HOLD HIGH THE GREAT BANNER OF THE PROLETARIAN CULTURAL
REVOLUTION, THOROUGHLY EXPOSE THE REACTIONARY BOURGEOIS
STAND OF THOSE SO-CALLED ACADEMIC AUTHORITIES WHO ., 'PPOSE
THE PARTY AND SOCIALISM, THOROUGHLY CRITIEISE AND
REPUDIATE REACTIONARY BOURGEOIS IDEAS 1IN THE SPHERE OF
ACADEMIT WORK, EDUCATION, JOURNALISM, LITERATURE AND ART
AND PUBLISHING, AND SEIZE THE LEADERSHIP 1IN THESE
«....TURAL SPHERES

Wrmber ., September 1970 ANZAPA 13

~“uhlishad for the October Mailing of the Australian and New Zealand
imatour Fross Association by John Foyster, 12 Glengariff Drive,
Vlulgrevo, Victoria 3170, Australia, and numbored FF 190 (I think).
L5nft vou dare abhreviats that title, Garyl
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d% CHANGING HATS QUICKLY

"0n May 26, 1956 a% a mooting of the Chinose Academy of Sclences
and the All-China Federation of Writors and Artists Lu Ting-yt,
dircctor of the Propaganda Dopartmont of the Contral Committoe of
the Chinese Communist Party, made a speech in which he oxplainod
the policy of the Communist Party on rt, litoratume and scicncas
YIf we went art, literature and scionce to flourish,' he sald, fue
must apply a policy of latting flowers of many kinds blosmom, looting
diverso schools of thought contands’

esesey"Socinlist realism, in our viow, is thao most fruitful mcthod,
but 1t i1s not the only method." .

Thus an cditorial article in the third 1957 issua of CHINESE
LITERATURE (lattorly CHINESE LITERATURE MONTHLY)e This 6f coursc
was one manifestation of the policy which beceme known, in the Wost
at least, as 'Lot the Hundred Flowers Bloom's It is conventionally
accopted (s@ege by Stuart Schram) that Mao cxpescted a briof contontion
followed by the victory of Mzoist Marxisms Schram also arguos that
Liu Shao-e4Y!1 was a strong advocate of the Great Leap Forward which
accempaniod thoe cultural policy and ~lso that Liu was loss than
apthusiastic about the powar of Mnao Tsctung Thought (or Mac TFso-~t#ing
Thought as it thon was) in the extrome areas ('the omnipotonce of the
human will'! exomplified, porhaps, by tho story of THE FOOL2SH OLD MAN
WHO REMOVED THE MOUNTAINS). The publishers (western) of Liu's work
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~CH!I Paul
(in abbroviatcd form - QUOTATIONS FROM PRESIDESTSLIUwz:gg Eﬂuo)ﬁs a
Flos;h in Australie and Walkor and Co. in the .753 S e tandsd an
baliovo othorwisce Quoto - "On Octobor 13 ((195Tso;ung e oues
important stato confaeronco prosided ovor by N§o l B Bt ot Rao
the problem of troctification's It was at tnlg_mOS : gaid 4
proposcd tho Blossoming-Contending Campaigne Ll: at e
taken oxception to the policy, lest it should ge 0? o Mao-ziu o it
tﬁis difforonce is bolisvod to mark tho beginning © .
(ppe 162,163)

Now +o know from the provious pago that #:éscénggg 3:;8E}KGQSF
‘ ipti Mao's ON i
accarato doscription. Furthormoro,
CPKTRRDICTIONS AMONG THE PEOPLE was publishod on FobruTry 2?,d1zi?
(acto tho littlo red book), and it was hore that Mao discussod tho
prolicys Consoquontly ono cnnot tiko too seriously tho claims made
ahnes 'iuts motivitionss

&

But ¢o roturn to that issug’ of CHINESE LITERATURE, which isy T
stor all tho point of this oxarcisos = The oditori§1 quoted abovo was
.ollowed by anothor piece by tho oditor, Mao Tun, titlod OPPOSE
- ICTR WRIRE AND PETTY-BOURGEODIS THINKING: Mao Tun, writing of an

