
Albert Szymanski: 
Concluding Remarks 

I 'd l ike to c lar i fy m y remark about smelling l ike coffee. I was 
paraphrasing C l a r k Kissinger's quota t ion of A n n Landers yesterday. 
But b y the w a y , I t h i n k Clark has put an immense amount of t ime 
and energy into the conference f o r a w h o l e year, and I real ly t h i n k 
w e should give h i m some k i n d of thanks for his w o r k . 

I H t r y to address some of the questions, b u t there just isn't t ime 
to deal w i t h al l of t h e m . One question was w h y d i d not the Soviet 
U n i o n give sufficient support to l iberat ion movements before the 
early '70s. I t h i n k they were u n d u l y a f ra id of nuclear w a r . I t was 
basically the change i n their pos i t ion o n V i e t n a m , and par t i cu lar ly 
the events of 1975, that was pre t ty m u c h decisive i n changing m y 
m i n d about the Soviet U n i o n . A n d I t h i n k it's their general change 
and m u c h more active support of w o r l d r e v o l u t i o n a r y movements 
i n the latter par t of the '70s that means that U.S. imperia l ism is real ly 
j a m m i n g them today — they're suffering f o r i t . W h a t I w o u l d l ike to 
po in t out is that the w ors t y o u can say about the Soviet U n i o n i n the 
'50s and '60s is that they gave insufficient support to r e v o l u t i o n . I n 
the early '70s China betrayed the w o r l d r e v o l u t i o n , and that is a 
qual i tat ively worse k i n d of phenomenon, w h i l e M a o Tsetung was 
al ive. 

A s to Central Amer i ca being a contest between superpowers, I 
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mean, that is just bul lshi t . The o n l y , the best stake, or the biggest 
stake y o u could ever say the Soviet U n i o n h a d i n El Salvador or 
Guatemala is maybe they gave a secret subsidy to the CP bookstore 
i n the capital . What's going o n i n El Salvador or Guatemala is a class 
struggle b y t w o of the most vicious r u l i n g classes i n his tory , sup
por ted b y the most vicious imper ia l i sm, against the people of those 
countries. 

A s to the Tanzania-Zambia Ra i lway , i f w e reasoned the same 
w a y as the l o n g article about India reasoned i n the b o o k published 
b y the RCP, it's clear that the Chinese b y b u i l d i n g a r a i l w a y between 
Z a m b i a and the ocean faci l i tated commerce i n those countries, and 
neither I n o r the RCP w o u l d argue that Z a m b i a or Tanzania is a so
cialist country . N o w w h a t could facilitate the b u i l d i n g of capitalism 
more than b u i l d i n g a rai lway? Therefore, since China helped b u i l d 
the r a i l w a y i t must be imperial ist . But it's a bul lshi t argument. I 
t h i n k Chinese foreign a id was a l i t t le better than Soviet a id . The 
Chinese technicians went i n there and l ive d at the same level as the 
people; the Soviets don't do that . But y o u don't judge whether a 
country is imperial ist b y whether or not the people l ive at the same 
l i v i n g standards. Y o u m i g h t say i t was better, but qual i tat ively they 
were the same — neither one of them were instances of social-imper
ia l i sm. 

The H o r n of A f r i c a . The Soviet pos i t ion o n the H o r n of A f r i c a 
is that there should be a federation i n v o l v i n g Somali land, Eritrea, 
and Ethiopia , as w e l l as South Yemen. The Ethiopians offered au
t o n o m y to the Eritreans. The Eritrean People's Liberat ion Front is, I 
believe, a r e v o l u t i o n a r y and M a r x i s t organzation that got its guns 
and t ra in ing f r o m the Soviets and Cubans before the Ethiopian rev
o l u t i o n . I do not personally believe that the Soviets should have 
anyth ing to do w i t h the dispute between the Eritreans and the Ethio
pians. A s far as I k n o w , the Cubans l ive b y that pr inc iple . That's an 
argument a m o n g revolut ionar ies and not an example of i m 
perial ism. 

