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The Arusha Declaration Revisited

o H artmann.

INTRODUCTION

The standard view of recent development policy-making in Tanzania is that the
Arusha Declaration was the basis for the adoption of socialist policies. Surprisingly,
no attempt has been made to subject such a historic document to critical
examination. By adopting a micro-analysis of the processes through which the
Arusha Declaration was debated and formulated, it has been possible to document
and explain ambiguities and weaknesses within the policies. This approach has also
emsabled me to develop a number of issues which may be of practical and
theoretical significance.

The analysis shows that Tanzania has a tripartite system of policy-making com-
posed of the President, the Party and the Government. Each state organfunctionsin-
dependently of the other, introducing into the process of policy-making its own
priorities and concerns. Thus, although the President was the initiator of the Arusha
policies, its formulation was greatly influenced by the Party, and later modified by
the Government. This explains the contradictions in the Arusha Declaration as
development strategies.

The theoretical significance of this approach is that the concept of the state
would have to be used with greater caution, since the concept denotes a monolithical
entity which can conceal the complexities and relationships governing and operating
within the state apparatus. The concept of a tripartite system offers us a more fruitful
approach because it enables us to trace the various conflicting positions and priorities
more concretely in sponsoring a particular policy.

To understand the Arusha Declaration and the tripartite system of policy-
making, we have to understand something about the Tanzanian state. Briefly sum-
marised, the 1965 Interim Constitution which created the One Party State in Tan-
zania separated the institutional functions of policy-making from implemen tation,
which originally had been vested jointly with the Government. The responsibility for
policy-making was given to the Party, TANU (Tanganyika African National Union),
while that for the implemen tation of policies was vested with the Government. Since
1962 the President has enjoyed executive powers and has been the head of both
organs of the state. This position allows the President to co-ordinate Party and
Government affairs as well as to make policy decisions independently of both
organs. Under the present institutional arrangement, the Government cannot for-
mulate policies but, as the analysis of the Arusha Declaration will illustrate, it can
influence policies indirectly via the Presidency. This situation in turn often forces the
President to change his support from one organ to another in an attempt to balance
conflicting priorities and positions. It is within these institutional arrangements that
we shall analyse the development of the Arusha Declaration.

Lecturer, Department of Sociglogy, University of Dar es Salaam.



The Arusha Declaration

The policies of the Arusha Declaration originated from the President in-
dependent of both the Party® and the Governemnt? The President was mainly pre-
occupied with the problems of maintaining political stability. The 1960s was a period
of immense political instability in African countries. No fewer than 26 of the then 35
African states experienced some form of military intervention.* Tanzania experienced
three crises: firstly, the army mutiny of 1964; and secondly, the foreign policy crisis
of 1964/65 when Tanzania quarrelled with Britain over UDI in Rhodesia, with West
Germany over the Hallstein doctrine and with the USA over its surveillance activities
in Tanzania.® The third crisis was the University of Dar es Salaam students’ demon-
station in 1966 against the newly instituted National Services scheme. In addition,
there were the constant dangers emanating from the possibility of external in-
tervention posed by colonial Portugal in neighbouring Mozambique and Ian Smith in
Rhodesia.

Nyerere's concern with political stability and foreign policy issues were reflected
in his Opening Speech in Arusha at the National Executive Council meeting of the
Party. But Nyerere was also concerned about the effects of withdrawal of aid on the
development of the First Five Year Plan as a result of the crisis.® His speech called
for a development strategy which could be based on the mobilisation of the people to
counteract the effects of lack of funds and to consolidate political stability.

The president’s opening speech and final party document

At the meeting of the National Executive Council held in Arusha, Tanzania on
26-28 January 1967, the President gave an unpublished speech in which he outlined
broadly, and in popular language, the ideas of socialism, self-reliance and the Leader-
ship Code, which were to form the basis of the Arusha Declaration policies.

