road and that conversely he
      was the one who had always been following the path of socialism.
    


    
      Attacking Khrushchevism was a very successful first step to achieve this result. From 1958 to 1960 the evils that
      Khrushchev had perpetrated against China, from interfering in China’s liberation of Taiwan by military force to
      tearing to shreds all agreements for economic cooperation, caused the Chinese Party and the Chinese people to
      hold a heartfelt disgust and hatred for him. If Khrushchev was a bastard, then certainly all of the things he did
      in the Soviet Union were bound to be evil. The liberalization and negation of Stalinism and the implementation of
      democratic reform in politics and economics were all bad; and so of course, anyone in China who tried to push
      Khrushchev-style reform would certainly be a bad person, certainly a Chinese Khrushchev.
    


    
      Who was this Chinese Khrushchev? It was, of course, the reform faction within the Party represented by Liu
      Shaoqi. They not only had pushed new economic policies in agriculture and had explored the possibility of using
      Sun Yefang-style26 reforms in
      industry and mining (this person came to be called China’s Liberman)27 but even had relaxed to a great extent the controls that had
      been placed on intellectuals and their work in culture and art since 1957. But this was not all. Even more
      frightful was that they might attempt to reverse the verdict against Peng Dehuai. This would be the same as
      Khrushchev’s attempt to reverse the verdict against Bukharin.
    


    
      The possibility of this existed. At the 7000- member conference, Peng Dehuai had submitted a request for the
      reversal of the decision against him,28 and among the Party members as a whole, the cry to reverse the verdict against Peng Dehuai
      was vocal. But in order to reach a compromise and save the situation, Liu Shaoqi wrote a compromise criticism
      against Peng Dehuai. On the one hand Liu affirmed the basic correctness of Peng’s opinions
      at Lushan but, on the other hand, criticized him for having “international backing.” But ever since the founding
      of a Marxist-Leninist Communist Party, charges of “international backing” during inner-Party struggles have
      become laughable. When Mao Zedong was closely following on the heels of Stalin in opposing Tito, he charged Tito
      precisely with changing the Communist Party from an international Party into a national Party. When Wang Ming
      opposed Mao Zedong, nobody could find fault with him for proudly citing his “international backing.” Didn’t Mao
      Zedong himself also have “international backing”? Hadn’t Dimitrov29 expressed his support for Mao Zedong? Even more to his
      disadvantage, in 1965 Mao Zedong could not help but shake hands with Peng Dehuai and “magnanimously” recognize
      one point: “Now we can see that it is very possible that history will prove you were correct and that truth was
      on your side.”
    


    
      The counter-attack [by Mao Zedong] finally opened with opposition to Peng Dehuai as the pretext. Now why was
      this? Had not Mao Zedong admitted that it was quite possible that Peng Dehuai was correct? Then why could he not
      be happy with anything other than the death of Peng Dehuai and those who were crying out at the injustice done to
      Peng Dehuai? Even today, people say that Mao’s intentions were good and that he was for the nation and the
      people. But such talk is without foundation. It is true that when Soviet great-power chauvinism clashed with the
      interests of the people, he was able to rise up to defend the people. However, when the people’s future and their
      interests came into conflict with his own personal interests and authority, he preferred, without the least
      hesitation, to protect his own individual authority at the price of plunging the people into catastrophe. In
      order to verify this point, we can find evidence in the transition from 1975 to 1976. We will later discuss that
      period.
    


    
      From the very first, the counter-attack was carried out in a conspiratorial manner.
    


    
      In 1963 Mao Zedong distrusted almost everyone. He had no choice but to turn his back on his word at
      Yanan30 and have his wife get
      involved in politics by allowing her to work in the culture and arts field as his “eyes and ears.” She did not
      fail to satisfy Mao Zedong’s expectations. In one to two years in the field of arts and culture, she collected a
      lot of ammunition for Mao Zedong’s counter-attack and gathered together a group of cultural hatchet-men. They
      then came up with “Hai Rui Dismissed From Office” and “Hai Rui Scolds the Emperor,” both written by Wu Han in
      1961. Weighed down by the case of Peng Dehuai for a nightmarishly long time, Mao Zedong immediately and
      intuitively sensed that these works were written to challenge him. Obviously, Hai Rui was Peng Dehuai.
    


    
      Now was the time to launch the attack!
    


    
      In September of 1965, when Mao Zedong submitted a criticism of Wu Han to the Central Committee, it did not
      receive any support. To attack using the legal methods laid down for inner-Party struggle no longer worked. This
      was because since the 7,000-member conference of 1962, the collective leadership of the Party had, yet once more,
      consolidated its position (the objective of Mao Zedong’s counter-attack was exactly to smash this position). The
      political situation within the Party had granted Peng Zhen,31 who was the Secretary responsible for culture and education within the Central
      Committee Secretariat, the power to refuse Mao Zedong’s personal order to criticize Wu Han. He and the whole
      Secretariat were collectively responsible only to the Politburo of the Central Committee. Since the Central
      Committee had not passed Mao Zedong’s resolution to criticize Wu Han, Peng Zhen certainly had the power to refuse
      to implement it. These were the fruits of the struggle fought by the inner-Party democratic reform faction since
      the Eighth Party Congress and the 7,000-member conference. Peng Zhen bravely defended these
      fruits, living up to the expectations for a righteous Communist Party member.
    


    
      Mao Zedong then had no other choice than to turn toward Shanghai and appoint Jiang Qing and Yao
      Wenyuan32 to conspire in writing an
      article criticizing Wu Han’s “Hai Rui Dismissed from Office.” After the article was drafted, in order to “keep
      the secret from Peking,” they did not even dare let Premier Zhou Enlai, who was revered by the whole Party, take
      a look at it. On November 10, 1965, “Criticisms of the New Historical Play ‘Hai Rui Dismissed from Office’” was
      finally printed in Shanghai’s Wenhuibao. The curtain finally had been raised to
      the prelude of the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      However, it was necessary first to annihilate Peng Zhen because he was obviously the forward fortress in Liu
      Shaoqi’s faction guarding the position of the collective leadership of the Party. From all the sabotage launched
      after the circulation of Yao Wenyuan’s article and from the rapidity with which the “February Outline” was
      formulated,33 we can see one point:
      Mao Zedong had made up his mind.
    


    
      At the Hangzhou conference of April 1965 Mao Zedong resourcefully took advantage of a weak point in the
      opposition due to Liu Shaoqi’s being far away in Yangguang and Peng Zhen’s willingness to compromise for the
      general good. He broke through Peng Zhen’s fortress. Now that the perimeter had been swept away (Peng Zhen, Luo
      Ruiqing, Lu Dingyi, and Yang Shangkun),34 the way was cleared. All he had to do was wait to gather forces that he could order about at
      will.
    


    
      We can now look back and answer comrade Jin Jun’s question. Did Mao Zedong’s greatness lie in the fact that
    


    
      he adopted a critical attitude toward the state that he himself established, and attacked
      the societal order which he should have been defending as Chairman, or that he adopted a critical attitude toward
      the Party which he served as Chairman and attacked the Party which called him Chairman…?
    


    
      No! Mao Zedong’s reactionary trait was precisely that he was not satisfied with the degree of autocracy and of
      centralization of power that had already been attained by the Stalinist-modelled Party and state. He demanded
      more autocracy and more centralization, but the democratic reform faction within the Party blocked his attempts.
      This obstruction developed to a degree so serious that it even threatened his continued ride on the neck of this
      Party as Chairman. Thereupon he decided to attack this Party, smash this Party, and establish a Mao Zedong
      Fascist Party. Wasn’t that obvious?
    


    
      III. THE CULTURAL REVOLUTION AND THE VICTORY OF MAO ZEDONG
    


    
      The lightning bolt of October 1976 attacked Jiang Qing, Zhang Chunqiao, Yao Wenyuan, and Wang Hongwen and
      scorched them black.35 Millions
      cheered and toasted each other when these few hateful people fell from power. But we could hear a few young
      people commenting: the leftists are defeated and the bureaucrats victorious. This almost became accepted by
      democratic youth throughout the world. They accepted that Mao Zedong, this unceasing revolutionary who did not
      know rest, had in his latter years already attained the knowledge of the likes of Trotsky
      and Tito, knowledge that bureaucratism and special privilege in this Stalin-style state of China had already not
      only become a trend but an institution. So this uniquely radical rebel ignored his own vested interests in this
      institution of which he had become highest representative and resolved to appeal to society and mobilize the
      people to arise and smash this bureaucratic system. But he failed. This was because his servants were no match
      for the overwhelming power of the bureaucratic system.
    


    
      I do not endorse this opinion. People should know that Mao Zedong was never an enemy of the bureaucratic system,
      and the facts bear this out. In fact, the case is just the opposite.
    


    
      Yes, it is a fact that Mao Zedong spoke a few sentences in opposition to bureaucratism. In 1964, he raised the
      problem of the “bureaucratic class” that was sucking the blood of the workers and peasants. And in 1967, while
      making an inspection tour of south-central China, he again said that the reason so many cadres were being
      attacked was because the masses were angry at their bureaucratic airs and unequal treatment of people. In 1970,
      in a conversation with Edgar Snow, he raised the question of China’s stratum of officialdom. In 1974 he even
      raised the problem of the unavoidable conflict between the lesser officials and common people on one side and the
      great personages on the other. So we can see that Mao Zedong appeared to be irreconcilable with the bureaucratic
      system.
    


    
      But prior to this, Mao Zedong said something even more wonderful, and we should not forget to cite it. In January
      1956, Mao Zedong said,
    


    
      There are several tens of thousands of cadres above the county committee level. The fate of the nation rests in
      their hands. If they do not work hard, or if they separate themselves from the masses, or do
      not arduously struggle, then the workers, peasants, and students will have reason not to agree with them. We must
      certainly be vigilant and guard against a bureaucratic style of work and not develop into a noble stratum
      isolated from the people.
    


    
      Okay, now let us take a look at these words.
    


    
      Obviously, in Mao Zedong’s view this kind of bureaucratic system in which the fate of the nation rested in the
      hands of several hundred thousand cadres rather than in the hands of the 600 million (now one billion) people was
      a good system and one that should exist. The only thing that needed attention was that the bureaucrats should
      examine their own work style and not bully and oppress the masses.
    


    
      But what is so unique about this? Where in history is there a bureaucratic system whose highest leader or leading
      organization did not make demands and place restrictions on its middle and lower level bureaucrats? If the
      highest leaders actually did permit their middle and lower level bureaucrats unscrupulously to bully and oppress
      the masses, it would signify that this system was on the brink of collapse.
    


    
      The Principles of the Paris Commune raised by Marxism are not only opposed to a particular bureaucratic system;
      their quintessence is opposition to bureaucratic systems in general. What is to be used to replace a bureaucratic
      system? It could only be the democratic system of a people’s republic.
    


    
      The Bolsheviks were familiar with Marx’s theory regarding the necessity of the proletariat smashing the old
      bureaucratic system; but what system would those who considered themselves the heirs of the Bolsheviks, Stalin and Mao Zedong substitute for the old bureaucratic system? They used a new kind of
      bureaucratic system--the communist party bureaucratic system!
    


    
      Of course, everyone clearly understood that this new bureaucratic system was only the unavoidable product of the
      few tumultuous and difficult years following the October Revolution. As far as Lenin was concerned, it was a
      bitter fruit that was difficult to swallow, but nonetheless had to be swallowed. But for Stalin and Mao Zedong it
      was a joyous treat, a superbly sweet and refreshing ginseng.
    


    
      So, once again, how are we to interpret the fact that Mao Zedong repeatedly incited the Red Guards to attack this
      so-called bureaucratic stratum during the Cultural Revolution? And how are we to interpret the promulgation of
      the “Sixteen Points” at the Eleventh Plenum of the Eighth Party Congress [April 1966], at which Mao Zedong
      unexpectedly made the realization of the Principles of the Paris Commune the goal of the revolution?
    


    
      We must clearly understand that no matter how many different characteristics there are between this new type of
      bureaucratic system, founded on the basis of state ownership of property, as against the old bureaucratic systems
      which throughout history were founded on systems of private ownership of property, there is one point common to
      both. It is that under these systems it is still not possible for the people to master their own fate. Their fate
      rests in the hands of the officials. The fate of the officials rests in the hands of the state. The fate of the
      state rests in the hands of the Party. And the fate of the Party, under the best of conditions, rests only in the
      hands of a group of leaders who in reality are not selected by means of general Party elections. It was under
      these circumstances that Stalin and Mao Zedong did their utmost to place the fate of the whole Party in their
      individual hands.
    


    
      However, since the people felt that their fate always lay in the hands of the existing
      cadres, contradictions and conflicts between the people and the cadres were unavoidable. Especially when Mao
      Zedong pushed erroneous and extreme policies throughout the nation or when such policies met with failure and
      gave rise to widespread tumult and poverty, this conflict became increasingly sharp.
    


    
      Mao Zedong really did not dislike this system. As stated above, it was only that he suspected that there would
      always be within the Party a force of opposition which would not allow him to handle the fate of the people as he
      pleased. He wanted to eliminate this opposition force. But where could he go to find support for his power? We
      already know that in 1962 he could not get his way by abiding by legal methods in the inner-Party struggle.
      Because of this, he had no choice other than to deceive and take advantage of the people. And while deceiving and
      taking advantage of the people, he wanted to conceal and whitewash his own true intentions. So Mao Zedong told
      the people that those factions in opposition to him were all scoundrels, a bunch of bureaucrats, and that as soon
      as they came to power the people would again meet with bitterness and suffering. The best way to deal with this
      problem was to smash the opposition factions and let Mao Zedong rule forever. Theoretically, this would place the
      overall control of the Party and state in the hands of the “true Marxists.” But in all of China and in all of the
      world, were there really no “true Marxists” other than Mao Zedong?
    


    
      Consequently in the great turmoil of the last half of 1966, the situation of China’s social classes was indeed
      somewhat complicated and confusing, and Mao Zedong appeared actually to stand on the side of the people in
      opposition to the bureaucrats.
    


    
      However, just then in a Peking alley to which no one would ever pay any attention, a thin and frail youth wearing
      thick glasses was, cool-headedly, writing a page of his dairy recording the true class
      situation in the Chinese society of the time:
    


    
      August 3, 1966.
    


    
      After work joined a shop meeting condemning Song Yuxin. Song was quite grave… It rained on the meeting; most of
      the masses searched out umbrellas or otherwise got out of the rain. There was Song Ailin. If I had had an
      umbrella I would have wanted to go over and give him a beating… Do I care about him? No. His living high on the
      hog, use of phony politics to make trouble for people, and self-serving attitude all make me hate him to the
      bone. But I cannot agree with the hypocritical interrogation by the masses: “Why did you revise the eight points?
      Why don’t you let us study Mao’s works? Why don’t you accept a single face press for the printing of Mao’s
      works?” Preposterous. It is as if these are the only charges that could be considered crimes.
    


    
      The name of the youth who wrote this diary was Yu Luoke.36
    


    
      Three obvious contradictions are reflected in the dairy: the contradiction between the masses and the cadres, the
      contradiction between the cadres and Mao Zedong, and the contradiction between the masses and Mao Zedong.
    


    
      That the masses criticized and “struggled” the cadres was because of the conflict arising between the masses and
      the bureaucratization of the cadres. But this sort of bureaucratization was not completely a
      result of the personal style of the cadres; rather it was an inevitable result of the people not being able to
      control their own fate under Mao Zedong’s autocratic system. However, the people had no consciousness of this;
      they just gave the cadres an enumeration of their “crimes,” the first and foremost of which was exactly that the
      cadres were in opposition to Mao Zedong. (This was truly a false accusation!) This shows that in the last half of
      1966 the interests of the masses in opposing bureaucratism were still subordinate to the interests of Mao Zedong
      in expanding autocracy. The instincts of the masses in demanding opposition to bureaucratism were taken up by Mao
      Zedong as battle-dress in expanding autocratic dictatorship over the nation. The slogan “Down with Whoever
      Opposes Chairman Mao” was promoted by Lin Biao. Who shouted it? The people. But whom did this cudgel finally hurt
      the most? Again the people.
    


    
      Let us take another look at how Mao Zedong proceeded step-by-step toward the realization of his objective. On May
      16, 1966, Mao Zedong released the May 16th Circular to the whole Party. It proclaimed his victory in mopping up
      the forward bastion of the democratic reform faction in the Party, Peng Zhen, and announced the immediate
      establishment of the Central Cultural Revolution Small Group directly subordinate to him, to replace the
      troublesome Party Secretariat, which he had long resolved to eliminate. Although this was an example of a
      seriously anti-Party act on Mao Zedong’s part, he finally was able to force the Party Central Committee to submit
      to his will, becoming commander of the whole Party. Who could question his authority?
    


    
      That being done, he could now convene a meeting of the full Central Committee. Such a meeting had not been
      convened in the entire four years since the Beidaihe Conference. But what did it matter? So long as the situation
      within the Party was not favorable to Mao Zedong, he was definitely not interested in
      convening a plenum.
    


    
      However, Mao Zedong was truly a person who had none of the flavor of a literati. This being a meeting where his
      long-standing enemies would have to show their cards, he had to plan out a surefire strategy. As a result, the
      Eleventh Plenum of the Eighth Central Committee [August 1966] was convened with the 38th Army overlooking the
      city and in an atmosphere of the “revolutionary teachers and students” eyeing their prey.
    


    
      Mao Zedong finally attained victory. He toppled Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping and in the end “legally” obtained
      supreme and absolute power in the Party. And Lin Biao, his “closest comrade-in-arms,” who had saved him in the
      inner-Party crisis of 1962, was now designated successor by imperial edict.
    


    
      However, since he had employed such a great deal of pressure and obtained only a little more than half the votes
      of the Central Committee members, Mao clearly saw that his victory was forced. There was a crisis lurking beneath
      the surface, and Mao Zedong could not know when it would erupt. Therefore it was necessary for him to use the
      power of the people to smash the opposition from top to bottom. Whereupon he donned his military clothing,
      ascended the rostrum of the Gate of Heavenly Peace and beckoned to the countless thousands of fanatic and naive
      Red Guards. He wanted them to go and make “revolution”; he wanted them to “rebel”; and he wanted them to smash
      all people who opposed him or who were suspected of opposing him.
    


