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On Noveinber 1, 1978, the then President of Uganda, Idi Amin, announced that
his forces had raided and annexed 710 square miles of Tanzania territory (Bukoba) in
retaliation for an alleged previous Tanzanian iuvasion of Uganda. This incursion was
contfirmed by President Nyerere of Tanzania in a nation-wide radio broadcast on.
November 2, 1978. There was great destruction of property and displacement of
about 40,000 people. An additional 10,000 inhabitants were unaccounted for in the
region.! In the months that followed, between 40,000 and 50,000 Tanzanian troops
crossed the north-western border into Uganda, occupying Masaka and Mbarara
towns of southern Uganda.? They were accompanied by Ugandan guerrilla groups.?
The military campaign to unseat Idi Amin was thus underway. On April 11, 1979,
Kampala, the capital city of Uganda, was captured and a new government composed i
of former Ugandan refugees was installed on April 13, 1979.4 )

Since 1979, Tanzania’s involvement in Uganda has attracted much discussion in
the fields of international relations and law. Unfortunately, however, the quality of
the debate has tended to verge’on the obvious: Idi Amin was a tyrant and had,
therefore, to be overthrown. |

Commendable as Tanzania’s victory may be, the country’s success in toppling
Idi Amin has obviously retained 'an aura that helps to deflect a much more needed |
critical analysis of the theoretical approaches, which have been adopted thus far, to
explain Tanzania’s foreign policy on the Ugandan question. The presumed favour
which Tanzania has done to Africa (by ousting a brutal regime) also helps to divert
scholarly attention from consideration of the meaning of the Uganda conflict in
world politics, namely the powerlessness of small states in their relations with major
powers in the international system. 1

This paper intends to provide readers in international relations with an
adequate basis for sound political reasoning and interpretation of foreign policy on
the question of military intervenism in Africa and the relative autonomy of small’
states in the international system. Two approaches have so far been advanced: '
{i) the “‘legalist” approach which supports Tanzania’s inherent right of self-defence
derived from custom and conventions on relations between states; and (ii) the
“‘moralist” perspective which looks at Idi Amin as a despot and, therefore, deserving |
to be overthrown, regardless of the clauses in the United Nations or Organisation of
African Unity Charters. i

I shall argue that neither of these explanatory modes alone provides an adequate
explanation for Tanzania’s actions. Instead, primary attention must be paid to the [
role of regional (i.e. East African) and world politcs by demonstrating their i
significance for the issue being considered I will characterise this approach as syn- |
thetic. It is intended to identify some of the misconceptions about Tanzania’s in- |

volvement in Uganda and to provide a credible explanation for that entanglement. |

Whether to intervene militarily in Uganda and, if so, how and to what extent must
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have been an agonising decision for the T'anzanian leadership (since Amin’s |
surely 1971), mainly because of the domestic chiefly economic, regional African and
coup of ,‘nal’implications of such entanglement. However, 1n retrospect there are
inwrn]ﬂtlzawns for thinking that, in the relationship between Uganda and Tanzania
g.evera 1]1i11;S coup of 1971, a decision for military intervention was almost inevitable
o A~‘ri01xlar conjuncture. Against this background, then, this essay attempts
i pc,f some limitations in the legal and moral analytical perspectives that have
P fzggan taken in the discussion on Tanzania’s intervention in Uganda which led
:: the overthrow of Amin’s dictatorial regime in April, 1979. Sl g
' Section one of this essay deals with the argument- based on t’.he u?tf'msxc right ‘of
self-d efence as per custom and convention (that is the “‘legalist’’ p_osmon) based on
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. General mternatlor}al law is relevant to this
discussion, in part because both Tanzania and Uganda are signatories tc_; the Chflrter
of the United Nations. They are also parties to other instruments of international
law, such as the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees; the 1?67
Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees; and th-e OAU Co.nventlon ‘Governlr.lg
Specific Aspects of the Problems of Refugees in Afrlca..6 Section two dlscusses.m
turn the ‘‘moralist’’ thesis, demonstrating its limitations in the context of Tanzanian
-Ugandan _relations. Section three provides a comprehensive approach — a syn-
thetic approach. This section should not be conceived as an alternative perspective as
such; points in sectionsone and two may still be relevant to section three. All that is
asserted here is that explanations based on law and morality cannot stand by them-
selves in the context of Tanzanian-Ugandan relations.

CONVENTIONAL EXPLANATORY MODES RESTATED
The Legalist Position: Right of Self-Defence. The use of force has not
been completely outlawed in international law. Historically,
efforts to prevent resort to war in the relations between states have
always taken the form of doctrinal restriction on the use of force, confining it to sup-
port of the law or existing international policy. Accordingly, parties to an armed con-
flict have always been judged on the basis of whether or not each of them meets thé
réquirements for justification to resort to war as an instrument of national policy.
Usually, the injustice to one side becomes the basis for the justice of the other
Itis attempoted then to distinguish between Theroes
and villains, devils and Saints — the doctrine of bellum justum advanced by the
classical Roman writers, for instance.” They maintained that war was justum only on
certain conditions, namely it must originate 1n a justa causa. To ensure that a
JUsta causq existed, the tenet had historically been subjected to internal
checks. Thus, Thomss Aquinas, for instance. maintained that the
belligerents must be animated by the right intentions — the common good for exam-
Ple — to punish the law breakers. Hugo Grotius regarded self-defence, the protection
of Property and punishments of the wrongs inflicted on one’s citizens, as musta causa.
i Tl}e period following the First World War was characterised by an.increa'se i.n
€ological and tech nological intensity of warfare. Ironically, however, this period is
HSua)]y regarded as one in which the international community attempted to minimise
‘:ﬂrfare, Therefore. rules of collective security and self-defence, for example,
*ain a newlease of life. They wereainfended to express the idea that an aggressive