“icle which was concerned with the !poisonous weods' which sprang.
up as a rosult of the Hundrod Flouwsrs, said: 'Whilg I sympathizo with
thoir concern for the worker-peasant-soldior litorary principle and
for tho prosarvation of socialist literaturs, as woll as their ardour
in attacking potty-bourgeois thinking, I find their article un=-
copvincing bocause its criticisms arse doctrinaire.,' If you regard
that as fonco-sitting you should try reading the whole four pagess
In ossonces, though, Mao Tum said that though uriters pggd a 'Marxist
world outlook!, thay don't necessarily acquire this at birth, and
that comsogquehtly it is to be expoctsd that non-Marxist works will
come into boing during the Hundred Flouors,

Tho noxt article is an interview with C
this little story)s Chou Yang uas Doputy Dirgctor to Lu Ting=yise
Chou Yang!s commonts are very similar to those of Mac Tun (ovon
though he is on tha ether sido, in tho sensu of being nearer to tho
momontary winner), « However, he placos omphasis on tho importancoe
of studying older works,

These two articlos wore publishod in
March and April, 1957, TheWoisonous weads! article (danuary 1957)
is ~lso printed, the authors being Chen Chi-t

ung, Chen Ya-tim Ma
Hézzgingtand L; Leh. Scvarzllother articles foliow, of tho fggce-
si ng typo, but mostly following what I wi am!
view of Liu's policy, the Liu lin:. : B P o Schran' @

hou Yang (the 'hero! of

Wo now tako up tho third 1958 issuc of CHINESE LITERATURE, to
find Chou Yang in action again, giving it to a faction L ﬁ . ibes
as: 'hoaded by Ting Ling and Chan Chi-hsia', Tun n;r; b 2 chr f
Yang had booun sniping at Chan Chi-hsia ('Critics {1&-‘Ph?foég' ﬁﬂgﬁ
;::ghtita slash down now writors and now works! - 4/;9;65n ﬁ;-er“
1 g Ng = well, in 1954 sho had baun PUsning tho Hundru; Fl ]

ne, so could bo considorod slightly to thg 'right' of Chou ?:;;S
FF190,2



But back to 1958, I quote a particular suntence of Chou Yang'ss !Thoy
((tho 'rightists =and ruvisionists')) claimod that Comrado Mao Tsoe. i
tung's T&LKS T THE YEN/ N FORUM ON ART AND LITER/.TURE was "out of date",
that the principle of socialist rc¢ ism should bo modified eor abandoned,!
(CHINESE LITERATURE 3/1958 p 106) Of coursu, one c~n get tied up in
those things. Chou Yang criticizes A1 Ching, who back in 1957 he had
usad as n example. But I'm not going to go into this subject in the
dotail it deserves, meroly preswunt an outlinc.

Noxt wo como totho July 1970 issuu of CHINESE LITER TURE. 'Our
great leadur Chairman Mso's TALKS AT THE YEN. N FORUM ON LITER.TURE AND
ART, as cpoch-~making work publishcd 28 years ago, is 2 critical and
revolutionary Marxist document. With ponetrating Marxist-Loninist
analysis, Ghairman Mao has in this work thoroughly eriticizad tho
bourgoois lino in culturec roproscnted by Wang Ming, smashed tho
fallacies sproad by Chou ¥2ng =2nd his 1lKossesso! (Pe 81)c hnd 2lsao:
'Tho renogadoe, hidden traitor =nd scab Liu Sh=mo-ch'i and his agents in
cultural circles, Lu Ting-yi and the "four villains" - Chou Yang,

Hsiz Yen, Tiun H~an and Yang Han-shengess' (poB88)a In view of tho quoted
criticism of Ting Ling, I includ. part of = fostnote (p.92): !Chou

Yang and company opposud Chairman Mao's TALKS T THE YEN..N FURUM ON
LITER.TURE iND 'RT and cl imud that it was "out of d=te"...' (hmm,

that last phrase is famili~reees)

0f coursc, Chou Yang and tho othurs hnave bocn under attack for
soveral yecars, so this is nocthing ncw. But this issuc doos havc some

nico littlo poems ~bout tho Chincsc satellite, from which I shall
quote just ono st=nzas

What thc foroigners have
Ueg will have,

What thoy have not

We will cre=tc.