    
      In the minds of people, the fanatic worship of a leader by countless thousands of youth, the insane persecution
      of all whom they considered to be enemies of their leader, and the senseless destruction of human culture easily
      brought to mind the golden age of the Third Reich of the 1930s.
    


    
      In a 1935 Moscow speech, Togliatti37
      had already described Fascism as a kind of populist reactionary political power. It is
      reactionary but it is also a type of political power that has the support of the broad masses. However, it must
      be added that no matter whether it be a German head of state or Mao Zedong, leaders must get the masses to
      endorse fraudulent slogans, which ultimately may be turned on them in mockery and used to expose the leader’s
      true intentions in front of the people.
    


    
      People remember the thirties, the time when Hitler had already become the master of Germany. Hitler only emerged
      to speak when those in the left wing of the Nazi Party who really believed in that party’s socialism attempted to
      control the employer’s association and nationalize industry, and when even Nazi Party economist Gottfried
      Feder38 insisted upon implementing
      the Party program for nationalizing large enterprises, sharing the profits with the nation, withholding incomes
      from those who do not work, and eliminating the system of “interest slavery.” To Hitler, the socialist slogans of
      the Nazi Party were nothing but propaganda, and no more than the means to win over the masses in his grab for
      political power. Now that he already held political power, there was no further need to show any interest in
      these slogans. He announced: “We need not act stupidly and turn everything upside down just because of some
      propositions in our program, but must wisely and prudently implement our ideas.”
    


    
      In this connection Hitler replaced the Nazi “radical element” that had been attempting to seize control of the
      employers’ association and restored Krupp to a leadership position.
    


    
      It is all very interesting. At the beginning of the Cultural Revolution, Mao Zedong appeared as if he were a
      promoter of the Principles of the Paris Commune. He called the big character posters written by Nie
      Yuanzi39 and seven others the
      manifesto of China’s Paris Commune and the Peking Commune manifesto. He inspired people with the impression that
      the object of the Cultural Revolution was to finish off China’s bureaucratic system and
      establish a democratic system of communes--a true People’s Republic. In obtaining his decisive victory at the
      Eleventh Plenum of the Eighth Central Committee, by ratification of the Sixteen Points, he again made use of a
      Party resolution to inform the people that the Principles of the Paris Commune were the objective that must be
      realized by the Great Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      However, when the Red Guards and a portion of workers whom he incited seized power from his opposition throughout
      the country, and when this tide of seizing power known as the “January Revolution” really took the realization of
      Marx’s objective as the order of the day, the “Principles of the Paris Commune” suddenly did not count.
    


    
      Let us take a look at the Shanghai “January Revolution.”
    


    
      On February 5, 1967, after seizing power and thinking that Mao Zedong ardently loved the Principles of the Paris
      Commune, the Shanghai “rebels” announced the establishment of the “Shanghai People’s Commune.” In its founding
      declaration, the Shanghai People’s Commune announced that “after the comprehensive victory in seizing power in
      Shanghai from the bottom up, the leading members of the Shanghai People’s Commune were elected by the
      revolutionary masses in accordance with the Principles of the Paris Commune.” It is “a brand-new local and
      national institution created under the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat.” Really quite
      pretentious.
    


    
      But with the Central Cultural Revolution Group manipulating the rebel organizations, and with the people not
      having recognized the advantages of their own independence, could Shanghai really and truly implement the
      Principles of the Paris Commune? Yet just the prospect of such a possibility was enough to cause Mao Zedong to
      feel uneasy.
    


    
      On February 23, 1967, the short-lived “Shanghai People’s Commune” was suddenly replaced by
      the “Shanghai Municipal Revolutionary Committee.” (This, too, provides proof of Mao Zedong’s respect for the
      creative initiative of the people.) But why was this? On February 24, the day after Zhang Chunqiao’s removal of
      the “Shanghai People’s Commune” sign, he conveyed Mao Zedong’s opinion to the people of Shanghai:
    


    
      If everything is turned into communes, what is to become of the Party? Where will the Party go? Commune
      committees have both Party and non-Party members; where does the Party Committee fit in?
    


    
      If this happened throughout the nation, that would lead to a change in the entire political structure and a
      change in the name of the country. Some other countries may not recognize our existence. It is too troublesome,
      quite meaningless and of no practical purpose.
    


    
      A few months later, while discussing the Cultural Revolution with foreigners, he again informed us:
    


    
      Some people say elections are very good, very democratic. I think that election is a very civilized word, but I
      do not think there are true elections. I am an elected people’s representative from the Peking district, but how
      many people in Peking really understand me? As for Zhou Enlai, he was appointed to the
      position of Premier by the Central Committee.
    


    
      Poor Marx, pedantic Marx! How could you not understand that the Principles of the Paris Commune, aside from
      deceiving the people, were of “no practical purpose”? How could you not understand that the system of appointment
      from the top down is the most equitable system?
    


    
      In Mao Zedong’s view, democracy was only a device, a device that only he could play around with in the palm of
      his hand to turn the world upside down, to monopolize everything, including, of course, the people. His own
      “democracy” was the people’s “democracy”; his own desires were the people’s desires. Whoever did not approve of
      his standard was not one of the people but rather an enemy of the people. This was the totality of Mao Zedong’s
      political philosophy.
    


    
      At the illegally expanded Twelfth Plenum of the Eighth Central Committee [October 1968], in which he forever
      expelled Liu Shaoqi from the Party, someone apparently questioned the legality of his power. He arrogantly
      responded: Who conferred power upon us?
    


    
      It was the working class, the people, and the masses. We represented the people in overthrowing the enemies of
      the people, so the people support us.
    


    
      In this manner, Mao Zedong, China’s last true emperor, self-confident and insufferably arrogant in the
      intoxication of victory, climbed to the pinacle of his power in the most triumphant moment of his life–the Ninth
      Party Congress.
    


    
      Truly this was a “victory Congress,” but it was not the people’s victory. All that the people got out of this
      “revolution” was disaster. What caused the people to sing and dance the loyalty songs and dances about how the
      sunflower turns to the sun was no longer a natural impulse arising in the people–it was
      coercion by the “dictatorship of the proletariat” at the grass roots. Nor was it a victory for the Communist
      Party of China. All the Chinese Communist Party achieved at this plenum was galling shame and humiliation, and it
      lost all of the ground it had gained at the Eighth Congress. The designation “vanguard of the proletariat” with
      respect to the Chinese Communist Party was no longer an honor but rather a bad joke.
    


    
      However, reacting in this way by respecting and revering Mao Zedong as an emperor and placing Lin Biao second
      only to Mao Zedong represented merely the last glow of China’s burdensome and repressive historical tradition.
      Mao Zedong’s fast train would soon come to the end of its tracks, and in Mao Zedong’s path one could faintly see
      the syllables-- DE-FEAT!
    


    
      IV. THE CULTURAL REVOLUTION AND THE DEFEAT OF MAO ZEDONG
    


    
      On September 13, 1971, Lin Biao was buried in the dunes of Mongolia while fleeing toward the Soviet Union after
      the failure of his “5-7–1” coup attempt.40 The impact of this incident on Chinese society was truly immense. People had not believed
      that a conflict could have erupted between Mao Zedong and Lin Biao. People simply could not imagine a Lin Biao
      whose hand was not holding the Quotations of Mao Zedong. But the Quotations of Chairman Mao in the hand of Lin
      Biao had been transformed into a pistol aimed at Mao Zedong. How could this possibly have happened?
    


    
      People remember 1960, the time when Lin Biao replaced Peng Dehuai, took charge of the work of the Military
      Affairs Committee and immediately “held high the great red banner of Mao Zedong,” a time when Mao Zedong’s position in the Party was faced with crisis as a result of the failure of the policies of
      the Great Leap Forward. In the 1962 debate within the Party, Lin Biao helped Mao Zedong once again. In his view,
      the multitudes of people who died of starvation as a result of the failure of the Great Leap Forward were only a
      “small tuition fee” paid by those who had the right to freely control the fate of the people. He argued that the
      three-year crisis in the national economy was not the result of Mao Zedong’s extreme leftist policies but exactly
      the opposite. It was the result of people interfering with Mao Zedong Thought. Because of this, it was not
      necessary to cast aside the red banner of Mao Zedong. Rather, the red banner of Mao Zedong should be held even
      higher. One can imagine Mao Zedong’s feelings of gratitude.
    


    
      In 1963 Mao Zedong praised Lin Biao’s creative political work in the military.
    


    
      In 1964 Mao Zedong issued the call for the whole nation to learn from the People’s Liberation Army.
    


    
      This was completely in accord with Mao Zedong’s ideas on overall combat strategy. He took the workers, peasants,
      merchants, students, and soldiers of the whole country and formed them into one great armed camp. On this
      foundation he implemented a to-each-according-to-his-needs (to each in accordance with the needs of simple
      reproduction of the social strata) military-communist system. This was the ideal that Mao Zedong was seeking. In
      his famous letter to Lin Biao of May 7, 1966, he further systematized his 1958 outline for utopia. Of course,
      such a military-communist utopia necessitated a worship of individuals and a one-man dictatorship. This was just
      what Mao Zedong needed and loved.
    


    
      It was perfectly clear. Mao Zedong selected Lin Biao because Lin Biao catered to all of Mao Zedong’s political
      requirements. Furthermore, the universal chaos in society of the Cultural Revolution heightened the need to rely
      on the military. But as Lin Biao’s power rapidly waxed stronger, it became a case of the
      tail [Lin Biao] wanting to wag the dog [Mao Zedong].
    


    
      Everyone knows that the most vexing problem for a man of ambition and intrigue is how, after attaining victory,
      to dispose of those of his own ilk.
    


    
      The question of “where to place Lin Biao?” became pressing after the “victory congress.” The selection of
      personnel for the Fourth National People’s Congress was carried out in complete secrecy. It was a struggle for
      the redistribution of property and power. The bureaucratic system of the nation had already come under the
      complete control of the military and had taken on a military character. The job of the Fourth National People’s
      Congress was to legally recognize the fait accompli, and the symbol of recognition was to be the re-establishment
      of the post of State Chairman, with Lin Biao assuming the office.
    


    
      The State Chairmanship, what an irritating position! As soon as it was mentioned, Mao Zedong recalled those
      unhappy days of December 1958. At that time, with the policies of the Great Leap Forward failing, and thus forced
      to implement retrenchment policies, Mao Zedong had given up the post of State Chairman. He most unwillingly
      turned it over to the hands of the opposition--Liu Shaoqi, whom he had already decided to get rid of in 1955, but
      had been unable to because it had led to the Gao Gang incident.41
    


    
      But now what should he do? Take the post of State Chairman once again? In that case, his true motives in
      attacking Liu Shaoqi would immediately become clear to everyone. That would have been as useless as roasting
      himself over the coals. What about letting Lin Biao assume the post of State Chairman? That would certainly have
      promoted the development of a new political center that would destabilize the dictatorial position that Mao
      Zedong had established at the Ninth Party Congress. This was something he could never
      permit. And besides, could Lin Biao really be trusted?
    


    
      So Mao Zedong decided not to re-establish the position of State Chairman. His personal will was the highest
      Constitution, and he had this power.
    


    
      However, when a conflict broke out between the interests of Mao and the interests of Lin Biao and of the
      burgeoning military bureaucrats he represented, the cult of personality immediately and completely vanished.
      Lushan once again became the battlefield for an inner-Party struggle. But it was not like the one of 1959; it was
      not a battle between justice and injustice. This was a battle between conspiracies. So when the people were told,
      after the fact, that Lin Biao’s anti-Party program of the Second Plenum of the Ninth Central Committee [the
      Lushan conference of 1970] was in fact a program for re-establishing the position of State Chairman, no wonder
      they still could not understand why calling for the re-establishment of the post of State Chairman could become
      an anti-Party program.
    


    
      The eruption of the Lin Biao affair immediately destroyed the stable situation that had been achieved in China
      since the Ninth Congress. People’s eyes were opened, and all kinds of societal undercurrents that had been
      suppressed promptly emerged.
    


    
      Previously, who could have dared hope for the day when this “all-red” world would change?42 Who could have dared imagine that there could be such
      intense struggles in the Party center? And who could have dared harbor the slightest suspicion of the brilliance
      of Mao Zedong?
    


    
      In order to cover up his errors, Mao Zedong publicized his July 1966 personal letter to Jiang Qing.43 But it was to no effect. The people, aside
      from generally being suspicious of the authenticity of this letter, asked why Chairman Mao would play a trick on
      the Party and the people by personally making Lin Biao his successor, if early on he had expressed
      dissatisfaction with Lin Biao’s conduct. Was this sort of political situation normal?
      Further, the defeated cadres felt, if there was a process by which Chairman Mao came to recognize that Lin Biao
      was a scoundrel, is there no process by which to recognize that we were good people? The hopes and demands for
      redress gained a kind of spiritual strength.
    


    
      Criticize the extreme “left”? Certainly! Only by criticizing the extreme “left” could the true face of Marxism be
      restored. Only by criticizing the extreme “left” could the national economy and culture and education be saved
      from repeated destruction by the Mao Zedong-Lin Biao line. Only by criticizing the extreme “left” could the vast
      numbers of cadres and the broad masses who had been persecuted obtain retribution. In short, only by criticizing
      the extreme “left” could the chains binding every kind of social development in China be broken.
    


    
      By 1972, criticizing the extreme “left” had become a spontaneous historical tide of struggle by which the vast
      numbers of cadres and broad masses sought to liberate themselves. It became an exposé and criticism of the Mao
      Zedong-Lin Biao reactionary revolution that had transpired within the Cultural Revolution. It symbolized the
      power of reform within the Chinese Communist Party and marked the beginning of the Chinese people’s recognition
      of their own interests. It initiated an independent movement for safeguarding one’s own interests. Even though
      Mao Zedong had, in the past, been able to arouse the multitudes of the masses whom he had deceived to crusade
      against his enemies, it was now no longer possible. The people were no longer battling for Mao Zedong; they were
      battling for themselves. The movement to criticize the extreme “left” reached its symbolic pinacle with an
      article by the brilliant Party theoretician Wang Che: “Notes on Anti-Duhring.” It
      was the earliest declaration of the liberation of social thinking in China, and it hailed the arrival of a new
      era. This article bravely exposed Lin Biao’s great crime of turning Mao Zedong Thought into
      an absolute theory when Mao Zedong Thought could not and cannot be absolute. By this, it implied that the worship
      of Mao Zedong as an individual should be criticized and that Mao Zedong was really not an omnipotent diety
      incapable of making mistakes. To admit that even Mao Zedong could make mistakes is the foremost spiritual
      precondition for the liberation of all the social forces oppressed by Mao Zedong’s autocracy.
    


    
      As yet we have no conclusive evidence of the kind of reaction Mao Zedong had upon reading this article. But we
      witnessed his immediate counter-attack to recoup his losses!
    


    
      In late 1972 Red Flag magazine published a famous serialized article which
      stressed that the essence of the Lin Biao line was extremely rightist, that it was a right-wing opportunist line
      “so rightist that it cannot be further to the right.”
    


    
      Then, in the spring of 1973, the office of the People’s Daily organized a
      criticism of Hu Jiwei and Wang Ruoshui.44 They were accused of having criticized the extreme “left” and allegedly having criticized
      the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      Thereafter, newspapers and magazines all over the nation made an about-turn and began criticizing the “rightist
      resurgence” of 1972.
    


    
      Why did Mao Zedong get so impatient? Why did he so hastily organize a counter-attack? This can only be explained
      by the emergence of new class relations in Chinese society following the September 13th incident [Lin Biao’s
      purported coup].
    


    
      After Lin Biao and his clique were toppled, the question of how to evaluate the Cultural Revolution became acute.
      This not only led to the problem of selecting the personnel for the Fourth People’s Congress, but moreover
      involved the problem of who would fill the power vacuum left by Lin Biao and his clique.
    


    
      Who indeed would fill it? All that remained of the victorious Mao Zedong clique of the
      Cultural Revolution were the Central Cultural Revolution Group and their trusted lackeys. They were a bunch of
      ambitious upstarts who were planning to grab even more power and to rely on the strength of this power to
      perpetuate the inner-Party and societal connections that had been established since the Ninth Congress.
    


    
      But the losers of the Cultural Revolution, the democratic reform faction within the Party and those opportunist
      bureaucrats who had been repeatedly attacked, were able to rise up anew after the repression was reduced. After
      the loss of Liu Shaoqi, Zhou Enlai, this figure of history who was always able to maintain balance and unity
      within the Party whenever there were serious inner Party conflicts, became their banner and their saviour. In the
      short one or two years after the September 13th Incident, Deng Xiaoping, Tan Zhenlin, Ulanfu, Liao Chengzhi, Zhao
      Ziyang, and such others in this large group of veteran cadres were liberated due to the solicitude of Zhou
      Enlai.45 Thereupon, a new political
      center was quietly formed within the Party, though without the express will of Zhou Enlai.
    


    
      But what of the people? They had long been dissatisfied with their oppression and harrassment by Mao Zedong and
      his clique. They were often nostalgic about the benefits brought to them by the new economic policies of the
      Sixties. Their anger was aggravated when they thought of the “ignorant childrens’ association” type schools which
      had goaded their children into becoming illiterates and delinquents.46 They felt it was better to let the old leaders, who at a
      minimum thought and acted like ordinary people, come back to work rather than let those new leaders whose mouths
      were full of nonsense make a mess of the nation. The sympathies of the people had already shifted toward the
      veteran cadres.
    


    
      The key to this was Zhou Enlai!
    


    
      “He is their banner. We must blow him over. If we cannot blow him over today, then we must
      prepare to blow them over tomorrow,” thought the Central Cultural Revolution Group.
    


    
      “He is a banner. We must protect him. No matter whether it is today or tomorrow we must protect him,” thought the
      Party’s reformist faction and the broad masses of the people.
    