war or military venture could be prevented or repulsed by the threat of, or actual war

of self-defence or collective security.® Reflecting this policy, the founding fathers of
The League of Nations divided military activity into three categories, namely, the
prohibited, the permitted and the prescribed.

In retrospect, war and the potential for war remained an integral part of the
balance of power system; a means used, in the last resort, to correct or protect the
balance of power — a vehicle of national policy. In the Covenant of The League of
Nétions, the general objective was to discourage states from using force in redressing
grievances among themselves: principles of collective security and pacific settlements
of disputes were to a large extent deprecatory of the balance of power system at the
time. A member state could resort to war, without necessarily breaking any of its
obligations under the Covenant of The League of Nations, if it first submitted the
dispute to arbitration or to judicjal settlement or to inquiry by the Council; or if'it
waited for three months after the arbitrator’s award, the court’s decision or the coun-
cil’s report, as the case might be; or if it did not make war on a state complying with
the award.'®

The Paris Pact (Briand-Kellogg Pact) of August 27, 1928, called upon member
states to condemn recourse to fighting for the solution of international conflicts and
renounce it as an instrument of national policy in their relations with one another
except in the exercise of self-defence or where hostilities were undertaken in the pur-
suance of some collective international policy.!' Two Articles of the Pact are worth
citing here: }

Article I y

The High Contracting Parties solemnly declare, in the name of their respective peoples;

that they condemn recourse to war for the solution of international controversies and
renounce it as an instrument of national policy in their relations with one another.
Article II

The High Contracting Parties agree that the settlement or solution of all disputes or con:
flicts, of whatever nature of of whatever origin they may arise among them, shall never b
sought except by pacific means.

In the United Nations Charter, Article 2(4) prohibits the use of force in in
ternational relations:

All members shall refrain in their relations from the threat or use of force dgainst thi
territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner in
consistent with the purpose of the United Nations.'? :

However, Article 2(4) is usually read in conjunction with Article 51 of the Char '_
which reaffirms the inherent right of self-defence against aggression:

Nothing in the present charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collettiv
self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a member of the United Nations, until th
Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace anc
security. Measures taken by members in the exercise of this right of self-defence shall bt
immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authorit}
and responsibility of he Security Council under the present charter to take at any tim
such action as it seems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace anc
security.'?

Article 1 (a-b) of the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 3314 (XXIA
of 14/12/1974 defines aggression as: |
... (the) use of armed forces by a state against the sovereignty, territorial integrity O

political independence of another state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the pu
poses of the UN. LYy

ge 3 (@ of the resolution extends the definition of aggression to include, inter alia:

Article « ; |
nding by or on behalf of a state of armed band groups, irregulars, or mercenaries

i he Secarry out acts of armed force against another state of such gravity as to amount to

w;\ )d’;ctq listed in Article 1 and 3g, or its substant‘ve involvement.

the acts

4 Article 5 of the same resolution 3314 (XXIX) continues:
An

consideration of whatever nature, whether political, economic or military or otherwise
?:;V cerve as a justification for aggression.....'*

As members of the Organisation of African Unity, Tanzania and Uganda are
R0 béund by core clauses in the Charter of the OAU — Articles 3(2), and 3(3) and

3(4). Article 3(2) calls upon member states to adhere to the principles of ‘‘Non-
inte;ference in the internal affairs of states’’. Article 3(3) advocates:

Respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each state and for its inalienable
right to independent existence.

And Article 3(4) binds the OAU members to the principle of

Peaceful settlement of disputes by negotiation, mediation, conciliation or arbitration.'®

Nonetheless, in Africa, as in ofher developing areas, perspectives based on
general international law must be treated carefully. These states are on record for
condemning international law in its present form ‘s a product of the Europ.ean state
system. In 1977, President Nyerere captured this conception of the developing coun-
tries when he said:

The present international and legal structure has developed gradually out of the in-
teraction between the different nations of Europe, and then the different nations and t'he
British Dominion....In this process the countries which are now known as the Third
World were not involved....'® \

Nyerere’'s statement about international law notwithstanding, African states do oc-
casionally resort to the international law-determining agencies; they also invoke legal
arguments to justify their policy position or to denounce those of their opponents.'”
One might even contend that in areas such as territorial integrity and sovereignty,
African states benefit from observing specific norms of international law. Adherence
to these rules of law serves Africa’s interest in maintaining the continent’s in-
ﬁependence in a world of military giants. But this is not the main point advanced
ere.

