
Is Angola on 
the road to 
socialism? 
In reply to 
'Guardian'-Part IT 

Gulf oil installation off Angolan coast. Under MPLA government most major 
imperialist holdings have not been nationalized. 

By Omari Musa 
The December 9 issue of the Militant 

explained why the Guardian news
weekly's political support to the cur
rent government in Angola is against 
the interests of Angolan workers and 
peasants. 

The Guardian's error is not an iso
lated misjudgment. It flows from the 
paper's strategy for revolution in colon
ial and semicolonial countries, a stra
tegy that reflects its Maoist political 
orientation. 

The Guardian claims that revolu
tions in these countries must be limited 
to "the stage of national independence 
won by joining different strata of the 
population to defeat imperialism." (By 
"different strata" the Guardian means 
different social classes, including the 
capitalists.) 

Only at some later stage does it 
become appropriate for the masses to 
struggle to rid themselves of capitalist 
exploitation and oppression. 

This is the two-stage theory of revo
lution. The practitioners of this 
"theory;'-from Joseph Stalin to Mao 
Tsetung-have palmed it off under 
different names at different times: 
people's front, bloc of four classes, and 
united front against facism. 

The Guardian calls its version the 
"united front against imperialism." 

The essence of the two-stage theory 
is the call for a programmatic bloc 
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between the workers, peasants, and 
capitalists. 

Proponents of this view start by 
pointing to some basic truths about 
colonial and semicolonial countries. 

They observe that many economic 
and social features of precapitalist 
societies predominate in the colonial 
world. As a result of imperialist domi
nation, these countries have not gone 
through the type of capitalist indus
trial development that occurred in 
Europe or the United States. That 
being the case, it is necessary in these 
countries to carry out many of the 
same tasks-such as national indepen
dence and land reform-that bourgeois
democratic revolutions did in Europe 
and America in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries. 

Democratic tasks remain to be 
solved in the advanced capitalist coun
tries as well. The most important are 
ending national oppression and estab
lishing women's equality.) 

From . these correct observations, 
however, the proponents of the two
stage theory draw a false and danger
ous conclusion: that the oppressed 
masses need a political bloc with the 
"progressive" bourgeoisie-that is, 
with democratic capitalists interested 
in national economic development. 

Once the workers and peasants have 
thrown out the imperialists and put 
"their own" capitalists in the driver's 

seat, the two-stage theoreticians say, 
the country can move forward econom
ically and politically and lay the basis 
for the fight for socialism in the future. 

They argue that today the workers 
and peasants are still too weak to win 
national independence and other dem
ocratic demands without the bourgeoi
Sie. 

But there is a problem. 
In order to have such a bloc with the 

"progressive" bourgeoisie, the workers 
and peasants must limit their demands 
to what the capitalists will go along 
with. 

Stripped of all "anti-imperialist" rhe
toric, this means the subordination of 
the workers and peasants to the pro
gram of their capitalist exploiters and 
opposition to a socialist revolution. 

Roots of the debate 
History has shown time and again 

that the two-stage theory is wrong. In 
fact, this theory was argued out before 
and during the Russian revolution 
sixty years ago. 

There were three positions in the 
debate. 

The Mensheviks-like the Guardian 
today-held that the workers and 
peasants movement should put the 
"progressive" bourgeoisie in power. 
The capitalists would sweep away all 
Tsarist semifeudal rubbish, organize a 
capitalist parliamentary government, 
grant democratic rights, and give the 
peasants land. 

Socialists, in the Menshevik view, 
would become the loyal opposition. 
They would pressure the capitalists to 
make reforms. After the bourgeoisie 
developed Russian capitalism fully, 
socialism could then be put on the 
agenda. 

The logic of their position led the 
Mensheviks to bloc with "their" capi
talists against the unfolding revolu
tion. 

For the Mensheviks, the Russian 
revolution was the "stage" during 
which the bourgeoisie should be 
hoisted into power. 

Lenin's view 
Lenin, the central leader of the Bol

shevik Party, initially accepted the 
idea that Russia would first have to go 
through a bourgeois-democratic stage. 
But he disagreed with the Mensheviks 
in one key aspect. He rejected their 
support for the liberal bourgeoise, ad
vocating instead a revolutionary al
liance of the workers and peasants 
against the capitalists and their par
ties. 