The question is, is the Soviet U n i o n m o v i n g towards c o m m u 
nism? W e l l , i f y o u define c o m m u n i s m as increasing d is t r ibut ion ac
cording to need, as opposed to labor, and increasing involvement i n 
r u n n i n g the day to day aspects of lives i n the factories and i n the 
neighborhoods and so o n , o n a v o l u n t a r y , par t ic ipatory basis, r a t h 
er than through p a i d officials and so o n , the movement is i n that 
direct ion. N o w whether or no t they can achieve i t is another ques-
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t i o n , but certainly they're not m o v i n g t o w a r d capitalism. 
A couple of questions about labor power being a c o m m o d i t y i n 

the Soviet U n i o n . I t was posed b y the other speaker that essentially 
the condi t ion of the Soviet w o r k i n g class is " w o r k for me or starve." 
That is again just tota l nonsense. There's an extreme labor shortage 
i n the Soviet U n i o n and the workers basically can't be f i red , and so i f 
there was n o t h i n g else, workers are not faced w i t h " w o r k f o r me or 
starve." They could get a hundred jobs l ike that, and the manager 
can't f i re them. Plus, increasingly the f o o d subsidies and the rent 
subsidies mean that y o u can almost l ive for noth ing i n the Soviet 
U n i o n n o w ; almost, okay . 

A s to capital export , I have not heard any evidence whatsoever 
that the Soviet U n i o n exports capital . The th ing that y o u can mos t ly 
say is that they do i n fact b u i l d factories i n other countries. Like the 
Chinese b u i l t the r a i l w a y , the Soviets b u i l d dams and steel mi l l s , and 
they w a n t some compensation for their resources — it's not d o u b l y 
tied a i d . W h a t they do is prov ide the materials and the technicians, 
and say: rather than have to prov ide us w i t h hard currency as the 
Americans require, w e w a n t par t ia l payback. N o w that's a loss of 
12V2 percent to them. H a d they kept those resources i n the Soviet 
U n i o n they w o u l d g r o w , y o u k n o w , 15 percent. Instead, they make 
a tremendous subsidy to countries l ike India b y sending the mater
ials and the technicians and b u i l d i n g those factories there. T h a t is 
not imper ia l i sm. 

I've tr ied to say over and over again w h a t m y posi t ion is. The 
quesion of socialism is defined as w h a t class is i n power? It's not a 
question of a c o n t i n u u m , or welfare, or bourgeois r ight , I've said 
over and over again, and the posi t ion is to ta l ly distorted — social
ism means the w o r k i n g class is i n power , and the evidence is pre t ty 
strong that the w o r k i n g class is i n power i n the Soviet U n i o n . 

There was a question about this guy Mat thews and supposedly 
he says that the very top elite i n the Soviet U n i o n earns six to eight 
times more than the average w o r k e r . W e l l , let's make i t real clear. 
The president of General M o t o r s and these b i g corporations n o w are 
m a k i n g between t w o or three to ten m i l l i o n dollars a year. The aver
age salary for a w o r k e r i n the U.S. , w h a t is i t , l ike $17,000 or 
$18,000. N o w just i n terms of the top managers and the average 
w o r k e r , we're ta lk ing about a spread of about 150 to 1 . So even 
given Mat thews ' distorted data there is st i l l a quali tat ive difference. 
A n d w h e n we ta lk about the owners, the Rockefellers and the M e l -
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Ions, you're ta lk ing about people m a k i n g $20 m i l l i o n a year, you're 
ta lk ing about a difference of 1,000 to 1 . Even w i t h Mat thews ' data, 
that's a quali tat ive t h i n g . A n d b y the w a y , I d i d not even cite the 
Mat thews b o o k , Privilege in the Soviet Union, as the source of m y 
data; I do list i t , b u t I didn't use i t fo r that data. That data comes 
f r o m a number of sources — Y a n o w i t c h , N o v e , H o u g h , and Lane. 
A n d we're not t a l k i n g about some m i n o r off icial out i n Siberia, we're 
ta lk ing about the wages of the 49 or so top economic ministers i n the 
Soviet U n i o n being pret ty m u c h frozen at 600 rubles. N o w it's not 
insignificant that A n d r o p o v ' s apartment has 5Vi rooms. This is not 
an insignificant fact. It's a quali tat ive difference. There is pet ty 
privilege there, and yes they do have access to a car of the enterprise 
and they can p r o b a b l y get Western whiskey . Big deal. It's no evi 
dence whatsoever that the country is capitalist. 

Let me then just sum u p ; I've taken about half m y t ime. The 
RCP's arguments are not M a r x i s t arguments, the arguments that if 
y o u get i n a pos i t ion of power you're taken over b y this compuls ion 
to w a n t to be a capitalist, and fur thermore , that once you're i n that 
pos i t ion y o u have the means to t ransform whole modes of produc
t i o n (because a few leaders have a bad l ine) . These ideas are ideas of 
bourgeois social theory, ideas of Michels and M a x Weber, and have 
n o t h i n g i n c o m m o n w i t h M a r x i s t class analysis or Marx is t analysis 
of modes of p r o d u c t i o n . 