The aim is to say that the legitimacy of international law is more often contested
by these developing countries; ‘‘that there is a defective consensus concerning the ac-
ceptability of the standards of legitimacy incorporated in the law’’.'® Given Africa’s
partial acceptance of general international law, scholars might well be advised to sup-
plement their analyses of African affairs with continental or regional law. For, as Ali
Mazrui aptly argues;

African diplomatic thought tends to distinguish between two basic forms of sup.ranagiongl

arrangements: Continental supranationality in politics (and) global supranatlonahty in

economics. ... International law, as it stands now seems to be intended to govern relations
between States in general and makes no distinction between continental locatiox.\s.of

States. But in politics, Afric n diplomacy appears to recognise two levels of law: one 1s In-

deed that of international law to govern relations between nations.The othlegr is a kind of
Pan-African law to govern relations between African States themselves.
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‘The United Nations Charter, the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Right
the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to mention only a fe
might be viewed as branches of international law recognised in African diplomacy. '
these legal instruments, propaganda for war, hostility, violence o incitement |
discrimination, for instance, are forbidden. .On the Pan-African plane, the 0A
Charter and the Conventions on Refugee Problems in Africa are merely some of th
examples that one might cite to illustrate the development of African continenty
jurigpruden ce. ‘

Article 2(1) C of the Charter of the OAU is one of the fundamental pillars ¢
Pan-A frican corpus juris. It defines the purposes of the Organisation as to defend t}
sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of the African states. The pr"
ciple of territorial integrity is reiterated in Article 3(3) of the Charter, General]
Speaking, therefore, the purpose and principles  of the Cha !
constitute an independent basis for the conten tion that armed expeditions direct
undertaken by member states of the QAU or indirectly supported through exil
groups as well as other kinds of subversive activities are strictly prohibited,

clear from the provisions of general international law and Pan-African law, that if
state is attacked, it will resort to self-defence. In fact, this is a matter of commo
sense which does not need Justification on the basis of any written law. Self-defeng
is an inherent right, and it is clearly instinctive in nature.

enemy troops, Tanzania had the right of self-defen ce, including the overthrow of th;
enemy regime. The elucidation rightly suggests that Amin’s invasion of Tanzania,
November 1978, was an act of aggression. -

l

)
Intervention as Aggression. The principal theme contained in the definition ‘,
aggression — and hence the right of self-defence — is that aggression 1s oppressive
intrusion. As a trespass?® into another state, intervention signifies both a radical
departure from conventionalrelations as well as a transgression of conventional law. |
The targets of obtrusion are, presumably, the people and the authority in power in
the victim state: the act of interference is directed at either changing or maintaining |
the authority in power or its policies.?2! Intervention can assume many forms:
ecomomic, diplomatic and/or military. But generally, international law either
permits or condones a state’s diplomatic or economic actions designed to influence A
the policies of another state, provided both the policies as wel] as the ends sought in -
the policy actions are permissible under law.2? !

Two questions arise here: (a) Can one contemplate a situation in which Amin’s

tionality of conduct apply to one who pursues the right of self-defence?
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arsion,

formula arising out of the Caroline incident USA v UK (1837).
defence must involve:

regime could equally claim the inherent right of self-defence, that is justify its own ':
Invasion of Bukoba on the basis of self-defence? (b) Does the principle of propor- ‘

was that, “‘forces of a people’s army inside Uganda.hgd takgnho;/}e:r
hOwwer'at Kisenyi’’ ** The government denied any association wit ¢
ary camp i

1 . . . A . tl
milit The denegation was both predictable and inevitable. As Mathews rightly

0 : vention by its very nature is secretive. Successful or not in attaining
povemen Interventi i ry nature is secretive. Successful or not i
“Inte y

‘ ar illi i art they
hoin ts “Uhr'“g states that intervene are usually unwilling to admit the p
. iectives, SU
heir objec

Nevertheless, the official statement was a pointer to the support which the
25 Nev )

A i haps in-
played- joyed at the hands of the Tanzanian government. It was perhap.
nsuygﬂ“«ﬁ %?:i:nia’s own approval of the campaign to overthrow the mnlltar):ijunt:\
. ml Idi Amin. In the period that followed, between 1971 and 1973, the degre
bf Genera i

ility between Tanzania and Uganda culminated in brief military engagements
. V 3

fht(})::rl armed forces on their common border.

DY 2

w. i i vents which resulted in the 1978-1979

Th a those who maintain that the even i«

; 'ereUgraendan war were in part similar to the 1971-1973 confrontation: in
anzanla-

i i for sabotage and similar acts; and in the
e ® wel: ﬁrs; (:}?zfta:(::llll::egl?iglgarglgida’s securify forces, Uganda’§ troops were
i oe5t 'ange a portion of Bukoba, Tanzania. According to this Eeasompg,
rdefrf‘:(? tUO :;iil;p)::ould equally claim and justify its own raid 'of Fhe ’1anzamarT
A:e:‘?ll:]():v oi the grounds of self-defen ce2¢ I"he proponents of .thfs Yle\:l.fgf)nflli;:hitilr:
they vcla.xim that the principle of self-defence quket% by Tanzama“mbjus ;(}inersgto()d ?
volvement in Uganda, like any other legal principle, may well be u
examined in its historical context.