Lenin argued that the Russian capi
talists were incapable of accomplish- . 
ing even the immediate bourgeois
democratic tasks, such as land reform. 
However deep their differences with 
Tsarism and the landed nobility, their 
fear of the growing young Russian 
proletariat overshadowed these consid
erations, making them shrink from the 
very tasks necessary for the further 
capitalist development of Russia. 

So there was no point in subordinat
ing the workers and peasants to an 
allegedly "progressive" wing of the 
bourgeoisie. 

The workers and peasants had to 
fight independently of and against all 
sections of the Russian capitalists. The 
workers and peasants themselves had 
to take power to accomplish the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution. 

Trotsky's position 
Trotsky developed the theory of per

manent revolution as a result of the 
experience of the 1905 revolution in 
Russia. 

He agreed with Lenin that the Rus
sian bourgeoisie was incapable of revo
lutionary leadership. He also agreed 
the only way the immediate tasks of 
the Russian revolution could be carried 
out was by· the workers and peasants 
taking power. 

Trotsky took these positions a step 
further. 

First, while agreeing with Lenin that 
the Russian workers could not make 
the revolution without an alliance with 
the poor peasants, Trotsky maintained 
that this crucial alliance would have to 
be forged under the leadership of the 
urban working class. Only this class 
had the social power and cohesion 
needed to lead that struggle and the 
political program to pull Russia out of 
its economic backwardness. 

Trotsky believed that once the 
workers, in alliance with the peasants, 
took power, they would be forced to 
take measures against capitalist prop
erty to fulfill their demands. He argued 
that in order to achieve these tasks, the 
revolution could not stop at some arbi
trary "bourgeois-democratic stage," 
but would have to grow over almost 
immediately into a socialist revolution. 

This is exactly what happened when 
the Russian revolution broke out in 
February 1917. And Lenin supported 
Trotsky's position in practice. When he 
returned from exile to Russia in April 
1917, Lenin had to wage a bitter fight 
against Stalin and other Bolshevik 
leaders to win the party to the perspec
tive that a socialist revolution, not a 
bourgeois-democratic revolution, was 
on the agenda. 

Trotsky was a close ally of Lenin in 
that fight. 

With the Stalinist degeneration of 
the Soviet Union in the mid and late 
1920s, the old Menshevik theories 
were dusted off to justify support for 
capitalist forces abroad. It is this resur
rected Menshevism that the Guardian 
today defends. 

Cuban revolution 
Cuba provides a more recent exam

ple of why there can be no separate 
"bourgeois-democratic stage" in colon
ial and semicolonial countries. 

The leaders of the Cuban revolution 
were not working-class socialists, but 
petty-bourgeois nationalists. Their pro
gram called for the end of the dictator
ship of Fulgencio Batista and imple
mentation of the 1940 constitution. 

Castro's July 26 Movement orga
nized a popular revolt against Batista. 
They crushed the army and the police 
forces. But the first government was 
dominated by "progressive" Cuban 
bourgeois forces. 

UNITA and SWAPO 
Last week's article pointed out 

that during the civil war between the 
three major Angolan liberation 
groups, two of them-the Angolan 
National Liberation Front (FNLA) 
and the National Union for the 
Total Independence of Angola 
(UNITA)-collaborated with Wash
ington and with a South African 
expeditionary force that invaded 
Angola. 

Such collaboration "put the Ango
lan independence struggle in serious 
danger," the article said, pointing 
out that the Militant had condemned 
UNITA and FNLA for this action. 

Prior to the civil war, the UNITA 
had been allied with the South 
West Africa People's Organization 

(SWAPO) in neighboring Namibia. 
SWAPO is fighting for Namibia's 
independence from South African 
rule. 

After its defeat in the civil war, the 
UNIT A turned against SW APO. 
According to Washington Post cor
respondent Leon Dash, UNITA 
President Jonas Savimbi told him 
this summer that ''we will never let 
them [SW APO] operate against the 
South Africans again. Never! Not 
unless we are defeated." 

Any attempt by the UNITA to 
obstruct SWAPO's efforts to free 
Namibia would be a stab in the back 
to the independence movement and 
a blow against the Black freedom 
struggle throughout southern Africa. 

-O.M. 