A n d again, I t h i n k that somebody raised a question, i f social
i sm can be taken a w a y f r o m the w o r k i n g class so easily, that even 
w i t h f o r t y years of education i n the Soviet U n i o n h a r d l y any w o r k 
ers or no workers even thought that the country went capitalist, i f 
it's that flimsy a system, w h y can w e ever t h i n k that we can make 
socialism i n the Uni ted States or any place else? W h y bother i f so
cialism can't w o r k ? That's really w h a t you're saying, and that leads 
y o u to the same k i n d of cynicism that bourgeois social science says. 

N o w I've heard no evidence today that there's any export of 
capital , and that before '55 there wasn't w h i l e after '55 there was. I've 
heard no evidence that labor p o w e r is a c o m m o d i t y . I've heard no 
evidence that the logic of expanded reproduct ion holds, that it's 
money — labor p o w e r — expanded money . I've seen no evidence, 
and pret ty m u c h the RCP has conceded, that n o t h i n g that acts l ike 
or looks l ike a capitalist r u l i n g class exists. I've seen no real evidence 
that prof i ts are i n c o m m a n d . The k i n d of arguments I've seen are ar
guments b y assertion over and over again. Asserting has a certain 
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credibi l i ty because we are al l b o r n w i t h , not b o r n w i t h , but b o r n i n 
to a society that has those prejudices. I f somebody asserts something 
we agree w i t h , w e applaud. A n d I've seen al l k inds of circular argu
ments and i f it's A it's social-imperialist, and i f it's n o t - A it's social-
imperial ist . I've seen very l i t t le logic, v e r y l i t t le M a r x i s m , and even 
less evidence. 

I have more t ime than I thought I h a d . O k a y , again, this is a 
v e r y brief review. I t h i n k the RCP has i n good part said that i t hinges 
o n whether or not it's capital accumulat ion or socialist accumula
t i o n , whether or not labor power is a c o m m o d i t y or n o t . A n d I t h i n k 
we've reviewed the evidence. The Soviet U n i o n has no reserve a r m y 
of labor, w h i l e a l l alleged "other" capitalist societies do have i t . The 
managers really don't have the power to f ire workers or to m o v e 
w h o l e factories. That it's the plan that's predominant . A n d that p l a n 
is i n good part organized b o t h i n the immediate interests of the 
w o r k i n g class and i t has polit ics i n c o m m a n d . A g a i n i n terms of edu
cat ion, qual i ty of l i fe , increasing the social wage, increasing p a r t i c i 
p a t i o n , polit ics is i n c o m m a n d and it's w o r k i n g class pol i t ics . I t h i n k 
p r o d u c t i o n has been shown basically to be for use value, b o t h b y the 
expansion of the social wage, the fact that p r o d u c t i o n is really o r i 
ented to the w o r k i n g class, and there is no evidence of the M — C — 
M ' logic; that the p l a n generally operates to d iminish the existing i n 
equalities, to d iminish the d iv is ion of labor, to increase the qual i ty 
of l i fe ; that prices are set b y pol i t i ca l criteria, and increasingly so as 
the subsidy o n dairy and meat p o i n t out . I f anyth ing there is m o re of 
a divergence a w a y f r o m the l a w of value i n the Soviet U n i o n . A n d 
further , as I t h i n k the RCP f a i r l y correctly points out , it's v e r y i m 
por tant to ta lk about the direct ion of a society, and it's pre t ty clear 
again, b y the increasing d is t r ibut ion o n the basis of need, and the 
rather radical increase i n equali ty between the very top jobs — the 
economic ministers, the Central Committee members, and the 
w o r k i n g class — the direct ion of the Soviet U n i o n is f o r w a r d . 

Let me end, and this par t ia l ly addresses w h a t somebody asked 
me about Cuba, w i t h a quote f r o m Fidel Castro i n 1975. Fidel says: 

There w i l l be many changes in the future. The day wi l l even 
come when capitalism disappears in the United States. But our 
feelings of friendship for the people that helped us in those deci
sive and critical years, when we faced starvation and extermina
tion, wi l l be ever-lasting. Our confidence in Lenin's homeland is 



unbounded because in the course of more than half a century the 
Soviet revolution has proved its adherence to the principles and 
consistent line or behavior in its international policy. It has 
shown this not only in Cuba but in Vietnam, in the Middle East, 
in the Portuguese colonies fighting for their independence, in Cy
prus, Yemen and Angola, in every other part of the world where 
national liberation movements confront colonialism and imper
ialism, as it once did in an exemplary manner in the struggle of the 
heroic Spanish people. Its detractors are like dogs barking at the 
moon. 

T h a n k y o u . 