    
      In July 1972, after listening to Yang Zhenning’s47 opinion on strengthening research in basic theory, Zhou Enlai directed Zhou
      Peiyuan48 to reorganize Peking
      University and ordered that “all obstacles must be swept away and all nails pulled out.” Who were these
      obstacles? Who were these nails? This was quite clear!
    


    
      Zhang Chunqiao was diametrically opposed: “Zhou Peiyuan has back-stage support. It doesn’t matter how high or how
      tough it is, it must be criticized.” He was also very clear about who his enemy was.
    


    
      However, this conflict did not become white hot right away. Zhou Enlai withdrew. He understood what a fierce
      frontal attack by Jiang Qing, Zhang Chunqiao, and Yao Wenyuan (the Cultural Revolution Faction), with Mao Zedong
      as their patron, would imply. With astonishing patience, he tolerated the Zhang Tiesheng incident.49 he tolerated the Huang Shuai
      incident,50 and he tolerated the
      Fengqinglun incident.51 He tolerated the Antonioni incident,52 and tolerated other such incidents which formed a chain of provocation and insult
      directed at him.
    


    
      However, Jiang Qing, Zhang Chunqiao, Yao Wenyuan, and Wang Hongwen were not willing to let it go at that. They
      resolved to topple Zhou Enlai. With the Tenth Congress having been held at the time of their counter-attack, it
      seemed that things had gone well for them. They not only had entered the political arena in one fell swoop; Wang
      Hongwen in effect had replaced Lin Biao in the position of successor. Since they were winning victory after
      victory, why should they stop? Wasn’t it better to go ahead and topple Zhou Enlai?
    


    
      In 1974 the Criticize Lin Biao and Confucius campaign got under way.53 Mao Zedong was obviously trying to use the criticism of
      Confucius to turn back the spontaneous mass criticism against the extreme “left.” He tossed in for criticism a
      “Lin Biao” unknown to the people in order to cover up the more direct origin of the problem produced by Lin
      Biao-- the worship of Mao Zedong as an individual. Saying that Mao Zedong’s initial objective in launching the
      Criticize Confucius campaign was to topple Zhou is groundless. Zhou Enlai’s foundations in the Party were
      actually too well entrenched. Even though the opposition factions that had been dispersed were flocking around
      Zhou Enlai and thereby constituted a threat to Mao Zedong, Mao Zedong clearly saw that Zhou Enlai himself was not
      a man of ambition (this has been further proven by history) and that as far as Mao Zedong was concerned, perhaps
      the advantages to such a situation outweighed the disadvantages. In any kind of autocratic rule, there must be,
      at its highest level, a representative of justice. If such a position is not held by the emperor himself, then it
      must be held by one of his worthy ministers. This was because such a position was the last hope of protection for
      the oppressed people and lower officials who had been wronged. If even this flame of justice is extinguished,
      then chaos is imminent.
    


    
      But the “Cultural Revolution Faction” resolved to turn this campaign into a new Cultural Revolution. They did not
      know, and did not care to know, that the world had changed. They were still dreaming a sweet dream: that at their
      slightest hint, suggestion, or instigation, the multitudes of radical student youth would shout “Defend Chairman
      Mao to the Death” and “Protect Comrade Jiang Qing” and violently attack the targets of their hints, biting and
      tearing at them, just as in 1966. They thought that this historical farce could be left
      intact and played out once again. All that was needed was Jiang Qing to beat the drum.
    


    
      But no one picked up on this pocket-edition of the Great Cultural Revolution. No matter whether it be Jiang Qing
      speaking at a mass meeting to criticize Confucius, or Wang Hongwen speaking at the Central Reading Class, or long
      articles revealing the true nature of the Criticize “Confucius” campaign, nothing could stir the people to rise
      up and attack Zhou Enlai as they had Liu Shaoqi. Even those who had followed them throughout the “Whole Country
      Is Red,”54 such as Weng Linya and Liu
      Jifa who now once again stood to gain after having been kicked aside by Mao Zedong and the Central Cultural
      Revolution Group, were not willing to be their cat’s paws. Aside from scrambling for power, these people were not
      willing to be the vanguard in toppling Zhou.
    


    
      What was more, they [the Cultural Revolution Faction radicals] were even more bluntly questioned by the Li Yizhe
      big-character poster “On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System” that appeared on a Canton street corner: “What
      do you really want to burn with this fire?” The Li Yizhe big-character poster represented the rupture between the
      generation produced by the Cultural Revolution and Mao Zedong’s imperial use of revolution, as well as this
      generation’s introspection concerning that “revolution.” These doubts presaged the mass wave that would soon
      smash the Lin Biao system!
    


    
      Just at this time, there appeared before the “Cultural Revolution Faction” a new enemy, a staunch, evil-hating
      leader of the opposition, Deng Xiaoping.
    


    
      In order for Deng Xiaoping to come forward and resume work, he of course had to obtain the agreement of Mao
      Zedong. It seemed that Mao Zedong still very much appreciated Deng Xiaoping, and he said a lot of good things
      about him. But this was all necessarily predicated on a promise by Deng Xiaoping that he would “never overturn
      the verdict.” All a person had to do was guarantee that he would “never overturn the verdict” and he could then be employed. Once again we see Mao Zedong’s “breadth of mind.”
    


    
      But this time Mao Zedong’s recruitment of deserters and traitors had no effect. As long as only the mere will of
      Mao Zedong ran counter to the will of society, the will of society would certainly find a representative to
      embody its will.
    


    
      The Fourth People’s Congress convened in January 1975. Zhou Enlai, though very ill, chaired the Congress and
      proposed the inspiring “Four Modernizations” plan. This was already the second time he had made this proposal.
      The first time had been in the thriving atmosphere of the new economic policies of 1964. The “modernizations”
      plan was enormously popular. In the intervening ten years, people had grown tired of the endless power struggles
      and social upheaval. They hoped for a life of peace and material plenty. Unemployment among the multitudes of
      intellectual youth and the wages of workers that had been so long frozen had built up intense dissatisfaction
      throughout society. The rapid changes and development of the economies of other countries in the world also would
      force China to change to accelerate the development of the national economy so as to fit the new world.
    


    
      Under such pressing demands from society, Deng Xiaoping would have to find a way to lead China’s modernization
      program forward. But the situation was clear: as soon as he would take up a concrete method, there would be a
      recurrence of what had happened in the early Sixties. There would be conflict with the fait accompli that Mao
      Zedong had created during the Cultural Revolution. As we have said many times, this was something that Mao Zedong
      could not permit. Mao Zedong could tolerate anything except a challenge to his personal authority. He could even
      fathom the feelings of the people and write directives on “The Need to Secure Unity” and “Raising the National
      Economy,” but as soon as anything threatened his supreme position, he would, as we have seen
      so many times, not hesitate to take the people’s interests and desires for national rejuvenation and toss them
      into a pool of blood.
    


    
      In August 1975 Liu Bing, Vice Party Secretary of Qinghua University, submitted a letter to Mao Zedong requesting
      action concerning the intolerable behavior of Chi Qun and Xie Jingyi, two trusted followers whom Mao Zedong had
      placed in positions at Qinghua University. This letter had the support of the Minister of Education, Zhou
      Rongxin, and Deng Xiaoping. Obviously this letter was a product of Deng Xiaoping’s work in reorganizing
      education. Only by complying with Zhou Enlai’s directive to “sweep aside all obstacles, pull out all nails” could
      the work of reorganizing education be smoothly carried out.
    


    
      Mao Zedong immediately seized upon this incident and mounted a counter-attack. On November 3 he answered: Liu
      Bing wants to get rid of Chi Qun and young Xie, but the spear is aimed at me. He pointed out that Liu Bing’s
      letter was not an isolated incident but a pointed expression of the struggle between two classes, two paths, and
      two lines. He demanded that the Liu Bing letter be opened to debate.55
    


    
      With this move, the great image of Mao Zedong in People’s China was destroyed with a boom!
    


    
      In the past the people had always been willing to accept arguments such as: Chairman Mao is a humble person and
      able to accept opposing views; it was only Lin Biao and some other such people who got us into this. It seemed
      that Chairman Mao was above criticism, but now people saw Mao Zedong himself stand up and announce that he and
      even his trusted followers were sacred and inviolable.
    


    
      In the past, at the same time that people were expressing abomination for Jiang Qing, Chi Qun, and that group of
      new nobility, they were always willing to believe that Mao Zedong abhorred them the same as they did and that
      they were able to continue to do wrong only because of all kinds of other reasons. But now
      the buffer had disappeared and their hopes had been smashed. They saw Mao Zedong stand up and announce support
      for those whom the people abhorred.
    


    
      On January 8, 1976, Premier Zhou Enlai, the man so loved and respected by the people, passed away. In the
      bone-chilling wind, the people stopped and stood in the street with tears in their eyes in tribute to the
      Premier’s hearse. Oh, how they wished that Mao Zedong could have had the same feelings as they. But they
      discovered to their shock that Mao Zedong expressed no grief at all but rather supported those bastards who were
      gloating over the disaster.
    


    
      And they were further shocked to see Deng Xiaoping, the only man who could express their hopes after the death of
      Premier Zhou, and the man who naturally should succeed Zhou Enlai, suddenly disappear from the political
      stage.56
    


    
      Since 1949 the people had trusted Mao Zedong. Mao Zedong could bring them happiness. Mao Zedong could give them
      alms of rain and sunshine. Even though the people met with tragedy several times, they all believed that these
      were absolutely not due to the mistakes of Mao Zedong, but were rather due to the mistakes of Mao Zedong’s
      opposition. But this time was different. People saw with their own eyes the whole process of struggle within the
      Party after the September 13th Incident [Lin Biao’s fall], and personally learned through experience who in the
      Party represented their interests and who violated their interests. They even compared for themselves the
      political program of Deng Xiaoping (the “Three Big Poisonous Weeds”)57 with the political program of the Cultural Revolution
      Faction. We should note that such a right to compare was prohibited by Stalin, from the Russian Communist Party’s
      Eleventh Congress onward,58 and
      therefore had never emerged within the Chinese Communist Party. Now Mao Zedong wanted to topple the Deng Xiaoping
      that they were supporting and to criticize the programme that they were endorsing. Suddenly
      everything became clear! After having “opposed revisionism” for ten-plus years, the people all went over to stand
      on the side of “revisionism.” Then when Mao Zedong called on them to “Criticize Deng” and “Counter-attack the
      Right-Deviationist Wind to Reverse Verdicts,” the people really took action and once again flooded into the
      streets. What is interesting is that those who took the lead were still the Red Guards of that year. However,
      this time they were not fighting to protect Mao Zedong, but rather were fighting to resist Mao Zedong.
    


    
      No person, no matter how great, can bully the people and not be punished. History had already arranged Mao
      Zedong’s Waterloo.
    


    
      In the clear and heavy drizzle of early April at the square of the Gate of Heavenly Peace (Tiananmen), beneath
      the memorial to the “Eternal Glory of the People’s Heroes” written in Mao Zedong’s own hand, one of the great
      revolutionary mass movements of Chinese history began.59
    


    
      We do not plan to describe the development of the Tiananmen Incident in detail. What we do need to call attention
      to is what the banners that multitudes of people covered the memorial with really were.
    


    
      Were they poems? No, they were votes! The Tiananmen Incident was an open public opinion poll, a true plebiscite.
      Is our country not a “People’s Republic”? It is. The constitution says so. Well, then, we will exercise the
      rights we have in a people’s republic. We will express our will. If the officials will not provide us with the
      normal channels to express ourselves, then we have the right to use all the forms that we consider legal. We will
      now use the forms of wreaths and poems and stories to express ourselves. Even though these are all entirely
      moderate forms, they are still enough to inform the world of the true will of the Chinese people. If the Chinese
      people one day possess universal suffrage, to whom will they give their votes of support and
      to whom will they give their votes of opposition? The most profound meaning of the April 5th movement [the
      Tienanmen protest demonstrations] lay in the strong evidence it provided of the possibility of the Chinese people
      using the form of general elections as a way to grasp their own fate.
    


    
      We know that Mao Zedong always despised electoral systems. We remember that he even considered the people of
      Peking electing him as a people’s representative as only a bit of fun. Therefore, he refused to attend the Fourth
      National People’s Congress out of hand, and he refused to accept a position as People’s Representative. A person
      who refused to accept a position of People’s Representative could in fact determine the fate of the people. This
      was Mao Zedong’s greatest joke on the people and the most powerful testimony to Mao Zedong’s restoration of
      monarchy. People nowadays are always being reminded that Mao Zedong was the founder of the People’s Republic. But
      we should not forget that it was the very same Mao Zedong who became the strangler of the People’s Republic.
      Given that we recognize that Mao Zedong was the mother of the People’s Republic, does a mother who has given
      birth to a child have the right to strangle that child? In real life, can we not use the strangulation of the
      child to prove the cruelty of the mother?
    


    
      We can now hear some of the proclamations made at Tiananmen Square by the Chinese people:
    


    
      “The feudal monarchy of the emperor is gone never to be restored!”
    


    
      “China is no longer the China of the past!”
    


    
      When did Mao Zedong ever accept such insults? If it can be said that in 1957 the people were only “opposing the
      corrupt officials without opposing the emperor,” then this time it was both the corrupt officials and the emperor
      who were being opposed. Mao Zedong, with the rage of a dragon, determined to crush the
      opposition.
    


    
      In the past, every time Mao Zedong’s opponents were being suppressed by the Red Guards who had been stirred up by
      Mao Zedong, Mao Zedong just stood to the side clapping his hands and taking pleasure in the calamity: “Whoever
      suppresses the student movement will come to no good end.” But now the fire was burning over his own head, and he
      had no alternative but to play the part of a “Northern Warlord”.60
    


    
      This was truly a glorious victory. In one night hundreds of thousands of the opposition were obliterated in
      Tiananmen Square. Mao Zedong had fought a hundred battles, seldom recording a defeat, and this time he was
      victorious once again. But this was not a victory of millet and rifles over airplanes and cannon, but rather a
      victory of bludgeons and bayonets over mortal flesh and blood. If it can be said that Napoleon’s Old Guard left
      Waterloo in the mire of defeat, then Mao Zedong’s Old Guard left “Waterloo” in the blood of victory.
    


    
      After this, Mao Zedong was held captive by the people in his study at Zhongnanhai just as Alexander III had been
      held captive in Gatchina by revolution.61 Aside from his close relative Mao Yuanxin,62 no one was able to visit him. Anyone who causes the people to
      lose their freedom must himself pay the same price. Mao Zedong did not see his final defeat with his own eyes.
      You can believe that had he not died, his final defeat would have been a long time in coming. Nonetheless, his
      death was without doubt the result of his feeling the force of the variety of opposition throughout society to
      his immense, invisible oppression. Very soon after the September 13th Incident people discovered that Mao Zedong
      seemed to have aged ten years all at once. Now he was even older. He felt depressed and stifled, and everything
      around him caused him to feel ill at ease. Modern medical science has proven that a person’s
      psychological state has quite an effect on the length of one’s life. Thus he died.
    


    
      He died September 9, 1976. It was exactly the day in mid-autumn when the moon was full. What did it signify? Some
      said that it meant that Mao Zedong would never be reunited with the Chinese people!63
    


    
      V. ON MAO ZEDONG’S ACHIEVEMENTS AND ERRORS
    


    
      Is the general assessment of Mao Zedong to be of 70% achievements to 30% errors, or 30% achievements to 70%
      errors, or 10% achievements to 90% errors? Divorced from concrete analysis, this is a purely academic debate.
    


    
      We know that Mao Zedong had frankly admitted to having done only two things in his whole life: one was to drive
      the Chiang Kai-shek regime to a few small islands, and the other was to start the Cultural Revolution. These are
      truly the facts.
    


    
      In regard to the second, we have already completed an analysis, and the first, it would seem, is in no further
      need of analysis. His meritorious service [in defeating Chiang Kai-shek] has already received acclaim. In such a
      view, obviously the assessment of Mao Zedong’s achievements and errors should be 50/50, but this is a bit too
      simple.
    


    
      Without doubt, on the path of the Chinese Communist Party’s struggle for power, Mao Zedong’s achievements will
      never be forgotten. But there is no harm in our taking a brief look back.
    


    
      In the fall of 1927 when the mighty first great Chinese revolution had been buried by the Stalin capitulationist
      line,64 the pressing question was
      whether the revolution could have been saved. How could it have been saved? What could Stalin have done? Aside
      from bucking responsibility to Chen Duxiu,65 he had no way out. There was nothing that he could have done. He could
      only let the blind policy of the Chinese Communist Party take its course. What could Trotsky have done? He took
      up the slogan of “national people’s soviets,” but this was obviously unrealistic. In feudal, comprador,
      autocratic China, he wanted the landlords to take part in “national people’s soviets” after they had attained
      victory over the revolutionary workers and peasants. This would have been no different than asking a tiger for
      his skin and in no way could have won over the masses. This strategy of Trotsky’s obviously bore the imprint of
      the 1905 Russian Revolution. But if the defeated Chinese Revolution of 1927 had tried to implement the
      Russian-style withdrawal of 1905, then just as pointed out by the Third Plenum of the Eleventh Central Committee
      [of December 1978], the Chinese Communist Party most likely would still be struggling in the dark today.
    


    
      Only Mao Zedong was correct. Zhang Guotao pointed out in his memoirs66 that at that moment of disaster, Mao Zedong exhibited amazing
      courage. He called upon Party members to persevere in struggle and to go up into the mountains and down into the
      countryside. He advocated a policy line of land revolution, where armed workers and peasants divided up and
      occupied the land under the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party, using continuous revolutionary struggle to
      quicken the revolutionary crisis. The facts prove that it was just this line that successfully saved the Chinese
      revolution.
    


    
      During the time of the Anti-Japanese War, Mao Zedong once again resisted the Stalin capitulationist line. He
      boldly expanded the revolutionary armed forces and, in coordination with the allied Soviet and American military,
      won victory in the war against Japan.
    