Beholdl

The red snatellite

Is circling the univcersos
Sc=red to doath =aro

U.S5. imperialism

And Soviet rcvisionism,

9 (from Looking Happily into Spaco I Deeglgim
My Determination by Li Shou-yi )

Malling Commentsg

ANZNPA 12 Dospitc John Bangsund's cffortscto the contrary, wo rumain

the 'Australien and Now Zoz=land APA', Sincu my suggastad
'Austr=lian and New Zcalandish AP, ! didn't exactly mcet with wide
approval, maybo wu should use Bangsund's title: 'Austr~nlia and Nou
Zgaland AP:'s It would bo much better to use thec original title, APA-i,
of course, but that is much too simple = sslution,

One of the things I thought I should do for this mailing is propare
an indcx to the first 12 mailingse But you arc not locking at it,
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ROBBERY without violence

baing roprinted (without
permission) from the
Robb-Gillespio corraes-—
pondence, as providad by
Alex Robb

Letter to B R Gillespie, 2/1/1970

1To get back for a minute to Foyster, what‘rile§ me about hém is
not so much tha arrogance that went into a rsv1sg like VDY%GE T .4RP7
TURUS but just the general hatred of sf as a medium that 1lies behind it,
To be able to detach yourself from a novel is good, tho esscnce of pure
criticism, but for my boots he goes beyond this and slogsltho pooT noval
in the gut. His technical excellence can not be doubted (eg. sec
letter in SFR ) but what can be doubted is his glevation of personal
opinion and bias to the rank of criticism. ({0r, I would be inclined
to say now, mixing it imciscriminately with technical-bascd criticism,))
That same issue contains his thoughts on The Bust Stories from Now
Worlds - 2 and if I didn't know better I'd be temptad to say 'Thisa't
isn't a good story, zhercfore it isn't sf". Joanna Russ did something
*zther like that in F&SF some time ago now and I could have scr amed
and very ncarly did.

((Russ's troublo is just that sho is a Conscrvative down to the last
dot and ticklc; and that her knowledge of literature - non-sf -~ is just

too limited to ba of any use; I'm certainly not lumping you dircctly
in with herl))

ees Provincialism is a besetting sin, and when continued, it is ~ boraos
Actually Judy Merril fits in far better with my style of reference, she
has a considerable spenness ta new forms and styles, and it is apparcnt
from her writing, 2 considerable knowledge of literature. .

At ona stage <ohn Foyster also gave i
A a rev axter!
Pacific Book of Austrazlian SF, He wag s " Daxtonto

» (for once) friendl i

courso it ho s§1d of the author's own 'Beach! stgry t;at ztb:Eo$2dthG
Haxter Tdct?gmlnen to be new wave' (emphasis mine). Poppycock} Far
from being "New lLave' tho story Baxter wrote ig simply = conti;u“tzﬂn
ole:e l:tost d?{eéogments in contemporary - apd espacially Austfalian

- literature, “ John had sver exami : 13 i
o T R ined any Austr lian literaturu he :

((A hackncyec exampla, I k i

. 3 s now, but it had = oint: 3 im=—
arily although ! may not have succeedod, is to :et - e h?re prlmt
you uwerg pot ch and had never in fact set VnHrnu1PaurOSS Fhe S
cer?aln G%lle?p;@ for instance socs your mritin";_q g, e 20: I en
Cow™ or uwindmill that's not to he tilted at )) Bl o T T onozed

Tho Now Wave is a fake, th i

; . : ake, gre isn't anv, all it 3= 3 i
;zdllteratfre .hat:s been going around the mér]d iittis g ening.
; now it's entering Sf (big doal) - Whon yo L 107 yeeres
This isn't sf beceuse..,' P L lCuE .. and sy

You opon it widg enough to let a2 whalu swim 7
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Thirty yenrs ago no doubt tho purists were screaming thec same thing
~ this now stuff coming out in the markct isn't Sf etc. ctc. and in thirty
years' time they'll be scre~ming tho samea. Pohl & Kornbluth & Heinloin
were probably beyond thu outer pale but no one gives them a sccond gl=nce
now, As for the now stuff, the stuff is Sf: but you mAay nced your mind
widened to ses it.

. ((Blood dripping?))