Firstly, the President asked the question: Is Tanzania really independent? He
contrasted the idea of political independence with the economic dependence of Tan-
zania on foreign countries. He argued that economic dependence brought about ex-
ploitation.” The President argued the case for the nationalisation of foreign capital as
a means of removing the economic linkages with foreign countries.

Secondly, the President argued that Tanzania must not depend on money to
bring about development. Tanzania, he emphasised, must utilise its labour to
generate wealth. The President spoke of the need to strengthen the Party because it
could mobilise labour. In a meeting of the Regional Commissioners held at Arusha
on 24 January 1967, just prior to the NEC meeting, Nyerere had explicitly stated that
TANU must step up‘political education and orientation for its leaders, party cadres
and party members.

The third major issue in the President's speech stressed that there should be no
exploitation within the country. Nyerere further argued that income differentials were
not necessary because man’s basic needs did not differ from one to another. This
me¢ al justification for equality brought him to the Leadership Code, which was
aimed at reducing income differentials between the leaders and the masses. It called
for leaders to reduce their salaries and to receive only one salary.

Nyerere developed his ideas consistently and used both political and moral
arguments to convince his audience to accept the policy of socialism, self-reliance,
and the Leadership Code, which was an integral aspect of strengthening of the Party.
Socialism was linked to the idea of removing external exploitation through
nationalisation; self-reliance was implied in the idea of activating labour in
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e Policy of Socialism :
The final published version of the Arusha Declaration .(A"\D) gave greater:im=

brtance to the policy of nationalisation than Nyerere had originally n?te.nded. This
achieved by making public ownership an integral aspect of socialism.
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preventing the establishment of socialism 15
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The Arusha Declaration gave a higher priority to agriculture and down
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mendation. Two reasons may explain this policy shift. First, the heavy bias tg
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Agriculture. Secondly, since the policies rejected private capital investment,
peared logical to de-emphasise the manufacturing sector, since it was the
dependent on private funds for.its growth.
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Nyerere’s ideas given at the Opening Speech. There was no modification but ng
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The Declaration began with the assertion that the aim of self-reljance
“‘move the people from a state of poverty to a state of prosperity’’. But
achievement could not depend on money. The attitude that ‘‘money is the bag
development and that without money we cannot develop is wrong’ 8 ]
The policy paper then outlined a strategy of development which would be b
on the assets Tanzania possessed, that is the people (iabour), the land, good poli
and good leadership.It also emhasised hard workand intelligen ce. However, ¢
ideas had been expressed by Nyerere in his Opening Speech. We could argue
those concerned with the agenda on the policy of self-reliance failed to reform
Nyerere’s ideas into a viable developmen tal strategy. They merely restated

President’s ideas without studying or elaborating their implications in developm
terms.

The strengthening of the party

The third part of the agenda dealt with the strengthening of the Party. ¥
Seems surprising is that there was no policy document which emerged from!
meeting on how to strengthen the Party. Instead on ly ad hoc statements appea
emphasising the establishment of Party branches in all places of work.'® and
training of Party leaders, members and cadres in political education,1?

The Party did not elaborate further on the Leadership Code but appeare
have accepted Nyerere’s position that leaders should not receive more than
salary. Other equally important political criteria such as competence and skills
not seriously considered. This failure weakened the organisational growth of