    
      During the time of the war of liberation, Mao Zedong for the third time resisted the Stalin capitulationist line.
      The army crossed the [Yangtze] river and won a nationwide victory, while Liu Shaoqi at this
      time had the coloring of a Togliatti and Thorez.67
    


    
      Actually, Mao Zedong was a great folk hero. He was not willing to sell out the Chinese Revolution to Stalin or
      allow it to become a bargaining chip in the diplomatic balancing of great nations. This kind of resolution in
      carrying the revolution through to the end was most valuable and worthy of esteem.
    


    
      However, what needs to be noted is that this revolution, victoriously led by Mao Zedong, still was no more than a
      peasant revolution. And although it was carried out under the leadership of the Communist Party, it never
      exceeded the category of a peasant revolution with respect to content. Mao Zedong overthrew the power of the
      landlords, but overthrowing the power of the landlords was something that the peasants could also have
      accomplished. Zhu Yuanzhang did it, Li Zicheng did it, and Hong Xiuquan almost did it.68 The policy line of the Jinggang Mountains was also no great
      creation.69 Passing through the five
      peaks large and small, we can see traces of the Liangshanbo redoubt.70 The reason why Mao Zedong the intellectual was superior to
      those dogmatists [his rivals in the Party leadership who had returned to China in the late 1920s and early 1930s
      after studies in Moscow] was that the ways of Liangshanbo [from the Chinese novel The
      Water Margin] had a more profound impression on him than did the St. Petersburg uprising.
    


    
      If we consider Mao Zedong as a mere peasant leader, then there is nothing for which to blame him. Mao Zedong was
      the greatest peasant leader ever. The fact that he became an emperor of China inevitably was due to his class
      nature as a peasant leader. There is nothing at all strange about this.
    


    
      However, if we consider Mao Zedong to be (as he himself thought) a Marxist and leader of a proletarian political
      party, the Communist Party, then the situation is totally different.
    


    
      The contribution of a Marxist and leader of the proletariat does not lie just in being able
      to do what a peasant leader or a capitalist leader could do. His contribution exists only in his ability to
      accomplish things that a peasant leader could not accomplish.
    


    
      We are really not making excessive demands of a Marxist. No matter the individual Marxist, he is always acting
      under certain social constraints. Marxists cannot immediately create a perfect society (indeed there is no such
      thing as a perfect society). But once they are wielding political power, the absolute demand made of them by
      Marxism is to explore the forms by which the proletariat can find liberation, the forms to approach the
      realization of people’s democracy. Their history should be a history of progressively leading the people toward
      economic prosperity and political democracy. Only by making such a contribution can they be considered to have
      attained the merit of a Marxist. Then has Mao Zedong made such a contribution? No. Definitely no.
    


    
      When Broz Tito passed on, he left behind a prosperous, self-administered socialism and worker’s democracy for
      Yugoslavia. But when Mao Zedong passed on, he left behind economic collapse and police state terror.
    


    
      If it is said that, all in all, the People’s Republic of China had attained many accomplishments of which to be
      proud, then the true facts of history are that these accomplishments were due to the unceasing efforts by the
      Chinese people and by the democratic reform faction within the Party to overcome the repeated destruction wrought
      by Mao Zedong.
    


    
      Was not Mao Zedong a radical socialist? Was not the last half of his life devoted entirely to “taking the
      socialist path”? But we already know that Mao Zedong’s “socialism” was nothing but a type of reactionary utopian
      peasant egalitarianism. And as we have already pointed out, did not Mao Zedong, in the
      process of so earnestly working for this agrarian socialism characterized by militaristic dictatorship, establish
      his own empire? For a leader of the Communist Party to resuscitate the monarchy, some people say, is no more than
      a mistake. No. It is a great crime.
    


    
      If the Chinese Communist Party wants to uphold her honor as the proletarian vanguard, then she has no reason
      whatsoever to continue to raise up Mao Zedong as her own guiding spirit.
    


    
      Yet we can still observe one fact: in order to rout the democratic reform faction within the Party and realize
      his individual rule, Mao Zedong had to instigate the masses to assault all levels of the bureaucracy aside from
      himself and his small clique. This brought two results. The first was that Mao Zedong accomplished his goal of
      individual autocracy; the second was that on the other hand the masses, especially the youth, broke away from the
      millenia-old tradition of fearing officialdom. They will never again feel inferior in front of officials, and
      this is precisely the spiritual precondition necessary for carrying out democratic reforms. They even dared to
      study all kinds of problems in Chinese society from the angle of questioning the system itself. It appears that
      the Cultural Revolution has created a generation of youth that dares independently to ponder state affairs and is
      brave enough to assume responsibility for the society.
    


    
      At present, many people in the democratic youth faction cherish this result. They believe that this positive
      factor with regard to Mao Zedong and the Cultural Revolution is not to be easily dismissed.
    


    
      However, these comrades are mistaken.
    


    
      If Mao Zedong’s objective in launching the Cultural Revolution was to establish an agrarian utopia as a base on
      which to make himself emperor of an autocratic dynasty, then he absolutely could not tolerate the emergence of a
      “Thinking Generation.” “Cancelling a few hundred million brains” was the special feature of
      the Cultural Revolution. Let us recall: during the entire “whole nation is red” period,71 after Mao Zedong had smashed opposition within the Party
      and everywhere set up new bureaucratic structures which had sworn loyalty to him, could he still have given
      permission for the Red Guards to analyze, question and criticize these power structures? No. Absolutely not!
      Shanghai’s Red Guard Cultural Revolution Committee criticized Zhang Chunqiao, and the fact that Xu Jingxian was
      thereupon immediately labeled a counter-revolutionary is still, to this day, fresh in the minds of the Shanghai
      democratic youth faction. We still need to call attention to whom it was that Mao Zedong suppressed in the
      Tiananmen Incident. Was it not the “Thinking Generation”?
    


    
      The rise of the “Thinking Generation” in China was no more than a by-product of Mao Zedong and the Cultural
      Revolution. But what revolution does not produce new by-products in reaction? The Italian people, of all the
      nationalities of Europe, are the most politically minded and their political parties are unusually large. Why is
      this? Experts have told us that during the time of the Fascist mass movement in Italy the people developed the
      habit of joining political parties. Does it mean, then, that we have to thank Mussolini? Mao Zedong was the god
      of China, and it was God who would not allow people to eat the fruit of knowledge.
    


    
      VI. CARRY SOCIALIST DEMOCRATIC REFORM THROUGH TO THE END
    


    
      The fall from power of the Gang of Four was not the final defeat of Mao Zedong. Mao Zedong’s ultimate defeat came
      at the Third Plenum of the Eleventh Central Committee in November 1978.72 This was a war between the democratic
      reform faction within the Party and the faction aligned with Mao Zedong. The outcome of this war severely shook
      the image of Mao Zedong as an idol within the Party, which since the autumn of 1976 had been recognized in law,
      and paved the way for the exoneration and rehabilitation of Mao Zedong’s most hated enemy of thirty years, Liu
      Shaoqi.
    


    
      Under what social conditions did the war take place?
    


    
      Historical analogies can never be too close, but history always has similar events that give us inspiration.
      Today when reading the following paragraph of Marx’s recollections on the nature of class struggle during the
      French Revolution, something rings familiar.
    


    
      In the first French Revolution, after the Constitutionalists ruled, the Junta faction came to rule, and after the
      Junta faction ruled, the Jacobin faction came to rule. Each of these party factions relied on the more
      progressive party faction. Whenever one of the factions pushed the revolution further so that the other factions
      could not catch up or lead, the latter were bound to be pushed aside from behind by their braver allies and sent
      to the guillotine. This is how the road of revolution advances and develops.
    


    
      The victory of the October Incident of 1976 [the arrest of the Gang of Four] was a victory for a temporary united
      front of all the political forces that were against the “Gang of Four.” The victory won, sooner or later this
      united front had to split twice. The first split, which has already occurred, concerned the
      problem of whether or not China should reform, and was symbolized by the Practice faction and the Whatever
      faction. The second split concerns the question of how far to take reform. Up to now this split has not occurred,
      though it is in the offing.
    


    
      The participation of the members of the Wang Dongxing faction in the smashing of the “Gang of Four” does not mean
      that they did not approve of Mao Zedong or his policies.73 After weighing the advantages and disadvantages, the Wang Dongxing faction finally
      stood on the side of Hua Guofeng and Ye Jianying. But that was only because in their struggle for legitimacy
      Jiang Qing’s allies were threatening Wang’s position with their aggressive offensive against the General Office
      of the Central Committee. Therefore, after the “Gang of Four” was wiped out, from their [Wang Dongxing’s
      faction’s] perspective everything should remain as before. In their view, the campaigns to “Criticize Deng” and
      “Counter-attack the Right-deviationist Wind to Reverse Verdicts” should be continued; the counter-revolutionaries
      of the Tiananmen Incident should continue to be suppressed; anything that Mao Zedong had affirmed cannot be
      negated; and anything that Mao Zedong had negated cannot be affirmed. If in certain areas they had to permit a
      little change, such as in agreeing to let Deng Xiaoping re-emerge and go to work, then they had to explain this
      by saying that Mao Zedong had had a “comprehensive and correct judgment” about Deng Xiaoping long ago.
    


    
      However, Hua Guofeng and Deng Xiaoping were a faction advocating reform: because only with reform could
      modernization be realized, and only the slogan of modernization could get the support of the people.
    


    
      No matter how much Mao Zedong was unwilling to accept it, and no matter how great the force he exerted to block
      the arrival of this day, history quietly once again proved to people its inevitability. Now
      all the problems that Deng Xiaoping was up against and had to solve were exactly those problems that Khrushchev
      was confronting in 1956.
    


    
      Just like Khrushchev, Deng Xiaoping had to restore the reputations of and rehabilitate the multitudes of old
      cadres, intellectuals, and innocent members of the public. Otherwise he would not have been able to give society
      a breathing spell.
    


    
      Just like Khrushchev, Deng Xiaoping had to break with Stalin--break with Mao Zedong’s dogmatic economic
      structure, make internal reforms and open up to the outside. Otherwise he could not rapidly improve the nation’s
      economic condition.
    


    
      Just like Khrushchev, Deng Xiaoping had to stress socialist democracy, a legal system, and culture. Otherwise he
      could not have stemmed the spreading crisis of faith among the people, especially intellectuals and youth,
      regarding the Communist Party and socialism.
    


    
      Just like Khrushchev, Deng Xiaoping had to rectify the period of dogmatism and ameliorate the deadlocked
      acrimonious relations among the brother Parties in the international communist movement. Otherwise he would not
      have been able to obtain an enriched theory and experience with which to guide and defend his own reforms. The
      list goes on.
    


    
      However, the first condition for solving all of these problems was that the spirit be liberated, and the first
      condition for liberating the spirit required the smashing of the blind worship and personality cult of Mao
      Zedong. Further, the first requirement for smashing the blind worship and personality cult of Mao Zedong was to
      prove that Mao Zedong had made mistakes, just as Khrushchev had proven that Stalin had made mistakes. Truth can
      only be assessed by practice, the sole standard.
    


    
      Perhaps in a few years, the facts of history will provide us with this difference: Khrushchev’s treatment of
      Stalin was coarse and cavalier while Deng Xiaoping’s treatment of Mao Zedong was mild and
      prudent. But this is not of much significance. Of decisive significance is the fact that the idols of Stalin and
      Mao Zedong have forever disappeared in the Soviet Union and China.
    


    
      “Practice is the only standard for determining truth.” This played a part in restoring the ABC’s of
      Marxism74 and immediately encountered
      forceful counter-attacks by the Whatever faction. Their interests relied on protecting those societal relations
      which would immediately disintegrate under attack by this standard. They clamored against “chopping down the
      banner” and sought to protect Chairman Mao’s “Great Banner.”
    


    
      The Practice faction resolved to meet the attack. This was a time to feel proud and elated! They resolved finally
      to bring the truth to light during this battle and to settle all of the old outstanding accounts against Mao
      Zedong. Deng Xiaoping hastily returned to Peking from Southeast Asia and immediately took command of this “Battle
      of the Huai-Hai.’’75
    


    
      However, just as the members of the Central Committee were crossing their verbal swords in endless debate, a more
      radical criticism had appeared outside the gates of Zhongnanhai [the residential quarter of China’s top leaders].
    


    
      The Chinese democratic youth movement of 1978-79 which took the Xidan Democracy Wall as its symbol was, no matter
      how you look at it, an extension and expansion of the Tiananmen April Fifth Movement. Most of the pillars of the
      movement--the leaders of Peking Spring and April
      Fifth Forum76--actively had
      participated in the Tiananmen Incident and were called “April Fifth Heroes.” Their movement originated in the
      process of struggling to reverse the verdict of the Tiananmen Incident. Who were the people suppressing a redress
      of the Tiananmen Incident? They were Wang Dongxing, Wu De and their like.77 What reason did they have? Their reason was that the case of the Tiananmen Incident had been decided by Mao Zedong.
    


    
      The 1976 investigation into counter-revolution had implicated every household in Peking. The Peking citizenry
      already harbored a hatred of Wang Dongxing and Wu De, but after the October Incident [the arrest of the Gang of
      Four] the people were ready to forgive them. Then they suddenly suppressed the re-evaluation of the Tiananmen
      Incident, whereupon the anger of Peking’s citizens, especially the youth, inevitably was vented against the
      Whatever faction and stirred up emotions critical of Mao.
    


    
      Suddenly the members of the Whatever faction found themselves immersed in indignant denunciations from within and
      without. They had to back down and allow the Practice faction to rehabilitate Mao Zedong’s old enemy Peng Dehuai
      and prepare for the rehabilitation of Liu Shaoqi. They had to let the Practice faction regain step by step the
      fruits of their victory at the Eighth Congress, which had been lost at the Ninth Congress. They once again
      organized a counter-attack, but to no effect. Thus at the February 1980 Fifth Full Plenary Session of the Central
      Committee, the General Secretariat of the Central Committee was re-established, the Whatever faction was purged
      from the Politburo, and the victory over Mao Zedong was finally announced.
    


    
      The era of Mao Zedong was finally ended in China. What had been the special feature of this era? It was the use
      of extreme revolution and radical expression to defend the most reactionary and the most conservative of
      political policies. The old era was over and a new era immediately commenced. This was an era that took reform as
      its banner, and historians have already labeled it an era of Geng-Shen Reform.78
    


    
      The Third Plenum of the Eleventh Central Committee [in late 1978] was a decisive fight. Cooperation between the
      reform faction within the Party and the democratic youth factions proved so successful that
      the Whatever faction and Western critics suspected that this was the result of Mao Zedong-style collusion, though
      they had no evidence to prove it. However, no matter how it was done, it was not a 1966-style imperial use of
      youth rebellion. From the start of the April Fifth Movement, youths understood how to bring their own interests
      and courage to bear upon influencing the nation’s affairs.
    


    
      Deng Xiaoping was in jubilant spirits over the democratic youth movement. As he told Western reporters: “The
      Chinese people want freedom!” “We have no right to prohibit the people from putting up big-character posters!”
    


    
      However, criticisms by the democratic youth faction quickly turned in a new direction. They not only wanted to
      criticize the Whatever faction and the Mao Zedong autocracy; they also wanted to criticize the bureaucratic
      system of China that had produced the Whatever faction and the Mao Zedong autocracy. This rapidly rendered acute
      the contradiction between the democratic youth faction and the opportunist bureaucrats.
    


    
      Who were these opportunist bureaucrats?
    


    
      We know that in the nineteenth century, in the international communist movement there were no professional
      revolutionaries. Revolutionaries were revolutionaries only in their spare time. This organizational framework
      suited the legal struggle of the democratic socialist parties. At the beginning of this century, in order to
      prepare for armed revolution, Lenin put forward a theory that called for professional revolutionaries to organize
      into a vanguard to lead the proletariat. This was without a doubt correct, because without a group of
      professionals who could devote all of their time and energy to revolution, it would have been impossible to
      accomplish the herculean preparatory work for revolution. But there are always two sides to an issue. The problem
      is, how does society handle this group of professional revolutionaries after the victory of
      the revolution and especially after the revolution has stabilized? Lenin passed away before he had time to solve
      this problem. But Lenin recognized, just as Marx had, that whether or not this group of professional
      revolutionaries disbanded or remained would be decided by the majority of the people in a Paris Commune-style
      general election. They absolutely did not have the right to hold official positions for the rest of their lives
      just because they had made a contribution to the revolution. If that were the case, then there would be no
      difference between a revolution by the Communist Party and a peasant revolution.
    


    
      Unfortunately, under the guiding line of Stalin, the professional revolutionaries in Russia, and later in China,
      became lifetime professional bureaucrats and produced generation after generation of professional bureaucrats.
    


    
      However, there are two kinds of Communist Party member. One kind of Communist Party member is not satisfied with
      such a bureaucratic system and is not really satisfied with their own bureaucratic positions. They feel that this
      does not conform to the ideology in which they believe. This year they are throwing themselves into revolution
      for an ideology--socialist democracy. They are constantly struggling against the bureaucratization of the Party,
      but first against the autocratization of relations within the Party. This is the democratic reform faction within
      the Party.
    


    
      The other kind of Party member, who are numerous, mostly did not think of becoming officials when they first
      joined the revolution. But after the victory of the revolution, they enjoyed the sweet taste of officialdom and
      became at ease with the permanence of this bureaucratic system. They had no resolute principles or ideas. The
      interests of the people and whether or not the people lived or died had no value in their eyes. Their history is
      a history of following the undulations and swings left or right in the inner-Party
      struggles. They are simply a group of opportunist bureaucrats.
    


    
      In the Cultural Revolution, Mao Zedong attacked them alongside his attack on the democratic reform faction in the
      Party. They therefore hated Mao Zedong, hated the Red Guards, and hated Jiang Qing’s group of upstarts (though
      they would seek refuge with any of these groups if the opportunity arose). After the fall of the Gang of Four,
      when they gradually returned to their old positions, by hook or by crook they immediately began to recover all of
      the advantages they had lost over a ten-year period. Then the democratic youth faction had the audacity to
      criticize the bureaucratic system. This inevitably aroused their anger, and they therefore demanded that the
      democratic youth faction be attacked.
    