Relations betweoun me and John have always been 8nigood ‘terms =~nd I
gre tly hopu that they stay th=t w2y, To h=2te - thing gives you good
criticism, sure, you can impressively tear it to bloody pulp, but to
continue on with BRG's picturusque simile, it's up to you to put the
piaces together again,

Letter to B R Gillespiu, 21/7/1970

((starts off saying I think what I have to say about you is im~
portant and ghould bg published. I don't think I counvinccd him on that
SCOT2, ) )

sesPerhaps what I have said is in=2ne, or just pl in cut of d=toe, but I am
detormined §hat this thing should bo dones

While rualising I 2m not within miles of his st-nderds yet I am
not h=appy with all th:t ho does, particulAarly =s it seems to ruly s much
on pursonal taste as anything else, Difficult as it is to sepcrate
personal tnste from literary value I think the attempt should be madcaee

Yese I just looked up th-t other lctter I wrote @s I felt sure there
was something more to saye It's just thise. I feel at heocart that a man
who writes about sf should like sf, And this dislikec of sf as a medium
is a very poor gu=alification for a reviewer, Perhaps I'm old-fashioned
in this but that's my foeling. Yot mey find that the following
speculation is dragging the bottom of the barrel but I =sk mysalf a
question ar: that is why poople whe don't like a medium should continue
to write ~bout it and I get the answer: because in somu ways it pays them
to, Not in money, heaven knows, but in knowledge I guoss, ip being knowne
Egoboo if you likec, John Foyster may bo (°nd is) one helluva a goad
reviowor but out therc in the big 2ad world there a2re m'ny othor fish in
the sen, and some of them ~rec of similar size, Now what's so grcat about
3f? Just thet you bocomc known. %o matter how good Gagsge Turner or John
Foystoer might become =s, say, reviewers of Australian novels ((and I would
hazard a good livelihood vr side-!ncome rPwaits you tharo if you'll take
it)) they would bo unknown in thie country oxcept to a sm=ll cora af
dedicatcd (fannish quasi-literary intelligentsia: fustralia litcrnature
is people like White, Randolph Stcwe, Thomas Keneally, just as tho painting
is Nolan and Brysdale, But in » jittle puddle evan = sm:ll fish can make g
miohty splash! That's why they siick around as I told K. Dillon and I
don't blame thom (there are worss things than boing romcmbered by fandom
and foaturdng in tho Austr-:lian zdition of ALL OUR YESTERDAYS) but I'd bo
happior if they liked sf.

1(both the above written by lox Robb)
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27/6/1870
Lottor from B R Gillospis to i Robb, 27/6/ - A
" . a 2gk - 3
. st through somo recont sf novels las ‘t ; l‘kL Cffort o
eesTried to ge ORI 1ike sf! and Foyster'docsﬂ o i u.mhqt sf
killing mGs tYS:ﬂi'.)ilt is. I think Foyster likus what sf was in thg .
CDUI? b nuto;{;ainmant for boys about the wonders =and d=ngers of Stiap,
fortigs - on e Sick of poopld protenuing that all the new stuff ig
and he just ge ko him in funi 'Are thurc any bocks that you 1ikees
il John Foyster just valuss the word 'like! op
an most pgopla doe

s0 grode
Ho' s»id 'Yes, a fou'
tapprove of! far more highly th .

did French at somc stigg 1n cir agonizod schogl
caréoEZi’ugT;ozvjizszey: 'the right word!' FoysFer usas @grd? as SCalng
not sledgohammers 8r Syrup SpooONSe .”\J..so, I f’:hlﬁk Foyster llkusitho naid
nese of fandom, rather than merely scicnce f’lCtlDl?q They erc diffurent
things, you may p-lise, But all this is speculation. UWhy don't you
2sk him All these guestions? (I know ho won't answer, but you might as
well tTy,.)