i j i to the so-called Webster
Historically, the rule of self-defence is closely related e i o

g j ifi i y f Self
Nothin: |)nreasonable or excessi ve; Sl‘llCe the Act Justlfled by the necessit, 0
. 4 ! PR ip 27
efence must be limited w thﬂt necessity ﬂﬂd kept Cleal ly Wlthln it.
d ’ a

The Webster formula involves the notion of pmporm;n:hty ;f,;f:lnl(\i:gt,r;:;’f“
firmed by the Naulila incident (1914), Portugal v. Germany, Interna PR
(1920), and similar subsequent cases in ipternatxonal layv. Hertnce c:n biglabilycoige
Suggest that there was no proportionality, of conduc.t on its part, e‘t’ in Uganda. Over-
8elf-defen ce s fully accepted as a justification for lt‘S mvolve;nen lt ofgone’s B
throwing a ruler in a neighbouring state by way of direct emp oy(;nel: in A fican . ire
forces, the argument goes, not only sets a dangerous prece e}rl) ol i
ternation al relations; it could also be regarded as a breach of the Un
Charte U Charter. i Al i

T}:ef:?s,tﬁzngt:glws the counter dialectic that Uganda s invasion mt}iu:i(;r: ltrol
1978 can only be regarded as an act of aggression, Whl‘Ch g ,Ta{lzar.l;asustm-ned'by
defend itself, including the overthrow of the enemy regime. This wee\z 1 R
the assy mption that the 1978 Ugandan invasion can'not l‘)e comparmk:n Vst
73 military engagements. The fact that Tanzania might havf ¥ hatialis right of
€arljer campaign to overthrow Amin’s regime does .not mean tha e
Selt-defence in 1978. Defenders of Tanzania's behaviour in Uganda, t el:e (i b e
85k: what could be considered as proportional or reason.able' condll(:t l;n effeotive

SUmstances of Amin’s invasion of Tanzania? This question is especl: 1{ conflict
When considered in relation to the orthodox approach to the Uganda ,

BaMely the moralist perspectWej &



The Moralist Approach. The moralist thesis is based on the crusade of huma
rights which aspires to be global in scope. But as Mazrui insists, the ‘‘debate abo
human rights has to be placed alongside two other debates: the quest for a New I

ternational Economic Order (NIEO) and the East-West detente’’.?8 Within this per
specitve, three categories of rights could be delineated:

(i) the juridical rights of states — emphasis on territorial integrity a
sovereignty for-instance — enshrined in Article 2(4) of the United Nations Charte

(ii)the collective rights of groups, or races — such and the right of sell
determination; and

(iii)the human rights of indivyduals.?®

The moralist approach, based as it is on human rights arguments, conceives
international relations, including inter-African relations, as a moral order analogo
to the domestic moral-legal arrangement in which the interactions between state
(just as interactions between individuals domestically) ‘““ought’’ to be guided by rul
of ethics which uphold the sanctity of human life, liberty of the individual, as well 2
the well-being of the entire political community and its legal system. Since the foun
ding of the OAU, African states have shown greater concern for classification
(i) and (ii) of human rights mentioned above, but-less interest in the sanctity
human life and individual liberty —grouping (iii) of human rights. Yet all depan
ments of human rights ought to be conceived as part-and-parcel of the struggle for
New International Order. It is in this context that President Nyerere appears to af
preciate the changes that are gradually taking place in the OAU:

It is not only the increase in numbers which gives us hope in the progress of the OA!
There has begun to be a change in the character of the governments of the member states
and in our joint stand concerning the kind of governments, which represent their countri
at our meetings. In the OAU these days we are sometimes able to attack murder, tortu
and ruthlessness when it is committed by black governments against their own peopl
whereas before it was regarded as heresy even to speak of such things. g

And the President continues;

We have agreed to establish a commission for Humhan Rights in Africa. Further, we &
beginning to show some concern about coups d’etat as a means of government chang
in our continent. These are new developments within the OAU and are not yet strongly
entrenched. But Tanzania welcomes them, just as we welcomed during 1979 the fall of Id
Amin, and Nguema, and Bokassa, as leaders of their countries,3°

As mentioned earlier, advocates of the moralist school draw strong paralleis be
tween the domestic regulations and the international or interstate system. In t
national society for instance, Hart maintains that, ‘‘recognition of individual liber 2
as a value involves, as a minimum, the acceptance of the principle that the individua
may do what he wants, even if others are distressed when they learn what it is tha
he does unless, of course, there are good grounds for forbidding it....."”’, 3!