    
      However, problems also arose in the democratic youth faction. A portion of the youth did not diligently consider
      the true reasons behind our nation’s tragedy. They wrongly took out their anger on the inherent inconsistencies
      of Marxism. The pitiful tears of the common people stirred them to demand that the Party institute all of their
      idealistic reforms within one day. If the Party could not do this, then they wanted to overthrow the Communist
      Party. The enormous social problems left behind by the era of Mao Zedong provided them with soil for adventurist
      activity. So the democratic youth movement, which had been expanding throughout the nation, became more and more
      submerged in disturbing incidents that were isolating it from the masses.
    


    
      Under these circumstances, Deng Xiaoping decided to give warning to the youth. He commanded a heavy sentence for
      Wei Jingsheng, just as Novotny had persecuted the youth author Benes79 on charges of selling classified information in order to
      control the development of “Prague Spring” (though in this role Deng Xiaoping should be seen as a Dubcek).
    


    
      We really do not endorse the usual charges against Deng Xiaoping, that the case of Wei
      Jingsheng was one of punishing him for having spoken out. This is because the problem is whether the development
      of events could have otherwise been controlled. What kind of social situation is created when a long period of
      autocratic rule is followed by a sudden release of the brakes? A lot of historical and contemporary experience
      has taught us that violent social upheaval brought on by radical reform will always push the people to the
      opposite side of reform. Therefore the extreme “left” will normally become allies of the right.
    


    
      However, Deng Xiaoping’s obvious mistake was that he never made a conscientious effort to analyze the democratic
      youth faction. He used such condescending expressions as “those people at the Xidan wall” to lump together all of
      the active participants in the democratic youth movement. He seemingly forgot that the bulk of these people had
      been the ones who had cried out and shed blood for him in those dark days. In order to negate the “Four
      Greats,”80 he said: “The Four Greats
      never had any useful purpose.” This hurt the feelings of the youth and even caused many of them to miss Mao
      Zedong! “Ah! The Cultural Revolution, the old days of the Cultural Revolution. Those were the days when youths
      had the four great rights, the right to attack bureaucratic privilege, and now these rights are all gone!” If it
      is said that the French peasants missed Napoleon because of land, and thereby created conditions for the
      restoration of Louis Bonaparte, then is it not possible that the youth of today think of Mao Zedong because of
      the loss of the “Four Great Rights” and are creating conditions for the restoration of the Gang of Four? Deng
      Xiaoping has lost the support of the “Thinking Generation,” and it is possible that he does not consider this a
      great loss; but he will consider it so sooner or later, because there is still an enemy force standing behind him
      that is certainly capable of threatening his plans for reform. That force is the class of
      opportunist bureaucrats with which we are already so well acquainted.
    


    
      If it is said that the program of the Whatever faction was simply one of “defending the Great Cultural
      Revolution,” then the program of the opportunist bureaucrats is simply one of “going back to before the Cultural
      Revolution.” They do not need any kind of reform. They need only the security of officialdom, and that was what
      they had before the Cultural Revolution. At that time, they had never felt any kind of threat.
    


    
      How could they have been threatened? The great tree of Chinese bureaucracy grew in a sealed, ossified, stagnant
      plot of social soil. This was really its paradise!
    


    
      However, there is no way present-day China can continue to practice policies of isolation. It can only seek
      expansion by opening to the world. If the propeller of the ship of China remains simply a bureaucratic machine,
      then it can only sink in the great waves of world competition. The decadence of this bureaucratic machine has
      been everywhere laid bare in China. It engenders extreme waste without responsibility. The history of the last
      three years has already proven that this engine cannot rapidly generate the hundreds of millions of dollars in
      foreign capital needed to form new forces of production. This is very dangerous. Everything else aside, this in
      itself embodies a national economic crisis. Khrushchev’s political life is buried beneath the gears of such a
      bureaucratic machine. Khrushchev was a rough and wildly arrogant guy. He “reformed” this, and he “reformed” that,
      but he did not reform the bureaucratic machine itself. This is the “second level” which reform in nearly all of
      the Eastern countries has been unable to overcome.
    


    
      What to do? Should we retreat? Retreating to closed-off policies is the desire of the opportunist bureaucrats. Continuing onward, thoroughly reforming the bureaucratic system, and scaling the
      glorious peak of the Four Modernizations is the aspiration of the people. What does retreating mean? It means the
      loss of the Four Modernizations, and it will mean the end of the democratic reform faction within the Party. This
      is the day that the Whatever faction is awaiting.
    


    
      In accord with the fervent demands of the people, the Party Central Committee (which now is under the control of
      the reform faction) has already taken the first steps toward reforming the bureaucratic system. The disposal of
      the life-time system of tenure, the institution of an elective system and a system of retirement, and the push
      for a system of staff and workers’ congresses is about to shake the position of the opportunist bureaucrats. The
      case of inquiry into quality at the Baoshan steel plant and the case of Bohai No. 2 can only have stricken them
      with panic.81 They are already
      preparing for their funerals. It is now trendy among them to grab as much as they possibly can before stepping
      down, indicating that they are terrified of mind. Their suppression everywhere of democratic elections even more
      clearly shows their hatred of democratic reform. All of this has intensified the contradictions between them and
      the people, thus quickening their defeat. Their behavior has proven to the people that their existence has no
      value whatsoever.
    


    
      However, their deep-rooted strength will enable them to unite and defend their own well-being. This defense will
      certainly carry a sacred coloring. When the Practice faction overthrew the Whatever faction, the opportunist
      bureaucrats did not help [the latter], because so long as their individual self-interests are not in jeopardy,
      they would not care even if 99 percent of Mao Zedong’s principles are tossed away. But once you encroach upon
      their position and privilege, they will immediately announce themselves as the Whatever
      faction and will defend “the great banner of Mao Zedong.”
    


    
      It is worthwhile to point out that should the reform faction within the Party never dare to do an honest,
      realistic, and scientific appraisal of the lessons of history and of the present situation since the Soviet
      Twentieth Party Congress, particularly with regard to the rise and fall of Khrushchev’s reforms, then there will
      come a day when they will find themselves in a passive position facing an offensive by the Whatever faction and
      the opportunist bureaucracy, who will be denouncing them for “Chinese Khrushchevism.”
    


    
      This struggle has not yet come to pass, but it certainly will. Mao Zedong said: “The trees crave quietude, but
      the wind will not subside.” Class struggle cannot be wished away; Mao Zedong was right.
    


    
      The dawn of the great struggle has arrived. We can just now see the reform faction within the Party and the
      democratic youth faction along with the intellectuals beginning to join hands with the broad masses of the
      people.
    


    
      October 16, 1980 - November 13, 1980
    


    
      First Draft Completed
    


    
      Postscript.
    


    
      Comrade Jin Jun:
    


    
      I have finally paid you back a debt. It has already been a year since I incurred this debt. When I received that
      well-known letter you sent to me last year (entitled “Valuable Thoughts of Mao Zedong’s Latter Period”) I had planned to write this, but I have put it off until now.
    


    
      No, I should say that I have owed this debt not only for a year. In 1969, after the high tide of the Cultural
      Revolution had passed and society had returned to tranquillity, I often grieved over companions who had gone down
      one-by-one by my side. Who was it that we had actually fought and died for? Then I decided to clearly understand
      the origins and development of the Cultural Revolution and write it all down. Otherwise I would not be able to
      hold my head up before those comrades who had died. This is our responsibility. Those that died cannot have died
      in vain. This debt can now be considered paid.
    


    
      In 1967, the Hunan “Sheng-wu-lian’s” (i.e., Yang Xiguang group’s) “Whither China?,”82 as well as their “The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution
      and Our Fate,” gave me great inspiration. The Yang Xiguang group was the forerunner of the “Thinking Generation.”
      But I am not satisfied with their assessment of the Chinese political situation of the time. Their assessment
      regarded Zhou Enlai as the chief representative of the conservative bureaucrats and took Mao Zedong and Lin Biao
      to be radical revolutionaries. This assessment influenced the later Wuhan “Bei, Jue, Yang,” but I am not
      satisfied. I think that it cannot explain what I increasingly feel to be the facts. The hatred people felt for
      the “radical revolutionary” Lin Biao and the Central Cultural Revolution Group far exceeded the hatred they had
      for the “capitalist roaders.” In fact, every time they talked about the policies of the “capitalist roaders,”
      they always did so with relish. Therefore, in discussions with friends I raised this point. I used the welcome of
      Zhao Ziyang by the peasants as an example. This became my “crime” and I was subjected to brutal criticism which
      left me with agonizing scars even today.
    


    
      Of course, the list of charges against me also included “opposition to Mao Zedong Thought,” but then anyone who was out of luck at that time would also bear that charge. Yet actually I am loyal to Mao
      Zedong. I have always been willing to try to understand him in terms of the best of all possibilities. In 1973,
      when I wrote “On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System,” my perception of Mao Zedong was just the same as that
      of you and other democratic youth.
    


    
      However, when the process of campaigns further revealed Mao Zedong’s true character, and when the materials I
      came in contact with could not really verify my perception of Mao Zedong, I decided to re-evaluate my past
      perception anew.
    


    
      The evaluation of Mao Zedong and other past and present figures in this essay is not much put forward today by
      official theoreticians or theoreticians among the people, but I am prepared to meet severe criticism and even
      further misfortune. I have wondered if I should not have minced words in order to write some good things about
      him. That perhaps would have spared me some risk, but that is not the fighting style of a Marxist. Engels said,
      “Science at its best is selfless and without personal ambition, and it is moreover in line with the interests and
      wishes of the workers.” That is still the case and we should not be evasive.
    


    
      There are still two problems that have not been settled in the essay. I will try to go into them a bit here.
    


    
      Is not my evaluation of the reform faction within the Party too high? Some young friends think that Deng
      Xiaoping, Mao Zedong, and the “Gang of Four” are not much different and are all formal representatives of the
      bureaucratic system. Therefore, they think, looking to them to lead a thorough reform is nothing more than a
      reformist illusion.
    


    
      It appears that I adhere to such reformism. My reformism comes from the following analysis. The Chinese Communist
      Party is not, after all, a petit bourgeois revolutionary party or a peasant revolutionary
      party. She is a party guided by Marxist thought and by an ideology of thorough revolution. Today we have seen
      that ideology and traditions also have a decided effect on a society, nation, or political body. It is true,
      “existence determines consciousness.” However, it is not that what exists is only predicated on economic
      conditions. It is the summation of all social existence including past traditional existence. So the Chinese
      Communist Party operates under the following contradictory situation. On the one hand, she is a Party of
      long-standing revolutionary tradition, the aim of which was to realize people’s democracy, and she is still today
      a Party adhering to an ideology of thorough revolution, i.e., Marxism, as its under-girding ideology. On the
      other hand, in this centralized system of state ownership of the economy, the Party’s cadres, almost without
      exception, have been placed in bureaucratic positions. This internal pattern of contradictions within the Chinese
      Communist Party is constantly being transformed into a type of overt conflict: a group of people within the Party
      uphold the revolutionary tradition and ideology and unceasingly demand reform of the irrational economic and
      bureaucratic systems, while another group of people strive to abandon the revolutionary tradition and ideology so
      as to keep their present positions in the bureaucracy. (For example, Mao Zedong regarded the Principles of the
      Paris Commune as having no practical meaning.)
    


    
      However, this centralized system of state ownership of the economy is really not a result naturally arising from
      modern forces of production. It is only a result of administrative coercion. Therefore, it is an inefficient and
      irrational form of economic system which had to collapse under the increasingly irresistable assault of
      international capital. This supplied the reform faction within the Party with a powerful intrinsic impulse for
      reform, because the system was not only irrational in terms of the Party’s revolutionary
      tradition and ideology; it was also irrational from the point of view of economic efficiency. Moreover, the
      reform faction within the Chinese Party had one more aspect worth commending. In the last twenty years,
      especially the last ten years of the Cultural Revolution, they had continually been placed in a position of
      oppression. They had felt the sorrow and suffering of the grass-roots populace and had a more profound
      understanding of the evils of the bureaucratic system. Because of this, they have a more stalwart resolve than
      the reformists in other communist countries, and also can obtain more support from the broad masses than the
      reformists in other communist countries. Therefore it should be possible in China to implement a more thorough
      reform under the guidance of the Party’s reformists.
    


    
      Besides, in present day China, who aside from the Communist Party has any organized political power capable of
      leading a reform? In fact, in all the “socialist countries” there has not been one reform that was not instigated
      by a reformist faction of a Communist Party. This is a regular pattern. Perhaps some people would say that this
      is due to the one-Party dictatorship and that if other political parties were allowed to exist they could also
      give a good account of themselves. This is a faulty assumption. Could a party not guided by Marxism lead a
      complete reform in the interests of the majority of the people? If Solzhenitsyn had a party, if Sakharov had a
      party, or if Wei Jingsheng had a party, could any of them lead such a reform? I do not believe so.
    


    
      What is thorough reform? Thorough reform absolutely is not a case of seeing to what degree ideals can be turned
      into reality. Rather it is a case of seeing to what degree those social relations which are seeking to be
      liberated and which already possess the objective conditions to be liberated can be liberated. The history of the
      Bolshevik revolution has already shown that no matter how intense the revolution’s initial
      goals, it could not finally skip over and bypass the iron laws of history. Because they were not well handled,
      those nations that underwent Bolshevik revolutions are in a greater mess than those which underwent reform. The
      Berlin Wall was not built by the people of the West German Social Democratic Party but rather was built by the
      people of the East German Communist Party. We should remember this fact.
    


    
      I am also being criticized for showing petit bourgeois sentimentalism in my views of the Cultural Revolution and
      for not understanding that the Cultural Revolution was the result of sharpening contradictions within Chinese
      society, and that therefore I do not possess any spirit of historical materialism.
    


    
      But how many facts have these friends supplied to clearly verify this criticism? They have only come up with a
      three part syllogistic type of formal logic:
    


    
      The major premise is that any revolution is the result of the sharpening of contradictions within society.
    


    
      The minor premise is that the Cultural Revolution was a real revolution.
    


    
      The conclusion is that the Cultural Revolution was the result of a sharpening of contradictions within society.
    


    
      However, the feelings of these “theoreticians” differ greatly from the multitudes of Red Guards who at the time
      threw themselves into “revolution.” Today they almost all cry out in unison that it was not the result of their
      feeling some kind of oppression at the time but rather was a result of their having been deceived by Mao Zedong.
    


    
      Why did students beat their teachers half to death? Was it because of a sharpening of social contradictions?
    


    
      Why did the students attack the Party Committees? Was it because these would not let the
      students study the Collected Works of Mao Zedong and shielded the rightist
      bourgeois intellectuals? (This is exactly the policy of the reformists within the Party, to revise Mao Zedong’s
      oppression of intellectuals.) Was it a result of sharpening social contradictions?
    


    
      Why did the fanatic Red Guards take all publications other than Mao’s Selected
      Works and build bonfires? Why did they take cultural artifacts and ancient and contemporary works of art
      and smash them to pieces? Was this a result of sharpening social contradictions?
    


    
      Why did the “Five Reds”83 sweep away
      “monsters and demons”84 and suppress
      the “seven kinds of Black S.O.B.s”?85
      Was this a result of sharpening social contradictions?
    


    
      Shutting down newspapers in almost every region marked the high tide of the student movements. But why shut down
      newspapers? Is it because the bureaucratization of these newspapers had oppressed the students? The reason is
      simple: they were “spreading poison,” “starting rumors,” and “not propagating Mao Zedong Thought.”
    


    
      And what of the working class? In launching their own workers’ movement, the overwhelming majority of these “old
      conservatives” were standing in opposition to the students. They were instinctively protecting their own
      interests.
    


    
      On September 7, 1966, Mao Zedong saw this unfavorable situation and criticized it, saying:
    


    
      Please take a look at this matter. In Qingdao, Xian, Changsha, and other places, the situation is the same.
      Workers and peasants are organized to oppose the students. If this goes on, there will be no solving of the
      problem. (Please note that Mao Zedong saw that the worker-peasant movement would block the
      realization of his plan to restore the autocratic system.) It is planned that the Central Committee will issue a
      directive prohibiting such actions in all areas and will later write an editorial urging workers and peasants not
      to interfere with the student movement.
    


    
      Our “theoreticians” well-versed in historical materialism should understand that such an enormous movement of
      these “old conservative” workers and peasants cannot be stirred up by a few Machiavellian bureaucrats who harbor
      animosity toward the people.
    


    
      So where is it manifestly apparent that the Cultural Revolution was a product of sharpening social
      contradictions?
    


    
      Let us look further. If the Cultural Revolution was really a product of sharpening social contradictions, and if
      Mao Zedong had once again stood on the side of the people against the bureaucrats who had oppressed them and had
      had the benevolence to deliver them from their plight, then the case should have been that as the campaign
      progressed, the ranks of those supporting Mao Zedong should have grown stronger. But when we recall the history,
      we see that it was just the opposite. In the first stage, 1966, the Red Guards and a small portion of workers
      were with Mao Zedong. In the second stage, the pocket-sized Cultural Revolution of 1974, neither the Red Guards
      nor hardly any of the working class paid any heed to Mao Zedong’s calls. In the third stage, 1976, the “Red
      Guards” and workers not only did not listen (note that such orders were [Mao’s] “precious thoughts”); on the
      contrary, they all rebelled. Why was this? If we are satisfied with only deductions of formal logic, how can we explain this concrete and complicated historical phenomenon?
    


    
      If we try to understand the Cultural Revolution from a different perspective by taking Mao Zedong’s Cultural
      Revolution as being in opposition to the people’s Cultural Revolution and then say that the Cultural Revolution
      was a product of sharpening contradictions within Chinese society, this makes more sense. This people’s Cultural
      Revolution started as follows.
    