END OF QUOTE

I heye always admired the straight man who x<nows just when to stope Thi
you, Bruce, So here wo are, ..lex, printeda |

A Tew minor points. I suspect you have mislabelled Joanna Russ and Judf
Merril (espuci-lly considering their present position 'nd past scholarlf
a(.:tivity rospcctively). Miss Merril, I suspect, is naot so much opcn-
minded as empty-head.ds an empty vessel, g cetera, For her position
secms to be one af taking the attitude 'it :is good, thereforc it is sf’
égi ;gilgg\cfl_“’lih your 2wn suggestions), For her, riding the Now Wave |
Ant dippling her foot into any availayle puddle, By contrast, Joe

ﬁ:ii E:ndni.co?fess'to having re d too litle of her work) scems to me &
be handlod by sie - CEL8 POint of vicw - thet of assuming that sf must
Y its own lights, and that diigging in every ox-mple of offs:

o competent but dJJj.str'—!c:tinno Inprorching ke
S HEam) brengt;ug U:‘J.% be th? In Thing =o displ-y tho (in one's oul y
ONe's maading: but 1 dislike being prescned ate
ohn Baxter { and

l

In writing about 3 f
it) 1 May have suggestad +hat I u=s talking =about him, as you unt%
St toment must bo yoperqey o 0. 278 'detsrminod to be now wavc'e This;
rother than ip terms-gé-t OT falsifiod j- terms of John Baxter's attily
of John Baxte Lterasture, on the basis of my knowladga'

by my suggestion f ten yaa s st ent
+ Naor gj years or so I gm propnred to 2
th 1d T sugq . 1
at John Baxtgr uanted to b ;_9;;:_}; that_:htlj? new - e '&x%sted, mcro :"_L
Rs for Voyp i of it {in this gtory ). I

GE TO NRCTURUS
as rathgy waréédtziim%5i”‘°“rm sien that it wns written bl')'lli: i
N almost admji PARLANS of $4g hpogks Loren Eiszley 40 i+
0l¢ spapiel ¢ it izstﬁa-u : s bad -~ are we to prais® a.. i
mattor uh;-w;gtmzs? VoYrge Tuefgc%%tcn by a luft—h-nded two-¥ee%
. 8 1t g S5 8 and was a ba s
?zltlzhc ba"l Cotild Dusszb;t gt y And onlng;}lem?u a t'jbd 202??6 o i
owed its TapUR) {ont Y havg Brought apoyt incipience. 1ation ik
Do p Yoyroe s Ehe apparont cdulafh Mgl
FF180,6 ‘AGE TO ARCTURUS shares wi ’
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mishmash as 20013 A SFACE ODYSSEY (ths film) that gooey sentimentality
which clogs the br=ins of 13 or 14 ycar-olds and sometimes manifests
itself in o 'religious' experience. Given the almost univers=l immaturity
of science fiction fans (=nd probably sciunce fiction readers), we might
expect 'instant adulation' for the film (and perh~ps VOY'.GE)., (Now who

is thu straight man?)

Did you know that George Turmer and Thomas Kenneally spent one morning
of a writors' conference (last year??) plotting a science fiction novel?
(f11 pant of the service)e And it certminly is true that by choosing
sm=1l puddlus one c:n mike a big splasht scversl fairly promincnt SF
writers rcly on th=at, in f-ct, and some even =dmit it,

There arc somc chher miinor matters, but I think they can safely be 1g-
nored, Bruco raises = couple of points on which I might comment,

I don't p-rticularly like SF of the fortiss - my. favouritc writers

(of sciunce fiction) produced the bulk of their work in the latc
fiftioes =nd sixties, But it is true th=zt there arc some things about
the scisnecc fiction of the late forties which appe=l to meé perhaps
they arc connocted, 0On the ona h=nd, than, scicnce fiction didn't have
to pretend to be something other thzan what it wis - an entertainmunt
medium, It entort-incd - particul=r class of people (and did it rather
well), A consequince of this situation was trat writers, though under
forces of varicus kinds, did not feel bound by th. knowlucdgt that they
werc writing Significant Stuff, nor, to a larcs extent, w=s the lovel
of personal involvement in the published work as high as it is today,
Today's writcr taoo aften feels that in criticising the work one is
criticising the man (which is prcbably true fsr Leavis-stylc criticism),
and I suspect that this fucling w=s less widespread in the time I om
writing =about.