Applied to international relations, it could be asserted
that, although both the United Nations and OAU Charters forbid in-
tervention by one state in the internal affairs of another, where the very sanctity 0
human life is not respected, as in Amin’s Uganda, external action might be warran
ted. And this, according to this perspective, is what Tanzania has done. Moreover

chapters VII and VIII of the United Na(i)tions Charter provide exceptions to the rule of
2

non-interference in the internal affairs of state.32 Burrow is and those who have
taken this line of argument and insists that Tanzania’s involvement in Uganda was
quite justified.”” The central point in Burrow’s approach is that Amin was a (le:s;)()t.
and therefore deserving to be deposed. The man focus in Burrow’s article is the
rule of exception, which Rosenau defines elsewhere as the main building block of the
moralist school of thought:

Most interventions may be undesirable for a variety of reasons, but some are imminently
desirable for equally compelling reasons.’*

Unfortunately for the moralist school, in the absence of common.ly held in-
ternational standards, only particular kinds of m()rality and only particular target
regimes become the ultimate criteria of when .exceptlfms are to be t()leralted as
legitimate. Thus, in the same year, 1979, in \v.hlch Amll.l was overthrown with the
connivance of the United Nations, the Security Council vigorously debated the
ouster of the Pol Pot Cambodian regime by the Vietn'amese —an equally. ln'gtal
regime.? What is even more interesting in the case of Uganda_ is t.hat the Unfit.e;i
Nations Security Council deliberately thwarted attempts to m.edlatg in th(? conf lc..

In a desperate attempt to get the World body to save .hlS regime, ldl.Amm is
reported to have cabled directly to Ambassador Ahdullz?h Bishara of Kuwait — the
then President of the Security Council and Kurt Waldheim,the Sef:retary General,on
February 14, 1979, for an emergency session of the Security Cou m:ll. The request was
reiectedl()n technical grounds: it was neither ‘‘properly worded”’ nor was it passed
th>rough the ‘‘appropriate channels’ 3¢

Surely what explains this divergent path of international reaction to ‘T'imilar
problems of tyrannical regimes is beyond the conceptual scheme.of the moralist per-
spective. I shall return to this point in the final section of the essay. In_ the
meantime, let me reiterate a point made at the beginning of ths essay — that nelt}?er
the legalist proponents of self-defence nor the moralist advocates of hu man.itarian in-
tervention have really provided adequate explanations or justifications of the Tan-
zanian military action in Uganda. It is, therefore, appropriate at this point to turn at-
tention to an alternative explanatory mode.

RETREAT FROM UTOPIA

The elucidation advanced here relies on an analytic approach to demonstrate the
synthesis between international law and politics on the one hand, and the linkage
between the external behaviour of a state such as Tanzania and its domestic politics
on the other hand. The proposed‘synthetic approach’?®’ to international l.aw and
politics assumes that both legal and political considerations must be taken 1pt<) fac-
count when dealing with problems of intervention, including the Tar.\zaman in-
tervention in Uganda. For, as Higgins maintains in another context, it is erroneous
to

insist that such an international problem admits of an impartial legal answer. All.rules
of law, including those dealing with intervention are open to interpretation. And it is not

possible, therefore, always to choose between interpretations purely on grounds of legal
‘correctness’.?®

Hence, the traditional technique of legal analysis is il.l-suited forrevealing the
dynamic interplay between law and politics in a changing world.
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Furthermore, given the relationship between a country s domestic _poIiti(s and

its external policies, in the context under examination one must focus on how Amin's
1971 coup in Uganda®® was received and acted upon in Tanzania by direct in-
‘teraction.

The above interrelated aspects of interpretation are regarded as comprehensive
rather than substitutive as such; they are designed to support one another. The syn-
thetic explication calls for information on ‘"2 pectinent details of the circumstances

leading to Tanzania’'s involvement in U ganda. It addresses the nature of the

preliminary contlict. the circumstances wrrounding Amin’s rule, and the relation-

ship between Uganda and Tanzania. Tre perspective seeks to bridge the artificial gap

between law and morality; between poliics and morality. A construction of this
nature necessarily requires both a iactual basis as well as a broader framework in
which it can adequately be covered.

Background to Intervention. Until Amin came to power in January 1971, Tan-
zania and Uganda were friendly partners in the now defunct East African Com-
munity. Their Presidents Nyerere and Obote, core of the Mulungushi Club*°, were
among the leading African spokesmen against Portuguese and British colonialism in
Southern Africa.

However, during the same period when Nyerere of Tanzania and Obote of
Uganda stood in concert with other African leaders to oppose colonialism, Africa was
experiencing a high incddence of military coups and external interventions.*' In 1966,
Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana was deposed, and by 1970 Modibo Keita of Mali had
been thrown out of office — both being replaced by ‘‘Western oriented’’ govern-
ments. During the same year, 1970, Guinea was invaded by Portuguese-led mer-
cenaries. And within the Organisation of African Unity, Ivory Coast led a group of
countries which counselled dialogue with South Africa in finding a peaceful solution
to the problem of apartheid — a position contrary to the prevailing spirit of OAU
resolutions and declarations.*? ;

The immediate developments, however, which preoccupied Tanzania were the
events which took place in East Africa hetween 1967 and 1970. During this term,
both Tanzania and Uganda had declared their intentions to overcome their
inheritance of underdevelopment and dependence through specific public policy
programmes. In 1967, Tanzania proclaimed the Arusha Declaration in an attempt to
speed up the maturation of an egalitarian society and a self-reliant political
economy. This policy was. in turn, expected to strengthen the country’s com-
mitments to African decolonisation. These policies of national development and

African emancipation had been threatened by the western powers who were, at the

same time, Tanzania’'s main financial donors. As if to accept Tanzania's political
leadership, Milton Obote of Uganda issued the Common Man’s Charter in 1969, a

pro.ramme presumably designed to move Uganda toward an egalitarian society!*? =
Triese moves toward egalitarian policies in the East African States also occurred at

e same time as the intensification of the liberation war in Mozambique, Angola ‘

and Guinea Bissau.