    
      In the early 1960s, as the economic and political policies of the reformists within the Party were greatly
      ameliorating Mao Zedong’s extreme policies of the late 1950s, a sharp social contradiction was created. (People
      today still refer to the former era as the Golden Age of the People’s Republic of China.) This blocked Mao
      Zedong’s attempt to strengthen and expand the apparatus of a Stalinist-style bureaucratic state. Thereupon, in
      1966, he deceived a large group of youthful students who had no individual interest in the set-up of the national
      economy and incited them to rebel and launch a fascist “Red Guard” movement. Thus, and only thus, was Mao Zedong,
      as representative of China’s Stalinist-style state bureaucratic apparatus, able to arouse the most reactionary of
      forces, which came into active conflict with the welfare of the Chinese people. With each of Mao Zedong’s
      victories, the people’s understanding of him step by step deepened and their resistance to him step by step
      strengthened. Having accumulated perceptual knowledge from 1966 to 1971, and having accumulated rational
      knowledge from 1971 to 1975, finally on April 3, 1976, the people’s own Cultural Revolution erupted. This Great
      Revolution (you may call it anything you want) is still continuing to this day. No one could proclaim its
      beginning and no one will be able to proclaim it ended.
    


    
      Late on the night of October 9th this year [1980], the students of Hunan Normal College in Changsha petitioned for democratic rights.86 When the vice-president, Su Ming, came to investigate, he told the students that “this was a
      product of the Cultural Revolution.” He was confused! This was not a product of Mao Zedong’s Cultural Revolution,
      but was rather a product of the people’s Cultural Revolution. He did not know that so long as China’s Stalinist
      style bureaucratic system is not replaced by the true system of a real democratic people’s republic, this
      “Cultural Revolution” will go on forever!
    


    
      These days I receive letter after letter from young theoretician friends to enlighten me. They want me to
      recognize that Mao Zedong was a great (and unabashed) Marxist. They feel it was precisely because Mao found many
      things wrong with Stalin that, in order to correct them, he launched the Cultural Revolution, opposed and
      resisted revisionism, and did not allow “socialism at the crossroads” to slip down the road to a Soviet-style
      bureaucratic state. I really wonder how these young friends got their heads so full of antique relics. If they
      were really willing to devote some energy to collecting the evidence and to doing some dispassionate research,
      they would not be making such thoughtless statements.
    


    
      Regards,
      

      Your loyal friend, Xizhe
      

      November 16, 1980
    


    
      *         *         *         *
    


    
      Translated by Joseph Morrison
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      high-level cadres “went to the countryside only to acquire a ‘gold-plating,’” then “through
      the back door” were able to transfer to join the army, work in factories, or enter a university. Yet the children
      of ordinary folks like himself who did not have “political backing” had to “tie their roots in the countryside
      for life.” On receiving this petition, Mao personally sent Li 300 yuan to help
      with his financial problems and, in a letter to him, recognized that the problems which Li had related caused
      widespread concern in the country. Li’s letter became a national document to be studied by Party members. Li
      himself was promoted to become the vice group leader of a county Revolutionary Committee Education Group and a
      vice group leader of Fujian’s provincial university-recruitment program. In 1975, he was a representative to the
      Fourth National People’s Congress and became a member of the Standing Committee of the Congress. In 1977, he was
      criticized and denounced for connections with the Gang of Four group.
    


    
      (8)  Qian Shouwei was a hidden spy in the
      post-Cultural Revolution play “On The Docks.” Huang Guozhong was a hidden class enemy in another model
      revolutionary play, “The Song of the Dragon River.” What Li Yizhe apparently meant here was that some people
      could refuse to recognize the danger posed by the “newborn bourgeoisie” because there were still these old
      Kuomintang spies and class enemies around to provide convenient alternative targets for attention.
    


    
      (9)  Most Chinese were accustomed to speaking of
      the Cultural Revolution as having ended with the cessation of armed fighting in 1968. But in October 1974, a new
      Mao directive declared: “The Cultural Revolution has lasted eight years already. Now stability is better. The
      whole Party and the whole army should unite.” Henceforth, it was necessary for officials to speak of the Cultural
      Revolution as ongoing. It was not until August 1977, at the Eleventh Party Congress, that the new Party Chairman
      Hua Guofeng finally declared the “First Cultural Revolution” officially completed.
    


    
      (10)  See “Introducing a Cooperative” written
      on April 15, 1958. Mao said of big-character posters: “Big-character posters are an
      extremely useful new type of weapon. In the cities, countryside, cooperatives, shops, organs, schools, army,
      streets, at any place where the masses are, big-character posters can be used. They have already been
      popularized, and they should be used forever” (Selected Readings of Mao Zedong’s
      Works [Chinese language, ‘A’ type] Peking: People’s Press, 1966).
    


    
      (11)  This is a Central Committee directive of
      April 1974.
    


    
      (12)  See note 9, above.
    


    
      (13)  The September 13th Incident of 1971
      refers to the aborted coup and death of Lin Biao in a plane crash over Mongolia.
    


    
      (14)  This apparently refers to a short-lived
      effort after the Cultural Revolution to take into account employees’ enthusiasm at political meetings as a
      criterion for determining their wages.
    


    
      (15)  In schools and places of work there were
      for some years Mao-reading sessions (with the passages chanted aloud) before the day began.
    


    
      (16)  This is a quote from Lin Biao that was
      popular during the Cultural Revolution and which advocated an emotional rather than a cognitive approach to
      “making revolution.”
    


    
      (17)  In late 1968 and early 1969, China
      experienced a Three Loyalties Campaign during which the adulation of Mao Zedong reached its peak. Families in the
      countryside sang songs in praise of Mao in their living rooms before sitting down to each meal, and in the
      evenings, villagers and city folk alike participated in Mao dances to the tune of Mao songs. People’s Liberation
      Army soldiers did these dances nightly with heavy placards bearing Mao’s portrait hanging from their necks. After Lin Biao’s fall, this campaign, which had utilized a number of Lin Biao
      quotes on the need for loyalty to Mao, was officially denounced at public meetings. For a more complete
      description, see Anita Chan, Richard Madsen, and Jonathan Unger, Chen Village:
      The Recent History of a Peasant Community in Mao’s China (Berkeley: University of
      California Press, 1984), Ch. 6.
    


    
      (18)  At places of work and schools,
      competitions were held in the years after the Cultural Revolution to designate four-good work squads, four-good
      production teams, four-good classrooms, four-good labor activists, four-good warriors, and so forth. After Lin
      Biao’s demise, these contests often continued, but the titles were changed, usually to “three-good” work squad or
      “red-flag” work squad. This name change was initiated because it had been Lin Biao who had initiated the model
      four-good squads in the People’s Liberation Army.
    


    
      (19)  The Three Loyalties Campaign of 1969
      utilized the fervor of the Mao loyalty movement to launch a leftist mini-Great Leap in the countryside.
      Production teams in some localities were eliminated in favor of brigade accounting and brigade wages, private
      plots were confiscated, and so forth. The campaign collapsed within the space of several months, due in part to
      the peasants’ reluctance to work energetically in the newly enlarged units. (See, e.g., Chen Village, as in Note 17, above.)
    


    
      (20)  On March 18, 1926, a Beiyang warlord
      suppressed a student campaign, killing more than twenty students.
    


    
      (21)  On April 12, 1927, the Kuomintang in
      Shanghai launched an attack on the city’s Communist Party, arresting and killing a large number of party members
      and industrial workers.
    


    
      (22)  On May 30, 1925, the British police in
      Shanghai opened fire on a demonstration, killing a number of Chinese.
    


    
      (23)  After the May 30th
      Massacre, the people in Canton demonstrated in protest, and more than a hundred were killed by British troops.
      This incident was known as the Shaji Massacre.
    


    
      (24)  Immediately on the heels of the Cultural
      Revolution, the Cleansing of Class Ranks Campaign was launched. Its purpose was to restore discipline and
      authority in a nation still in anarchy. The Party Central Committee promulgated the “Six-Point Decree on Public
      Security,” crudely outlining the offenses for which people could be struggled against and jailed. These were: 1.
      those who were anti-Mao; 2. those who were anti-Lin; 3. black hands and bad Cultural Revolution leaders; 4.
      hidden counter-revolutionaries; 5. criminals; and 6. bad-class elements (landlords, rich peasants, capitalists,
      and so on) who had not reformed themselves well. A great many persons could readily be charged under these six
      broad planks, and the many makeshift jails that were set up in barns, empty classrooms, barracks, and so on
      (which were all popularly called “cow sheds”) were soon filled to overflowing. Those charged during the campaign
      were primarily (a) persons who had “lost out” in the local Cultural Revolution factional fighting and were
      punished by the winners and (b) persons of bad class background and persons who had been declared “rightists” in
      1957. A number of people were reportedly executed, but the present essay is the first available report to suggest
      that such very large numbers died. It has been known, though, that the campaign demonstrably “got out of hand,”
      with vast numbers of people receiving “new bad-element” labels. In late 1969, the Central Committee moved to undo
      the campaign’s excesses. It was ordered that the campaign’s targets be released from jail and that the materials
      collected on suspects during the campaign be publicly burned.
    


    
      (25)  This term “putting policy on a solid
      footing” [luo shi zhengci] is normally applied to a moderate period that follows a
      radical period or connotes the last phase of a campaign. The earlier phases of any campaign are sometimes
      purposely pushed to extremes in order to test the campaign’s potential outer limits. The excesses are redressed
      in the final phase of a campaign by more moderate measures, in this case by the selective “reversal of verdicts.”
    


    
      (26)  He Long was one of
      the great generals of the Chinese civil wars and of the war against Japan. In the mid 1960s, he was serving as
      vice chairman of the National Defense Council, and sided against Mao in the opening maneuvers of the Cultural
      Revolution. He was arrested and died in prison. The mention that it took five years to rehabilitate He Long’s
      name suggests that this did not occur until several years after Lin Biao’s death: probably in 1973 or 1974. A
      1977 eulogy to the late marshal laid the blame for the delay at the feet of the “Gang of Four”: “Ten years ago
      Lin Biao, Jiang Qing, and others colluded in bringing false charges against Comrade He Long and persecuted him….
      In the spring and summer of 1976, one of their trusted followers slanderously described Premier Zhou’s attendance
      [at He Long’s delayed memorial service] as a ‘typical case of capitalist restoration and reversing the
      established verdicts,’ as well as an indication of ‘failure to take a correct attitude toward the Great
      Proletarian Cultural Revolution,’ in a vain attempt to reverse the correct verdict on Lin Biao and serve the
      schemes of the ‘gang of four’” (“Comrade Ho Long: A Glorious Life,” Peking Review,
      34, August 19, 1977).
    


    
      (27)  In the summer of 1970, a plenum was held
      at the mountain resort of Lushan, at which Chen Boda (a leading radical) and Lin Biao’s closest followers
      introduced a new state constitution that was defeated through the direct intervention of Mao. According to
      speeches by Mao in August and September 1971, the events at Lushan precipitated the schism that was to result in
      Lin Biao’s death in mid-September 1971. (An English translation of these 1971 speeches by Mao is contained in
      Chinese Law and Government, V, No. 3-4 (fall-winter 1972-73), pp. 31-42, and
      FBIS China Daily Report, August 15, 1972, pp. 132–9.)
    


    
      (28)  The May 16 Corps was a Cultural
      Revolution mass organization whose top leadership centered on the Hong Qi [Red
      Flag] editorial board. It was declared “ultraleftist” and counter-revolutionary in August 1967. In 1970-71 there
      was a nationwide campaign to weed out May 16 elements. Many active members of the Cultural
      Revolution’s Rebel faction were branded May 16 elements and arrested.
    


    
      (29)  The Chinese saying “to be forced to go
      up to Liang Shan’ means to be forced by circumstances to engage in unlawful dealings. The saying derives from the
      Chinese novel of derring-do, The Water Margin. In a purported letter from Mao to
      Jiang Qing on July 8, 1966 (refer to Note 2), Mao expressed his surprise that the Mao cult promoted by Lin Biao
      could have been so successful. Under such circumstances, he said, he had had to consent to Lin’s campaign, that
      is, was “forced to go up to Liang Shan.”
    


    
      (30)  Mao Zedong, in his August 1971 speeches
      (a portion not included in the CL&G and FBIS
      translations of Footnote 27), warned that if China’s revolutionary impetus flagged, it could readily be
      transformed into a “socialist-fascist” state.
    


    
      (31)  In the decade before the fall of the
      Manchu dynasty, a modern-style army in North China was established under the generalship of Yuan Shikai. Yuan
      built up a network of subordinate officers who owed personal loyalty to him. When the Revolution of 1911 erupted,
      he used his personal control over the army to force the imperial family to abdicate and to oblige the
      revolutionary forces in the South to accept his leadership of China. Yuan died in 1916 while campaigning to have
      himself declared emperor.
    


    
      (32)  Feng Guozhang and Duan Qirui were two of
      the leading generals under Yuan Shikai.
    


    
      (33)  In a speech of August 1966, Lin Biao
      said: “The Han dynasty had a Dong Zhongshu who eliminated all schools of thought and only upheld Confucianism. I
      hope all of you become a Dong Zhongshu” [that is, study only the thought of Mao].
    


    
      (34)  Yenan (Yan’an) was
      the capital of the Communist forces during the war against Japan. The city of Sian (Xian) was the Kuomintang
      headquarters for the armies blockading the Communist’s Yenan base area. The implication here is that the two
      cities stood in a marked contrast of revolution and counter-revolution.
    


    
      (35)  The “Program of the ‘571 Engineering
      Project’” was the name of the purported 1971 scheme by Lin Biao to overthrow Mao. Lin’s son was supposed to have
      written an insurrectionary outline with that title. The numbers 571 (wuqiyi), when pronounced in Chinese, have a
      similar sound to the Chinese expression for “armed uprising.”
    


    
      (36)  This refers to a comment in Mao’s “On
      Tactics against Japanese Imperialism” (1935), Mao’s footnote 31.
    


    
      (37)  This is in reference to Mao’s “Win the
      Masses in Their Millions for the Anti-Japanese National United Front” (1937), Mao’s footnote 13. In the
      mid-1930s, Zhang Guotao had contested against Mao for Party leadership.
    


    
      (38)  “The Song of the Gardener” was a Hunan
      opera which Hua Guofeng recommended for filming in 1973. The plot concerned a boy who wanted to be a train
      engineer. Influenced by the idea current in many schools after the Cultural Revolution that “studying books isn’t
      of much use,” he did not learn diligently. Finally, through the patient concern of a teacher, he came to see that
      he must study well before he could ever realize his dream of becoming a good engineer. The opera was criticized
      by Jiang Qing and others in the Gang of Four, who were pushing a line in education which emphasized “red” over
      “expert.” The “going against the tide” model youths they were supporting were students who dared to rebel but who
      were poor academically. In 1977, the Gang of Four was condemned for having criticized this opera (See
      China Reconstructs, June 1977, pp. 32-33).
    


    
      (39)  In the Campaign to Criticize Confucius,
      it was said that “rites” and “music” were mainstays of the slave-owning society. Their
      collapse symbolized the collapse of the slave-holding society.
    


    
      (40)  In the famous traditional Chinese novel
      Journey to the West, the hero Monkey served as the guardian of a Buddhist monk on
      a sacred pilgrimage to India. To control Monkey’s behavior, the monk had fastened on the hero a golden headband.
      Each time Monkey disobeyed, the monk’s prayers caused the headband to tighten. Excruciating pain each time forced
      Monkey back into compliance with his master’s wishes.
    


    
      (41)  This refers to the three work styles
      declared desirable for Communist Party members: the style of uniting theory with practice, the style of closely
      linking up with the people and the masses, and the style of self-criticism.
    


    
      (42)  The “three main rule of discipline” are:
      all actions should be subject to directives, never take even a needle or a thread from the masses, all
      confiscated property should be communal.
    


    
      (43)  The “eight points for attention” were:
      when talking, be congenial; when buying and selling, be fair; things that are borrowed must be returned; things
      which are damaged must be paid for; do not beat and scold people; do not damage agricultural crops; do not flirt
      with women and girls; do not mistreat captives.
    


    
      (44)  The “five daring spirits” were dare to
      think, dare to speak, dare to do, dare to attack, and dare to stage revolution.
    


    
      (45)  This was an incident in which a
      15-year-old girl who was humiliated by her teacher for poor schoolwork committed suicide. The radical press
      publicized the case to draw attention to the reemergence of “despotic” teachers and “academic work in command.”
    


    
      (46)  The education
      policy carried out before the Cultural Revolution was condemned as “Liu Shaoqi’s revisionist line of education”
      which stressed “expertise” more than “redness.” Lin Biao’s line on education, according to the Li Yizhe authors,
      exclusively stressed “redness.”
    


    
      (47)  Huang Shuai, a twelve-year-old
      schoolgirl, became one of the “going-against-the-tide” heroes in 1973. She had shown disrespect to a teacher, and
      the teacher publicly criticized her in class. Huang Shuai wrote an angry letter to a local newspaper complaining
      of the teacher’s suppression of students. The letter was reprinted nationally as a model case of “going against
      the tide” [People’s Daily, December 28, 1973]. In February 1974, a group of three
      young officials in Inner Mongolia who used the penname Wang Yazhuo wrote a letter to Huang Shuai saying that for
      students to so severely criticize teachers was a bad tide. In response, Huang Shuai wrote an open letter to Wang
      Yazhuo which was carried in People’s Daily (February 11, 1974), accusing Wang of
      being “a force for bourgeois restoration.” In bringing up this controversy, the Li Yizhe authors were trying to
      say that Huang Shuai was criticized by her teacher because of the influence of Lin Biao’s line on education which
      de-emphasized academic study and respect for elders. Simultaneously, the Li Yizhe authors were alluding to the
      Gang of Four group as engineering the incident by suggesting that a twelve-year-old could not have written such
      an open letter. After the Gang of Four fell, the Huang Shuai incident and the “going-against-the-tide spirit”
      were denounced in the national press, and it was claimed in People’s Daily in 1977
      that Huang Shuai had in fact been moved and reeducated by the “correct” letter from the Wang Yazhuo group. (For
      further details see Peking Review, July 1, 1977, pp. 15-17.)
    