We could argue on this basis that the Committee of Eight failed to evol
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We have seen that under the 1965 Interim Coquitutlon the Governme}r:t
inet) was responsible for the implementation of policies. How was thel\/?rgst a
aration discussed in the cabinet? According to a former Government Minister
viewed by the author:
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production: the predominance of the subsistence sector and the absence
manufacturing sector. For instance, during ‘‘the years 1960-1962 80 per cent ¢
food consumer goods purchased by Tanganyikans were imported and 80 per ¢
foodstuffs consumed did not pass through any market economic’” 2! Another
obstacle to accelerated growth was  the lack of manpower, especially in ed
and in the technical training of the people. For instance, the 1964 Plan point
that in 1963 only 1.7 per cent of the school age population attended Form I
The major solution to the problems outlined by both Plans was in
production, which could be achieved by private capital. The Second Five Year
for instance, relied substantially on the private sector to finance 116 million sh
towards development. This reliance on the private sector (48 per cent) was cons
essentialby the Government becauseof its recognitionof the economy’s limited ¢
to generate ana expand production through its own internal resources. B
couraging foreign and local capitalists to invest, the Government hoped that th
den of generating the necessary revenue would come from private investment
than from individual labour through taxation. It was held that only through
investment in production could a higher rate of capital formation be achieved
could finance the infrastructure of health, education, housing which was o
towards supporting labour since the majority of the population fell into that cat
The following speeches given by senior government officials of ministerial
illustrate the Government’s concern for increased production through private ¢
to finance development: 3

....... there is an upper limit to the investment capacity of the government, owing
one hand to the low level of domestic resources and on the other to constraints up
ability to service overseas borrowings, the economy of the country will continue ¢

to an appreciable extent upon the private sector to accomplish the necessary accret
capital.?® f

Minister of Finance, Bomani:

S_ociglisrp is not only concerned with the control of economic development and wi
distribution of wealt.h. It is a!so ‘concerned with the expansion of wealth, wit
growth of output, with the raising of incomes, with the increase of welfare,24

3

Minister for State in the President’s office, Jamal:

What we must constantly tell ourselves is tha
To have

revolutions just for the sake of ha
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2 ving them is to commit a deception
forgive us: Let us always'remember that.

Jamal then warned-

To attempt to produce without regard to cost of production can be self-defeati
retrograde effort. To produce to the maximum extent at the lowest possible co
then not to save for further investment will be equally frustrating and could 1
stagnation. This is not a matter of Eastern or Western ideologies and‘ism’. Th
stark economic facts staring us in‘theface. Ignore themif wewill, it can only be at 0!
peril. Every single activity, every attitude, every approach of ours must be dete

ognition of these realities. We are not the only struggling developing country

by the reco®t or are we the most gifted and favoured of them all.?®

in the wor

es illustrate the Government's concern for increased production
used to support its policy of private investment and manpower.

R 1i b of socialism and self-reliarnice as enunciated by the Party c_onfl‘lcyed

ddi lcyrnment's policies of private capital and the aim of maintaining
With- o G'oveower in positions. Rapid nationalisation would increase and make
quallﬁed man‘ps:.ely on the resources which the Government lacked, manpower ar§d
pepancs pre(c‘l(;vernment‘s concern was further increased when Party actmst§ in
funds. i Jd in Party meetings called for the nationalisation of local- capital,
Par.hament s ha Declaration had left unnationalised.?® The Government fe'ared
il Fe ‘:r‘l;f aim for achieving economic growth would be compromised.
e ‘ti l-nt]erJ events during the Arusha year showed that the Government‘ had‘not
entir?l; lo:t its influence on the President. In February.1967 thereWereclarli('l-‘catlons
i ’ed on the policy of socialism and self-reliance, whlch clearly reflected iovern-
lrisel;.t position and priorities. The first policy paper to clarify thg Aruiha De.a?lgratlon
policies was on the role of private capital. The policy paper entitled Pul})lhc wnl:x;;
ship in Tanzania’’, stated that its aim was to ‘‘make clear. the z.lreas w ere'pu 2
‘ ership and contro} are required, and the areas where pnvatg mvestxpept is, an
(v)vv:llll pe, weicomed’ * .27 Thas policy document argued that fI‘anzama' was“stlll mte:este(:
in receiving both local and foreign capital l.)ecause_pn_vate capital ! maIy act aznt
catalyst to our own effort’® As a result of this .clauﬁcatlon, the F.orelgn nves mt f
Protection Act (1963) was not repealed. The policy do?ument was included as pal:'IE%
the Arusha Declaration policies althoiigh it was written a month after the
meeting at Arusha. i .