Implication of Amin’s Coup. The implications, therefore, of the high incidence of

military coups and the Guinean invasion for Tanzania's already vulnerable polity
(which arose from its inherited and continuing dependence on the metropolitan
powers) became clearer as its attempts to strengthen its independence*! were
strategically challenged — this time by an all.ged Anglo-Israeli-backed coup in
Uganda which installed Idi Amin. As Lonsdale suggests:

32

....tensions of more recent origin between ‘right’ and ‘left’ within TANU were sharpened
by a series of external crises. The Portuguese involvement in Guinea’s insurrection, new
British willingness to sell arms to South Africa, the coup in neighbouring Uganda and in-
creasing pressure on Zambia from the white regimes of southern Africa could all be con-
strued as a  linked assault on some of the African states most militantly involved in Pan-
African liberation amongst whom Tanzania was clearly numbered.*?

Thus. according to Tanzania, the consolidation of Amin’s regime would shift the
balance of political forces in East Africa in favour of the Western powers, the per-
ceived enemies of the Tanzanian political system.*®

The TANU guidelines of 1971. Mwongozo was, in part, an expression of frustration
with, and determination to overcome the elusiveness of legal
independence, including resistance against imperialist-backed coups and a respense
to Idi Amin's rule and related events. Mwongozo responded to Amin’s rise to power
by referring to him as a murderer, agent of imperialism, and a traitor to the cause of
African liberation. And it concluded with a ringing appeal for ‘‘revolutionary”anti-:
imperialist stand against instances of African balkanisation:

We have been oppressed a great deal, we have been exploited a great deal, and we have

been disregarded a great deal. It is our weakness that has led to our being oppressed,

exploited and disregarded. Now we want a revolution — a revolution which br‘ir.lgs to‘gn
end our weakness, so that we are never again exploited, oppressed or humiliated.

It was clear that the Uganda coupahd*Tanzahia's response to it had generated a
serious conflict within the East African Community and the OAU, and had the
potential of attracting greater international interest. Within the Tanzanian leader-
ship., the coup in the neighbouring state obviously brought forward the \vh(?le
question of how to retort further and effectively. Tanzania refused to recognise
Amin’s regime, as well as the new nominations made by the Ugandan ruler to the
Fast African Community:*® any action taken by the Com munity institutions with the
new Uganda nominees would be null and void. Tanzania also supported pro-Obote
invasion forces. the most familiar being the 1972 abortive incursion headed by Oyite
Ojok.

It is possible, of course, to regard Tanzania's immediate reverberationto Fhe
Uganda coup as a potential indicator of the direction which the country’s foreign
policy was destined to take after 1971, including military intervention, whenever such
an option appeared feasible. Alternatively, however, it could be argued that any
counterreaction by Amin’s regime, might provide the decision-makers in T'anzania
with the rwugniti;m of the escalation-prone character of a bilateral conflict. It voulld‘
in other words, generate an antidote to further action in the form of greater caution
in foreign policy decision-making.*? _

Indeed, in retaliation, Uganda refused to allow two officials of the East African
Community of Tanzanian nationalits to enter its territory. It also closed its border
with Tanzania and broke direct links by air, lake steamer and telephone. Finally, Idi
Amin threatened to annex a portion of Tanzanian territory — the Bukoba area cap-
tured in 1978. {

On the whole, the Tanzanian-Ugandan conflict was bound to be multilateral..
The conflict generated a new challenge to the already failing East AI'r?can Com-
munity. According to Article 3(1) of the Treaty for East African Cooperation, on the
Institutions of the East African Community, the Presidents of Kenya, Tanzania and
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Uganda constituted the East African Authority. The functions of the Authority in-
cluded three tasks mentioned under Acticle 48 of the Treaty for East African Co-
operation: 4
(1)The Authority shall be responsible for and have the general direction and
control of, the performance of the executive functions of the Community.
(2)The Authority shall be assisted in the performance of its functions under this
Article by the Councils and the East African Ministers.
(3)The Authority may give directions to the Councils and to the East African
Ministers as to the performance of any functions conferred upon them, and
such directions shall be complied with.?"

The executive powers of the East African Authority were shattered when Tanzania
refused to recognise Idi Amin’s regime, including his appointments to the East
African Community. Further, Nyerere’s refusal to sit together with Amin meant that
any impasse in the functions of the Community, which could only be resolved by a
face-to-face meeting of the East African heads of states, could no longer be deter-
mined. Although this obstacle was later overcome through a compromise solution
— the East African Authority could arrive at decisions without a meeting of the three
“presidents — multilateral diplomacy was dealt another blow when, between August
23, 1971 and October 1971, the conflict reached a peak with Tanzania and Uganda
exchanging fire across their common border. For the first time, the East African
Community was brought to the brink of disintegration. Thus, in short, the crisis
arising’ from the Uganda coup raised the question of institutional legitimacy; it un-
dercut the informal understa nding among partners which is usually essential for suc-
cessful bargaining relationships between partners to a regional organisation.?!