    
      (48)  Zhang Tiesheng was another youth who
      became a national “going-against-the-tide” media hero in 1973. He was a 1966 high school graduate of Liaoning
      province. In 1968, at the Cultural Revolution’s close, he was sent to settle in the countryside, and in 1973 he
      was recommended by his local unit to attend university. In the entrance examination, he could not answer the
      questions. Instead he wrote an essay saying that because he was too busy with agricultural labor he had had no
      time to review his books and that he detested bookworms who did not labor. His case was
      publicized in People’s Daily (October 8, 1973). He was praised for going against
      the university recruitment policy of looking at examination scores rather than concentrating almost entirely on
      the applicants’ political activism. Zhang Tiesheng was admitted into a university, was a representative to the
      Fourth National People’s Congress in 1975, and was elected to its Standing Committee. In December 1976, Hua
      Guofeng singled out Zhang Tiesheng in a speech as a prime example of a “newly engendered counter-revolutionary”
      (People’s Daily, December 28, 1976). In a move to discredit Zhang’s famous
      denunciation of exams, the national press subsequently published a purported page of his original examination
      paper, showing that he had tried to sit the exam but had not been able to answer a series of math questions that
      most primary school graduates should have been able to handle. [On the several “going-against-the-tide” model
      youths, see Jonathan Unger, Education Under Mao (Columbia University Press, 1982)
      pp. 179-181, 195-198.]
    


    
      (49)  By the autumn of 1974 the Criticize Lin
      Biao and Confucius campaign was in full swing. In this campaign, Qin Shihuang, the despotic unifier of China (221
      B.C.) who had persecuted Confucianists and “burned the books,” was portrayed as a progressive figure who was
      overthrowing the slave-holding society of Confucius’ time and introducing instead a feudal society. It was argued
      that this was a historic advance in light of Karl Marx’s schema of historical eras.
    


    
      On the analogy of Mao Zedong and Qin Shihuang, in 1958 at the Second Plenum of the Eighth Party Congress Mao had
      made a comparison between himself and the ancient emperor: “What was so great about Qin Shihuang? He buried 460
      Confucianists; we buried 4,600 Confucianists. When we suppressed counter-revolutionaries, did we not kill some
      counter-revolutionary intellectuals? We have debated with the democrats: you say we are Qin Shihuang; no, wrong,
      we surpass Qin Shihuang one hundred times. You blurted out that we are Qin Shihuang in that we are dictatorial.
      Yes, we have always admitted that.”
    


    
      (50)  The playright Wu Han, a vice mayor of
      Peking, had written a play in 1961 about the righteous Ming dynasty official Hai Rui, who
      was persecuted by a despotic emperor for having questioned imperial wisdom and policies. The analogy with Mao, as
      emperor, and the dismissed Defense Minister Peng Dehuai, as Hai Rui, was obvious. Tian Han, one of China’s most
      prominent playrights, staged a play about the strong-willed Tang dynasty ruler, the Empress Wu. Both Wu Han and
      Tian Han subsequently were attacked severely in the press by the followers of Mao in the mid 1960s, in salvoes
      that became the prelude to the Cultural Revolution of 1966.
    


    
      (51)  See note 25, above.
    


    
      (52)  For details of the Socialist Education
      Campaign see Richard Baum and Frederick L. Teiwes, Ssu-Ch’ing: The Socialist Education Movement of 1962-1966 (Berkeley: Center for Chinese Studies,
      University of California, China Research Monograph No. 2, 1968); also Anita Chan, Richard Madsen and Jonathan
      Unger, Chen Village, Chapters 2 and 3.
    


    
      (53)  This Mao directive is quoted in the
      Socialist Education Campaign’s “First Ten Points.” Refer to Baum and Teiwes, op. cit., p. 70.
    


    
      (54)  Lin Biao, in a speech given at the
      Central Committee Work Session of October 25, 1966, had said, “Revolutionary mass movements are natural and
      reasonable.” See Mao Zedong and the Party Center [in Chinese] (Hong Kong: I-shan
      Publishing Company, 1975), p. 87.
    


    
      (55)  Dong Zhongshu was a Han dynasty
      philosopher (refer to note 33) who, among his lesser contributions to thought, proclaimed it correct that shifts
      from one historical era or dynasty to another should be marked by various ritualistic changes and the creation of
      new titles of nobility.
    


    
      (56)  The “big fours” of the Cultural
      Revolution that were declared “out-of-date” were airing views freely, airing views loudly, writing big-character
      posters, and holding great debates.
    


    
      (57)  These are two of
      the four major personal relationships listed by Confucius through which he felt an orderly society could be
      effected.
    


    
      (58)  This was a catch-phrase during the
      Cultural Revolution, meaning the evolution of policies by groups through free expression and arguing out of
      ideas.
    


    
      (59)  Refer to note 29.
    


    
      (60)  In a speech of August 1971, Mao said:
      “The ‘Internationale’ puts it correctly: ‘Arise, you slaves! Fight for truth! There has never been any savior. We
      do not rely on gods or goddesses, but on ourselves to save ourselves. Who is it that created this world of man?
      It is we, the working masses.’ During the Lushan meeting, I wrote a 600-character document [referring to an essay
      entitled ‘Some of My Opinions’]. In the document I raised the question of whether it is heroes who create
      history, or slaves who create history.” (FBIS, August 15, 1972, p. B8.) Refer to
      note 27.
    


    
      (61)  Yang Rongguo was a professor of ancient
      Chinese philosophy at Canton’s Sun Yatsen University. As early as the 1930s he was already expounding the idea
      that Confucius was the ideologue of the slave-owning society. During the Cultural Revolution, Yang was sent to a
      makeshift prison where he continued with his research critical of Confucius. When the Criticize Lin Biao and
      Confucius Campaign came along, he was exalted as an authority in the theory of “Criticizing Confucius.” He became
      a member of the Standing Committee of the Fourth National People’s Congress and the vice-head of the
      Revolutionary Committee of Sun Yatsen University. (This information derives from a Chinese-language edition of
      the Li Yizhe poster published in Hong Kong and edited by Qi Hao; published by Libraire Asiatique, p. 83.)
    


    
      (62)  See note 7.
    


    
      (63)  The Six Dynasties
      represented the society of slaveholders, according to the official interpretation. So when the Six Dynasty
      aristocrats opposed Qin Shihuang, their force was a “reactionary negation” of the Qin dynasty; whereas the
      peasant uprising against the Qin dynasty was a progressive force in history and consequently was a “revolutionary
      negation” of the Qin dynasty.
    


    
      (64)  Fu Si was the son of Qin Shihuang and
      should have been the successor, but he was forced to commit suicide. Chen Sheng and Wu Guang led a peasant
      uprising in his name and established the Chu dynasty. The uprising, in the present official interpretation of
      history, is said to have been accused of being a counter-revolutionary restoration despite its progressive
      revolutionary nature.
    


    
      (65)  Kong Fu was Confucius’ descendant eight
      generations later. He went to Chen Sheng, then emperor of the Chu dynasty, to ask for a post. His request was
      granted.
    


    
      (66)  The Party considered there to have been
      ten “line struggles” in its fifty-year history. The ninth was the Cultural Revolution, and the tenth was Lin
      Biao’s opposition to Mao. Mao himself discussed briefly each of the line struggles in his August 1971 talks
      (FBIS, August 15, 1972). After Mao’s death, the conflict with the “Gang of Four”
      formally was declared the eleventh line struggle.
    


    
      (67)  Refer to note 48.
    


    
      (68)  When someone was declared a
      counter-revolutionary or was imprisoned, great pressure was put on the wife to apply for a divorce.
    


    
      (69)  In the “Program for the ‘571 Engineering
      Project,’” “B-52” referred to Mao. Here it means waving the Mao banner to attack Mao.
    


    
      (70)  The five
      non-fearings are: not afraid of being dismissed from office, not afraid of being expelled from the Party, not
      afraid of going to prison, not afraid of being executed, not afraid of being divorced.
    


    
      (71)  Refer to note 25.
    


    
      (72)  These were some of the “leftist”
      policies in agriculture carried out in the Three Loyalities Campaign under Lin Biao. See note 19.
    


    
      (73)  Refer to note 60.
    


    
      IN CRITICISM OF “ON SOCIALIST DEMOCRACY AND THE LEGAL SYSTEM”
    


    
      (1)  In the “Program for the ‘571 Engineering
      Project,’” allegedly authored by Lin Biao’s son in May 1971, it was written that Mao “…abused the trust and
      position given to him by the people and historically has turned into his opposite. In reality, he has already
      become the Qin Shihuang of the present era.” “He is not a true Marxist-Leninist, but one taking the
      Confucian-Menciah road. Borrowing the cover of Marxism-Leninism, he is the greatest feudalistic despot in Chinese
      history, wielding the law of Qin Shihuang.”
    


    
      (2)  In “On the Correct Handling of
      Contradictions among the People,” Mao laid down six criteria for “distinguishing fragrant flowers from poisonous
      weeds”: 1. Words and actions should help to unite, not divide the people of our various nationalities; 2. They
      should be beneficial, not harmful, to socialist transformation and socialist construction; 3. They should help to
      consolidate, not undermine or weaken, the people’s democratic dictatorship; 4. They should help to consolidate,
      not undermine or weaken, democratic centralism; 5. They should help to strengthen, not discard or weaken, the
      leadership of the Communist Party; 6. They should be beneficial, not harmful, to
      international socialist unity of the peace-loving people of the world.
    


    
      (3)  The “three dos and three don’ts” are:
      “Carry out Marxism, do not carry out revisionism; unite, do not split; be open and frank, do not scheme and
      plot.”
    


    
      (4)  This refers to the article “A Review of the
      New Historical Play ‘Hai Rui Dismissed from Office’” written by Yao Wenyuan, then chief editor of Jiefang Ribao [Liberation Daily]. The article first appeared in Shanghai’s Wenhui Bao on November 10, 1965. Mao was behind the launching of this essay, the initial act
      of the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      (5)  The “four big freedoms” were: freedom of
      usury, hiring labor, land sale, and private enterprise. These were permitted in the countryside in the early
      1960s under policies promoted by Liu Shaoqi, in order to speed China’s recovery from the Great Leap Forward’s
      collapse. Mao subsequently condemned such policies as capitalist-roading.
    


    
      (6)  Nagy was the Hungarian Premier in 1956. He
      sympathized with the uprising and was arrested and executed by the Russians.
    


    
      (7)  “On the People’s Democratic Dictatorship,”
      Selected Works of Mao Tse-tung (English), Vol. IV, p. 418.
    


    
      (8)  Ibid, pp.
      417–18.
    


    
      (9)  On the Correct
      Handling of Contradictions among the People (1957), (Beijing: Foreign Languages Institute, 1967), p. 119.
    


    
      INTERVIEWS WITH THE LI YIZHE GROUP
    


    
      (1)  After the Party’s counter-poster had been
      distributed in December 1974, the Li Yizhe group pasted up a “Letter of Counter-challenge” and six
      “Commentaries.” The fourth of these “Commentaries” concerned the need for democracy and bore the title “The
      Tricks of Du Gang.”
    


    
      (2)  Confucius had stressed
      that a gentleman should be preoccupied solely with questions of philosophy and government, disdaining physical
      labor and economic activity. In this respect, Confucius declared proudly that he himself neither could use his
      four limbs nor tell the five grains apart. Under Mao, the Communist leadership adopted the phrase as a caustic
      reference to the uselessness and arrogance of intellectuals.
    


    
      A REPLY TO THE PEOPLE REGARDING THEIR QUESTIONS ON THE ‘LI YIZHE COUNTER-REVOLUTIONARY CLIQUE’
    


    
      (1)  The name of Jiao Linyi, at that time the
      first secretary of the Canton Party Committee and vice-chairman of the Guangdong government, was inserted into
      the poster by a passerby. The handwriting is different from the text’s.
    


    
      IT IS NECESSARY TO PUBLICLY REHABILITATE THE BRAVE WARRIORS LI YIZHE
    


    
      (1)  The “two whatevers” were: 1. “We are
      determined to support whatever policy decisions were made by Chairman Mao”; and 2. “We will unswervingly follow
      whatever instructions were given by Chairman Mao.” The so-called “whatever faction” was led by Wang Dongxing,
      long associated with Mao and the leader of the PLA unit defending Zhongnanhai, where most of the top leadership
      used to reside. Until 1978 Wang’s posts also included: member of the standing committee of the Politburo,
      director of the General Office of the Central Military Commission, director of the office of the Party Central
      Committee, vice-chairman of the Party, director of the General Office of the Editorial Commission of the Selected
      Works of Mao Zedong, first vice-president of the Party School under the Central Committee, and so forth. After
      the Third plenary session of the Eleventh Party Central Committee meeting in December 1978, Wang and the
      whateverists lost many of their positions and almost all of their power.
    


    
      STRIVE FOR THE CLASS DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT
    


    
      (1)  Zhexue
      Yanjiu [Philsophical Research], 1979, No. 2.
    


    
      (2)  Engels, “The Development of Socialism from
      Utopian to Scientific.”
    


    
      (3)  Engels, “The Principles of Communism.”
    


    
      (4)  Marx, Preface to
      the Critique of Political Economy.
    


    
      (5)  Engels, “Preface to the Class Struggle in France.”
    


    
      (6)  Marx, Capital, Vol. 1.
    


    
      (7)  Marx, Capital, Vol. 3.
    


    
      (8)  Engels, Anti-Duhring.
    


    
      (9)  One example of Yu Guangyuan’s writings on
      this subject is “Reading Notes on the Question of the Proletarian Dictatorship,” Baike
      Zhishi [Encyclopedic Knowledge], 1979, No. 1, pp. 31-39.
    


    
      (10)  Engels, “The Principles of Communism.”
    


    
      (11)  Zhexue
      Yanjiu [Philsophical Research], 1979, No. 2.
    


    
      (12)  The “whateverists” began being
      criticized in 1978 for insisting that whatever Mao said was correct. The alternative
      approach to whateverism became symbolized by the phrase “practice is the sole criterion of truth.”
    


    
      (13)  The Anshan Steel Company constitution
      was first mentioned by Mao Zedong on March 22, 1960. It defined five basic principles for running socialist
      enterprises which were to serve as a guide for all industrial enterprises in China.
    


    
      LAWLESS LAWS & CRIMELESS CRIMES
    


    
      (1)  The case is discussed at length in Roger
      Garside, Coming Alive: China after Mao (New York:
      McGraw-Hill, 1981), pp. 278-285.
    


    
      (2)  For the contents of the 6-Point Decree, see
      note 24 of the Li Yizhe poster, on p. 270.
    


    
      (3)  The unnamed person presumably was Kang
      Sheng.
    


    
      (4)  Democracy and the
      Legal System is the title of a Shanghai-based journal that the government began publishing in the late
      1970s as a forum for discussions of needed political reforms. Interestingly, the journal’s title has been
      appropriated from the nationally famous Li Yizhe poster.
    


    
      (5)  The word “whoever” here refers to the
      “whateverists”. See note 1 of the Du Jian essay, p. 282.
    


    
      (6)  On this term “put policy on a solid
      footing” see Li Yizhe poster note 25, on p. 270.
    


    
      (7)  On the “five non-fearings” see note 70 of
      the Li Yizhe poster, on p. 280.
    


    
      MAO ZEDONG AND THE CULTURAL REVOLUTION
    


    
      (1)  Khrushchev made this trip in May 1955.
    


    
      (2)  Khrushchev visited China in October 1954.
      The deputy premier Anastas I. Mikoyan, who specialized in foreign trade, accompanied Khrushchev.
    


    
      (3)  In 1940, Mao Zedong wrote in “On New
      Democracy”: The spirit of “not to be monopolised by a few” must be embodied in the organizations of the
      government and the army; without a genuinely democratic system such an aim can never be attained.” See: Mao
      Tse-tung, On New Democracy (Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1954) pp. 26-27.
    


    
      (4)  This is in reference to the
      cooperativization program of 1954-55.
    


    
      (5)  The demonstrations in Hungary erupted in
      October of 1956. Imre Nagy was in fact in the process of being restored to power in early October 1956 after
      having been eclipsed in 1955 by the pro-Stalinist Matyas Rakosi, whom the Soviet Union had already replaced with
      Erno Gero in July 1956.
    


    
      (6)  On 3 November 1956 the Soviet Union
      established a government under Janos Kadar to rival that of Nagy. Kadar immediately asked for Soviet military
      assistance which was rendered. Nagy fled to the Yugoslav embassy. Although given a safe conduct pass by the Kadar
      government, Nagy was arrested and executed by the Soviets.
    


    
      (7)  In a speech at Pula, Yugoslavia on 11
      November 1956, Tito denounced the meddling in Hungary by the Soviet Union that had led to the chaos preceding
      Soviet military intervention.
    


    
      (8)  Wladyslaw Gomulka
      had been purged from his position as leader of Poland by Stalin in 1949. He returned to power in October 1956.
    


    
      (9)  Wang Xizhe is referring to the
      “Anti-rightist struggle” of the summer and fall of 1957.
    


    
      (10)  Zhongnanhai refers to the compound in
      Peking containing the top leaders’ living quarters and offices.
    


    
      (11)  At the Lushan Conference of late June
      to August 1, 1959, Defense Minister Peng Dehuai issued a severe critique of Mao Zedong and the radical agrarian
      policies of the Great Leap Forward. Mao forced Peng’s ouster, and the Great Leap Forward continued unabated.
    


    
      (12)  See Li Yizhe, note 50, on p. 276, and
      Xuan Jiwen, note 4, on p. 281.
    


    
      (13)  Wu Zhipu was the governor of Henan
      province in the 1950s and a supporter of leftist agrarian policies. He promoted the first communes of the Great
      Leap Forward.
    


    
      (14)  “Launching sputniks” was a term used
      to describe the achievement of dramatic new records in agriculture and industry during the Great Leap Forward.
      After the Leap’s failure, the phrase came to have a satiric connotation.
    


    
      (15)  In September 1958, at the Fifteenth
      Supreme State Conference heid in Beijing, Mao Zedong said that China would surpass England in all but
      shipbuilding, cars, and electric power in two years.
    