I like guite » few bouks, It happens thot few of them are sciunce fiction.
I incline townrds the view of Andrcw S:rris who sugaested that thero

must be some humanity lacking in poople who w=ntto divorce thomsslves

from the m=1 world to the extent th t they prefeor fantasy worlds (any
fantasy world: thore arc peoples who prefer to live in A f nt=sy world,

but thosec who don't mind what the fintsasy world is, just so long as it

is nut like the renl world, =re in = differun: situation.)s Scisnce
fiction, on the whelo, has little me ning for mca

And of course Bruce is right in suggasting t9:t I like thu madness of
fandoms though there aroe fakes amongst tho f=an-type fans, their pop-
ulation density secms lowsr than amongst pro®cssional writers, say (who
have more to 10SBess)o

In writing about James Blish's SF criticism in COR SERPENTIS, a fanzinc
which will ba seun by almost no fans or pros - yeah, thers's nothing like
becoming 'known') I began as follows:

'Tho critical function consists in saying what you like and why you
liko its loss often it is 2 matter of disliks which is involvede ose
Furthermnreg sinceo mamy human baings are inelinzd to pretend that thoy
Are so far above their fellows that their jucgemont is impertinl, we alsa
have a cless of critics who relate their work to absolute 'objectiva!
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standards'e ' '

pbwee go no point in
think this clrifies the differznec bu?mnks US.'-I‘?dscianEigts -
- ln”' that I can look on A book 'GDJGCtlUdly G i tqtho
p:z¢:2;123pu:imunts 'gbjoctively! (and m2ny ?nnqot)_tﬁintl 'thop
'ﬁutiiu te try to examinc 2 pioce of fiction pbjuctively’e

i aruly inion: I do no
I assumo that everything I write is taken as mercly opini £

3 1 1
intend to proeface sach sanbenco with 'I tnink'e

g a z "y 1
But, if I wish to communicate with othir humans on Dthufrt?-zi;h t?is‘,
“‘tisnt", I must do more than put down somo oplnlo?sé. ; - hzt?
nersu~de others to my view (which, as it happuns,; 1 do mOS L_P.h ically
not want) I must chouse some evidonee which suppurts those D?;hlJns and
Which is rossonably =ccessible to the anticipated rea?eraq " you
examino the works of many professicnals who write in the fan21nu? you
will find this idea discarded in f vour af the appe .l to authcrity,

Furthormors, to make the ccinions werthwhile to a small class of madcrs,
they must be related to other opinions - perhaps make use of thu rosults
of aother ossays. And so oOn,

Perhaps onc of the most obvious differences betwusn you and I, Alux,.
is thet shoun by the articlus of ours which have ricently appe-tud in
ANZAPA ~ yours on Thooc rc Rocthko and mins on Sappho. My cemparisan
of thoso woul ' run along the fallowing linus: in my articlc on Seppho
I tricd to got behind the poet (or ctually, as you know, a poem) and
try to lwre thete- 'sr towards the posm anu the poet (*t the samu time
nipping bchind the readsr and giving him an occasiona2l shove)s In
anpther scnse, I stand bafore the poem helpless and 1ift my hnndse
(And sinca the plotline of <hat article followed E F Russcll's MET/i-—
MORPHUSITE's, how c:n you pcgsibly suggest that I dislike sf?)

Now I see your article on Rcethke as being something different (as I
saic in ANZ.PR last time): es being a matter of "lex Robb st:nding up
?nu d%scussing the poet, pointing out what Robb had le rnecd ~bout hime
s buing n%UX Robb, tourist guide, dragging readers through a muscum of
llterfry “igures; neiling to each an analysis - or perhaps an autopsyes
55 being alex Robb, student »f the arts, cramming for the Big Finals

in Tha Sky,

I was hardly surprised to leszrn in your lettor that the
nlece was prepared for a tusorial,

Just as mathamatics is the Fendmaiden on scic
handmaiden of liter ture,

suituble humility.

N o nca, so criticism is the
a?q‘thJ critic should approsch his work in
Many critics take the opposite view of coursce
And thero is tho prcblem of :he f ; i
painful, ~n. tho obsurvsr of o on el

such a phe no i . . el
to change his cbject of WoTsnip, e e send

et of el av,

But et the seme time one must
urong, with hu who strives for
your naturc, I think,

cant;ast the true believer, whe eon suo N
prrfoction and hatus +hat which falls sht
’ is that of the true bolisver, And mi;. i?hﬂuio
gace and love to all bcings, John Foyster, 9 September 1970
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