~ The Uganda coup also brought misu nderstandings within the OAU. The latter’s
effective existence and performance relies heavily on persuasive diplomacy. Its
inherent weakness is obvious: smooth functioning of its activities depends upon the
good neighbourliness of its members.52
The immediate result of the Uganda coup was to add a negative dimension in the
politics of the OAU. On March 1, 1971, for instance, an ordinary meeting of the
Council of Ministers of the OAU was adjourned without having dealt with the agenda
which apparently included the OAU budget. The meeting adjourned because of its
inability to reach agreement on the question of Uganda’s representation on the
Council. Guinea, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania and Zambia favoured Obote’s
delegation; whereas Ghana, Liberia, and Nigeria were among those who supported
Amin’s delegation.® In essence, even by the early 1970s, the Tanzania-Uganda

—situation was complex enough for Tanzania’'s leadership to comprehend the real
limitations of its opposition to the Amin regime.

The above view is particularly intriguing when one takes into account the terms of
the Mogadishu Accord, worked out through the good offices of Somalia, following the
1971 brief military engagements between Tanzania and Uganda. Under the
Agreement, October 5, 1972, the two countries undertook

(i) to withdraw their forces at least six miles from the common border- by
10/10/1972;

(ii) to cease all military activities against each other:

(iii) to refrain from harbouring or allowing subversive forces to operate in the
territory of one state against the other;

(iv) to end all hostile propaganda against each other; and

(v) to return all nationals and prg&erty captured from the other side.®*

Btk

Although it is not intended here to analyse the effectiveness‘()f thisbent;enltje, :1udfa

" i} to say that the Mogadishu Accord represented e.\ constraint .to, o ga !
& 'Fanzénia, even though, at this stage in the conflict, both Amx.n s Ugand? an
-nd, ania got what they wanted: minimal disposition of thier negotiating positions.
:m'm's government achieved (i) some sort of de facto recognition; (ii) it thought,
\mm‘ that it had succeeded in making Tanzania give way on the question
I lv?:t;xda exiles in Tanzania. In theory, the Uganda political refugees w'ere
oy Fdl allowed to train and use Tanzania's territory as a sanctuary for gu?rn‘lla
= m—-)e against the regime of Idi Amin. On the other hand, Tanzania had
lItirm\‘:ied g(i) i;x demonstrating to Amin that he had no right to demand the

o n of Milton Obote — that it was Tanzania’s own decision whet'h?_r
)‘\Ht;\:z?(»h)“(())b()te or tell him to go elsewhere; (ii) in making its case tha‘t Amms
f).‘,i(n:i was a murderous regime; (iii) in seeking reparation.s for the loss of .someCOf its
’itl:/(‘n.\' who had disappeared while in Uganda for .work .w1th the P?ast ‘Afngan /e(::(;-
mu‘nity; and, (iv) in presenting itself as a champion of human rights and a p
maker at the same time.

u(

§ AN ! ] flict
iti Somali’s intervention in the confli
i Political Culture. Thus,. given ent onfli
Y;:ﬂl?ﬂ;ted counselling by other African states, the long-term 1m.pac.t of tiheumltgi;
;'t"1('1i<)ll and counter-reactions in the relationship betwgen Tanzania an g::n.
mtulm‘ Amin could probably have been marginal.. Tanzania would have Cl'lttle'c Oérc,i
except to co-exist with the regime of Idi Amin. As the Tanzanian Governm
document was later to recount:

) ! . : . e
PO, L s g s e i o
than one occasion. The Vice-President of the Unite ) hrse Yo
i to have correct bilateral rela
i r to demonstrate Tanzania’s willingness . : t
lv:r]itiln 6!;223‘;00.1“ 1973 Amin invited himself to Mwanza in Tanzania.....President

Nyerere went to the airport to receive him.......

Interethnic, interpersonal and class conflict, ct}mbined with the.a ,reg‘lmfz se f:ﬁlt}?l
Obote’s return to power through Tgnzania's assistance, ga.ve Amin sflegtlm e
features of a brutal regime.?® Truly, Uganda appeared to-be'm.a stateof s rlth ur'd61
— tyranny and anarchy.?” As far as tyranny was con cer‘ned.. for mstancl:a: ‘1 lls \'i\/llitary
a(-l\'rm\\.]p(iged that Uganda ‘‘polarised into a state of fa_ctlonal, anarc 1:&& m ang
and  bureaucratic machlune”. Within this context of anarchical mi 1‘ a)fy thyi
hln'('zlm'rzu'\', factions clashed in their scramble for a !arge share of the spoxl; of o 1c.ei
looted pl'()];érfv, pay-offs, and scrambled for promotlon.s and patronage. ;I‘ e ge:(‘e}lj
image of the soldier was often terrorising to the man in the street. As for anarchy,
. disappearances of people in urban centres also l.)eca.me a common phe'r;hor;:::,;):é
A violent political culture can often invite foreign intervention b:y a nhgl N
state, or a combination of states.”® There are at least two ways in which this can hap
pen: :
(i) A reign of terror in a neighbouring state may catch the national interest of the neigh-

bouring state. . | .
(ii) D:sgertion within the rank and file of the army of a neighbouring state might cause that

ish
state to send troops across the border so as to keep them engaggd or to repulse or punis
what it considers to be the source of its internal problems.