    
      (16)  Hai Rui and the Jia Jing Emperor were
      characters in the 1961 play “Hai Rui Dismissed from Office,” written by Wu Han. The play was an allegory, as Mao
      Zedong himself publicly charged: “The critical question lies in ‘dismissal.’ The Jia Jing
      Emperor dismissed Hai Rui. In 1959 we dismissed Peng Dehuai. Peng Dehuai is ‘Hai Rui’.” [This quote from Mao is
      cited in the Party poster “In Criticism of ‘On Socialist Democracy and the Legal System,’” in a paragraph that
      was not included in the partial translation printed in this volume. See Chinese Law and
      Government (fall 1977), p. 101].
    


    
      (17)  The “Three Red Banners” refers to the
      radical economic policies of the period 1958-1960: the General Line of Socialist Transformation, the Great Leap
      Forward, and the People’s Communes.
    


    
      (18)  Peng Dehuai was Minister of Defense.
      Zhang Wentian, the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs and a powerful Party figure in his own right, met privately
      with Peng at the 1959 Lushan Conference to discuss how to convince the conference to reverse the radical agrarian
      policies of the Great Leap Forward that were creating food shortages. Mao viewed them as challenging his
      authority, and both Peng and Zhang were purged at Lushan.
    


    
      (19)  Wang Ming, one of the leaders who had
      studied in Russia during the 1920s, took over leadership of the Party Central Committee in 1931 and clashed with
      Mao over the role of the Jiangxi Soviet. Events proved Mao right, and Wang Ming was eased from power. Later, in
      1938, Wang Ming advocated the subordination of the Communist forces during the united front with the Guomindang
      against Japan. Again, Mao criticized Wang Ming’s line and obtained from the Politburo a repudiation of Wang
      Ming’s proposals.
    


    
      (20)  Hu Feng (Zhang Gufei) was a writer and
      long-time supporter of the Communist Party who, in 1954, criticized the restrictions on expression in art and
      literature. Liang Shuming was a well-known philosopher and historian. Both Hu Feng and Liang Shuming were
      severely criticized in the mid 1950s for trying to divorce culture from Party supervision. Hu Feng was released
      from prison in January 1979 and attained full political rehabilitation in October 1980.
    


    
      (21)  Kang Sheng, an
      ally of the radicals, helped direct the secret police.
    


    
      (22)  “Liang Xiao” (‘Two Schools’) was the
      pen-name used for articles written by a group composed of persons associated with Qinghua University and Peking
      University. They were theoreticians for Mao Zedong and the Gang of Four during the mid 1970s.
    


    
      (23)  Wang Xizhe is referring to the
      Enlarged Work Conference of the Central Committee of the CCP held at Beidaihe from mid-January to early February
      1962.
    


    
      (24)  Churchill and DeGaulle were defeated
      electorally and forced from office in 1945 and 1946 respectively, soon after their military triumphs.
    


    
      (25)  The three freedoms involved the
      extension of plots for private use, the extension of private markets, and an increase in the number of small
      enterprises with sole responsibility for their own profits and losses. The one contract involved letting
      households cultivate the land separately, each household responsible for handing in a quota of grain for sale to
      the state.
    


    
      (26)  Sun Yefang was head of the Institute
      of Economic Studies and had urged the use of market mechanisms in the 1950s and early 1960s. He was rehabilitated
      by Deng Xiaoping in the late 1970s.
    


    
      (27)  Liberman was a Soviet economist whose
      reform proposals centered upon rewarding factories for producing goods good enough for sale rather than for
      fulfilling output quotas. The performance of enterprise managers was to be judged primarily by the profit an
      enterprise could turn in.
    


    
      (28)  Approximately nine months later, at
      the Tenth (Enlarged) Plenum of the Eighth Central Committee of September 1962, Peng Dehuai
      submitted a long document of 80,000 characters requesting a reversal of the political judgment against him.
    


    
      (29)  Georgi Dimitrov (1882-1949) was
      General-Secretary of the Communist Party of Bulgaria 1944-49.
    


    
      (30)  In order for Mao to divorce his third
      wife and marry Jiang Qing, Mao had had to promise the Party Central Committee that she would not enter politics.
    


    
      (31)  Peng Zhen was mayor of Peking. He was
      closely associated with Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping and was purged in March 1966. He was rehabilitated by Deng
      Xiaoping in the late 1970s.
    


    
      (32)  Yao Wenyuan was the editor-in-chief of
      the Shanghai newspaper Liberation Daily. He subsequently rose into the top Party leadership through his
      connections with Mao and the Central Cultural Revolution Group. He is one of the “Gang of Four” who were toppled
      in late 1976.
    


    
      (33)  The full title of the “February
      Outline” was “The Outline Report Concerning the Current Academic Discussion of the Group of Five in Charge of the
      Cultural Revolution.” The “Outline” of the group, headed by Peng Zhen, criticized Yao Wenyuan and other radical
      Maoists for “treating a purely academic question [Wu Han’s play] in political terms.”
    


    
      (34)  Peng Zhen had been mayor of Peking and
      a vice-premier. Luo Ruiqing had been chief-of-staff of the People’s Liberation Army. Lu Dingyi had been a
      vice-premier and minister of culture. Yang Shangkun had been director of the staff office of the Central
      Committee. Luo Ruiqing subsequently was toppled from his post in November 1965 and Peng, Lu, and Yang were
      crushed in the early months of the Cultural Revolution.
    


    
      (35)  On 9 September
      1976 Mao Zedong passed away. Less than one month later, on the night of 6-7 October, the Gang of Four (Jiang
      Qing, Zhang Chunqiao, Yao Wenyuan, and Wang Hongwen) were arrested.
    


    
      (36)  Yu Luoke was a young worker of
      bad-class origins who in 1967 had written a blistering analysis of political discrimination against
      non-proletarian background people. Printed and reprinted by Red Guard groups, it attained a circulation of one
      million. (The essay has been translated in Gordon White: The Politics of Class and Class
      Origin: The Case of the Cultural Revolution [Canberra: Contemporary China Center, 1976], pp. 71-93.) Yu
      Luoke was executed in the early 1970s as a “counter-revolutionary.” In 1979-80 his name was cleared, and
      selections from his diary were serialized in Chinese magazines.
    


    
      (37)  Palmiro Togliatti (1893-1964) was
      leader of the Communist Party of Italy 1927-1964.
    


    
      (38)  Gottfried Feder was a long-time
      supporter of Adolf Hitler who, after Hitler came to power in Germany, was given a position as undersecretary in
      the Ministry of Economics and ignored.
    


    
      (39)  Nie Yuanzi was an instructor in the
      Department of Philosophy at Peking University. As secretary of her department’s Party branch, she had read the
      May 16 Circular. Her wall-poster appeared on May 25, 1966, attacking the school administration for suppressing
      the campaign on campus.
    


    
      (40)  During 22-24 March 1971, Lin Biao
      allegedly met in Shanghai with a small group of conspirators, including his son (an Air Force general), to draw
      up the “5-7–1 Project Outline.” The plan was alleged to have included plans to kill Mao and all of Lin’s
      opponents in the Politburo. Betrayed by one of his co-conspirators, Lin Biao, his son, his wife, and six others
      reportedly died 13 September 1971 in a plane crash while attempting to flee to the Soviet Union.
    


    
      (41)  Gao Gang was a
      Party leader who was purged in the mid 1950s for attempting to create an “independent kingdom” in Manchuria
      unbeholden to Peking’s commands. Other observers have not linked the Gao Gang purge to any conflict between Mao
      and Liu Shaoqi.
    


    
      (42)  In 1968, when Revolutionary Committees
      were established as the governing bodies in all of the provinces of China, People’s
      Daily claimed this meant that “the whole country is red.”
    


    
      (43)  See Li Yizhe, note 29, on p. 272.
    


    
      (44)  Hu Jiwei had been appointed deputy
      editor-in-chief of the People’s Daily in 1958. He was criticized during the
      Cultural Revolution and was ousted from his position. Rehabilitated after the death of Mao, he became chief
      editor of the People’s Daily in April 1977, and Wang Ruoshui became deputy
      editor-in-chief. In November 1983, in the midst of the campaign to root out “spiritual pollution,” both editors
      were again dismissed from People’s Daily, for promoting ideas still too liberal
      for Party tastes.
    


    
      (45)  At the Tenth Congress of August 1973,
      the “veteran cadres” that Wang Xizhe mentions were officially rehabilitated.
    


    
      (46)  This refers to the collapse of quality
      education in the high schools during the years 1969-1976. On this, see Jonathan Unger, Education Under Mao: Class and Competition in Canton Schools,
      1960-1980 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1982), Chapters 7 and 9.
    


    
      (47)  Yang Zhenning is a Chinese-American
      physicist and Nobel laureate who visited China following the Sino-U.S. detente of the early 1970s.
    


    
      (48)  Zhou Peiyuan was
      a noted physicist and vice-president of Peking University.
    


    
      (49)  See Li Yizhe, note 48, on p. 275.
    


    
      (50)  See Li Yizhe, note 47, on p. 275.
    


    
      (51)  Fengqinglun was the name of a ship involved in a mishap due to the low level of expertise of
      those in charge.
    


    
      (52)  Michelangelo Antonioni is the famous
      Italian film maker who, upon gaining access to China, made an unflattering film about the conditions he found.
      China’s radicals in response launched a xenophobic campaign condemning foreign disdain for China.
    


    
      (53)  On February 2, 1974, the People’s Daily announced that the criticism of Lin Biao and the criticism of Confucius
      comprised a single issue.
    


    
      (54)  See Note 42 above.
    


    
      (55)  On this series of events see Jonathan
      Unger, Education Under Mao, op. cit., pp. 202-204.
    


    
      (56)  Deng Xiaoping’s last public appearance
      was his reading of the oration at the memorial service to Zhou Enlai, following the latter’s death January 8,
      1975. (Deng Xiaoping re-emerged publicly in July 1977.)
    


    
      (57)  The “Three Big Poisonous Weeds” refers
      to three documents drawn up in 1975 on instructions from Deng Xiaoping. They are “On the General Program for All
      Work of the Party and the Country,” “Some Problems Concerning the Work of Science and Technology,” and “Some
      Problems in Accelerating Industrial Development.”
    


    
      (58)  The Eleventh
      Congress of the Russian Communist Party was held in March-April 1922 while Lenin was incapacitated by a
      debilitating stroke.
    


    
      (59)  On 30 March 1976, tributes to Zhou
      Enlai began appearing at the Martyrs Memorial in Tiananmen Square in conjunction with the Qingming holiday.
      Traditionally a day for sweeping the graves of ancestors, under the Communists Qingming was turned into a day
      honouring the “people’s martyrs.” On Qingming itself, which fell on April 4, 1976, hundreds of thousands of
      people joined in the square to pay tribute to Zhou Enlai. The authorities began removing the wreaths and tributes
      on the night of April 4-5. On April 5 huge protest riots erupted, which were finally quashed on April 7, 1976.
    


    
      (60)  The Northern Warlords controlled
      Peking in the late 1910s and early 1920s. Their government suppressed the student uprisings of the May Fourth
      Movement of 1919.
    


    
      (61)  Alexander III (1845-1894) became
      emperor of Russia upon the assasination of Alexander II in 1881. He and his family made their residence at the
      well-guarded Gatchina palace and only rarely made public appearances.
    


    
      (62)  Mao Yuanxin was a nephew of Mao Zedong
      who served as a PLA political commissar and media chief in Liaoning province. He was arrested soon after the fall
      of the Gang of Four.
    


    
      (63)  Wang Xizhe is making a reference to
      the Mid-Autumn Festival, a holiday during which it is common for Chinese to gather together in celebration. Mao’s
      passing on that day appears to carry significance for some Chinese.
    


    
      (64)  Hoping to avoid a split between the
      Chinese Communist Party and the Nationalists under Chiang Kai-shek, Stalin asked the Communist-dominated General
      Labor Union of Shanghai to allow the Northern Expeditionary Forces, commanded by Chiang
      Kai-shek, to enter the city unopposed. Chiang’s forces entered the city on March 22, 1927 and, in alliance with
      the Western powers and Shanghai’s underworld, massacred the Communist-led workers.
    


    
      (65)  Chen Duxiu was a founder of the
      Chinese Communist Party who was expelled following the failures of 1927.
    


    
      (66)  See Chang Kuo-t’ao, The Rise of the Chinese Communist Party, 2 vols. (Lawrence, Kansas: Kansas University Press,
      1971). Zhang Guotao was one of the founding members of the Chinese Communist Party. He contested against Mao for
      leadership of the Party after the Long March, lost out, and fled to Hong Kong.
    


    
      (67)  Palmiro Togliatti was leader of the
      Italian Communist Party from 1927 until his death in 1964. Maurice Thorez was Secretary General of the French
      Communist Party from 1930 until his death in 1964. During the few years immediately following World War II, they
      were advocating a parliamentary means to gain power, through coalitions with bourgeois parties.
    


    
      (68)  Zhu Yuanzhang was the founder of the
      Ming Dynasty. Li Zicheng was the leader of a rebel band which overran most of China and contributed to the fall
      of the Ming. Hong Xiuquan was the founder of the Taiping Rebellion.
    


    
      (69)  In early 1928 Mao Zedong and Zhu De
      formed the Fourth Red Army, which carried out guerilla warfare in the rugged countryside around the Jinggang
      Mountains in Jiangxi province. It was this strategy which eventually proved successful.
    


    
      (70)  The Liangshanbo redoubt is a reference
      to the classic Chinese historical novel The Water Margin, about righteous
      political outlaws who defended inaccessible marshy territory against corrupt government forces.
    


    
      (71)  See note 42
      above.
    


    
      (72)  The Third Plenum gave the go-ahead for
      the domestic policies advocated by the Deng faction. In China, it is considered the decisive meeting at which
      Deng’s reform faction gained control of Party policies.
    


    
      (73)  Wang Dongxing was commander of the
      8341 unit which carried out the arrests of the Gang of Four in 1976. A long-time aide to Mao Zedong, he continued
      to adhere to the position that whatever Mao had said or done was sacrosanct, earning him the derogatory sobriquet
      of a “Whateverist.” Wang subsequently was forced to resign his posts at the Fifth Plenum of the Eleventh Central
      Committee held in February 1980.
    


    
      (74)  This may be a reference in contrast to
      a work by Bukharin, The ABC of Communism, trans. by Eden and Cedar Paul
      (Middlesex: Penguin Press, 1969).
    


    
      (75)  The battle of Huai-Hai took place near
      Xuzhou from October 1948-January 1949. Deng Xiaoping was Political Commissar of the 2nd Field Army, a victor in
      one of the largest battles in history. The Guomindang armies’ losses totaled about half a million men, clearing
      the way for the Communists’ quick triumph in the Chinese civil war.
    


    
      (76)  Peking
      Spring and April Fifth Forum were both unofficial publications which
      appeared in Peking during 1978–79.
    


    
      (77)  Wu De had held a succession of
      important Party and administrative posts. He was mayor of Peking during the Tiananmen Incident and ordered the
      city’s militia to suppress the demonstrators. The wall-poster criticisms of him in 1979 received support from
      Deng Xiaoping’s faction, and he was stripped of all Party and state posts at the Fifth Plenum of the Eleventh
      Party Central Committee which convened in February 1980.
    


    
      (78)  “Geng-shen”
      includes most of the year 1980 in the traditional Chinese sixty-year calendar cycle. “Geng-shen Reform” refers to
      those proposals for institutional change that came out of the third session of the Fifth National People’s
      Congress which convened in August 1980.
    


    
      (79)  Anton Novotny was Secretary-General of
      the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia until January 1968, when Alexander Dubcek succeeded him and inaugurated the
      Prague Spring. Several months before he fell, Novotny characterized the author Jan Benes “an enemy of our
      Republic.”
    


    
      (80)  The “Four Greats,” also known as the
      “Four Bigs,” were “contending in a big way,” “airing views in a big way,” “arguing things out in a big way,” and
      “big-character posters.” These rights were stricken from the constitution by a resolution adopted at the Third
      Session of the Fifth National People’s Congress in 1980. See “The ‘Dazibao’: Its Rise and Fall,” Beijing Review, Oct. 6, 1980, No. 40, p. 22.
    


    
      (81)  The Baoshan steel refinery and Bohai
      No. 2 are often cited as examples of mismanagement under policies which placed politics above expertise. The
      Baoshan steel plant has been under construction at an economically inappropriate location near Shanghai, and much
      capital investment has been wasted. Bohai No. 2 was an oil rig which sank in the Gulf of Bohai in November 1979,
      due to the ignorance of the bureaucrats in charge.
    


    
      (82)  The Cultural Revolution essay “Whither
      China?” by the “Sheng-wu-lian” Red Guard group of Hunan was the first dissident analysis to speak of the
      bureaucratic stratum in “new class” terms and to discuss relations between the Party bureaucrats and the masses
      as intrinsicly antagonistic. A translation of “Whither China?” appears in Klaus Mehnert, Peking and the New Left (Center for Chinese Studies, University of California at Berkeley,
      Monograph No. 4, 1969).
    


    
      (83)  The “five categories of red elements”
      were those who, before the revolution’s victory in 1949, had been industrial workers, poor
      and lower-middle peasants, Party cadres, People’s Liberation Army soldiery, the military dead, plus all of their
      descendants.
    


    
      (84)  “Monsters and demons” is an old
      Chinese expression that was used during the Cultural Revolution to connote people of bad class background who
      were deemed beyond the pale politically.
    


    
      (85)  The seven kinds of bad elements were
      those who before the revolution had been landlords or rich peasants or capitalists or who more recently had been
      dubbed counter-revolutionaries, rightists, bad elements, or black gangsters. The last category was added by the
      Red Guards.
    


    
      (86)  The incident extended over a period of
      several days and involved as many as three thousand students. (“Hunan Xuesheng Zheng Minzhu Fan Guanliao de
      Xingdong” [Hunan Students Struggle for Democracy and Oppose Bureaucratism] Qishi
      Niandai [The Seventies], Hong Kong, December 1980, No. 131, pp. 19-20.)
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