The second area in which the Government clarified the policies of the Arush'a
Declaration was in relation to manpower. The same policy paper (Pubhc‘ Ownersh.lp)
argued that ownership did not ,imply management, which required skilled staff:

These speech

But policy has to be implemented.-This is done by management and staff
together, and taking an:. industry under Government ownersh.ip or con.t:rol does
not eliminate the need for skilled work and astute commercial expertise. We
shall be asking the existing managers to continue in their nresent work.?®

The Government made a clear distinction between ownership and management,
and by doing so was arguing for the continuation of employing §killed manpower to
manage the newly-nationalised industries. This was motivated by its concern
for economic growth, which was considered important by the Government to enable it
to achieve developmental gains. :

We can see, therefore, that the Government attempted to re-mterpr.et t'he
Arusha Declaration policies in a manner which would enable it o meet its in-
stitutional-functions and responsibilities as caretaker of the economy. It gave more
emphasis to the role of private capital and manpower considerations. This re-
interpretation however. invariably changed the Party’s orientation of Arusha
policies. We shall 'now consider how the President attempted to explain these new
changes to the Party. 2



The President’s explanation of the Arusha D
The new economic em
capital and manpower,

eclaration’s reinterpretations.
phasis given by the Government, the need for private
in the policies of the Arusha Declaration necessitated an ex-
planation and another reclarification by the President to the Party. Thus, at the
Special TANU Meeting (1967) held to discuss the policies of the Arusha Declaration,
the President expressed very strong arguments against further nationalisation,
especially that of local capital, Nyerere argued that to embark on a rapid expansion of
nationalisation would be adventurism and not revolutionary. Policy-making, he ex-
plained, must consider the practical problems of development. Nyerere stated:
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do is crucial for our development, is not self-reliance, it is stupidity

To conclude this section, the explanations issued b)j the PdreSIad;:ttz tt:Z

ici f the Arusha Declaration show that the Presxd.eflt ha p e

AR ’s interpretations of the Arusha Declaration policies. .At Arusha, .
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Conclusion
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I would argue that this form of policy-making did not only weaken the ef-
fectiveness of the policies of Arusha, but that the unresolved issues between the
need for private capital and state control of the economy, for instance, created serious
problems in the development process, because each organ stressed its own con-
tribution and emphasis, and evolved its own policies, making co-ordination of
policies and the planning of resources and implementation almost impossible tasks
to achieve in Tanzania.

It is interesting to note how the Arusha Declaration developed into something
different from Nyerere’s original intention. We saw that the President had used
nationalisation as a bait to catch the Party activists into accepting the Leadership
Code, but it would appear that the Party activists in turn were successful in making
nationalisation the most important and prominent feature of the policies, thus
relegating the Leadership Code and the policy of Self-Reliance to almost insignificant
importance. This was achieved (whether consciously or unconsciously) simply by not
developing seriously and in-depth the two policies. into viable and integrated policies
of development. We could argue that Nyerere, in the process of out-manoeuvering
the Party activists was himself outmanoeuvered.

But the Government, on the other hand, attempted to outmanoeuver the Party.
This was achieved by the Public Ownership Policy which ‘clarified’ the policies of
public ownership. Contrary to its title, the policy document was concerned mainly
with private capital. As we saw, the President supported the Government, but there
is no evidence to suggest that the Party accepted either the Government's or the
President’s clarifications on the Arusha Declaration policies. A major conflict be-
tween theParty and the Government in Tanzania has centered on the n
investments in development.°®

Various political scientists, such as Msekwa have tended to over-simplify the
. complexities of the Tanzania political system either by de-emphasising conflicts, 37
“as in Pratt’s work, by over-emphasising Nyerere's moral principles. 3

uee such a complex political situation to one actor — in the case of Msekwa, the
nd in the case of Pratt, Nyerere — these authors leave us

with an over-
re of the process from which the Arusha Declaration emerged.
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