However, there are many situations in Africa which lesemhle.what C(:.llld (j'
! : essari rventions
called states of structural war, yet there have not necessarily been interve
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the magnitude of Tanzania’s in Uganda (e.g. Ruanda and Burundi civil wars).
fact, one of the specific features of Tanzania’s involvement in Uganda is that it h
created a precedent in African international relations. There are also many examplg
in Africa where military interventions have occurred in situations of relative domes
tranquility. French intervention in Gabon in 1964 is a case in point.®° Far from in
validating the above hypothesis, however, the example of Gabon tends to reinfo
the underlying assumption advanced here. As Pearson suggests elsewhere, ]
probability of foreign military intervention is likely to depend (also) upon the ident
and mutual relations of prospective intervener and target; their location and their i
terests; the capacity to intervene; and (their) political, economic, military and soci
circumstances’’ °' As far as the identity determinant is concerned, Amin was alread
regarded as an international outcast. But identity is also applicable to Tanzania, paj
ticularly the stature of its president, Nyerere. Nyerere is regarded as a leadir
spokesman in Africa and he had succeeded in establishing a reputation for himself 2
a leading critic of Idi Amin's regime, right from the time of the Ugandan coup in
1971. At one time, President Nyerere had scorned the OAU for not speaking o
against Amin, while at the same time the Organisation condemned the minorit

regime in southern Africa. Refusing to attend the 1975 OAU summit in Kampala
Nyerere said:

Tanzania cannot accept the responsibility in the mockery of condemning colonialism|

apartheid and fascism in the headquarters of a murderer, an oppressor, a black fascist and

self-confessed admirer of fascism.®?

Economic factors are always important in the pursuit of foreign policy; they ind
volve questions of costs of the variety of options available to the policy- makers.

There is no reason, therefore, to believe that Tanzanialeaders could not at least thin

of such factors, although, granted, statesmen often show political willingness to

choose policy options even when they appear. costly in pure economic terms. Cer

tainly Tanzania has had the tendency of not giving due weight to the economic costs

of foreign policy options, and has instead allowed political considerations to overrid e
pure economic factors. Its support of the liberation wars in southern Africa over the

years is a paradigmatic case.% !

Again in the Ugandan case, the short-term economic factors did not play a rol

in Tanzania’s decision to wage a war of attrition against the regime of Idi Amin in

1978-1979. Whatever sparked the invasion of Bukoba by Ugandan troops, that in?

,vasion produced both physical tremors on the population in the area affected and
'psychological tremors on Tanzania’s leadership. It is these factors
that were decisive; national security had been breached, territorial integrity violated,
and national prestige challenged.®® The stakes of the conflict were heightened when.

Amin refused to withdraw his troops and instead invited Nyerere to a boxing match}

to resolve the conflict! Under these circumstances, the realistic option left to the
Tanzanian leaders was to mobilise national resources for war.®® In any case, whilel
the events of 1978-79 cannot adequately be explained in terms of Tanzania's innate

call for a more complex analysis than it would first appear.

Amin’s Political Mistakes. Probably the greatest mistake which Amin made «in

his rule — and which accounts for his downfall — was to combine an internal reign ‘

of terror with his ‘‘anarchistic” tactics in opposing major powers in international}

relations: Amin (i) humiliated the British and their allies by the expulsion of about
36
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imes.with appare :

expe N

_ ¢ thereby precipitated t ¢ iy .
;3;’1% These pantics heightened the contradiction between Amin’s foreign image,

in 1970.

('S[)GC

realit

replace Britain, Israel and the Qnite .
Leceived massive military and finan cial ;S'S]
! { ;
bia. Libya and Yugoslavia. The arms bu from : ]
?M}i):]:ta'ncé included Mig fighters, rocket launchers, tanks, armoured personne
or § b
.arriers and missile f e
i lrl\?l:icated military machine in East and Central Africa. But these ‘‘allies’ o
sop his \ : f
Amin found themselves lncreasm.g!y em
rights record and the unpredictability of
stance, became apprehensive about the re|
OAU), publicy refused to go along with a

)0 British Asians then living in Uganda; (ii) threatened tbe Qnited Stat.es qt;ve(xal)
p nt hostage-taking of its citizens then dwelling in Ugan(‘!a, and, 1111
d the United States’ Marine guards from ithe American Embassy in Karpp'a a
By he final catalyst for the closure of the American mission

jally among the Africans in diaspora. (in the western world) and the domestic
y. As Mazrui suggests in his essay on Amin:

i i towering symbol of naive but .heroic
first few years of his rule, Amin was a ol ¢
Fe(:riszixllizstou&el:;ighty )xlmtions of the world — ahsymlaol of .tl_mle se?;;;‘t‘zria:ltge j:)artfltrl‘é l;ﬁ
h: i isticati rivilege
tion, a symbol of the underp y
to the el i f th t brutal rulers of the 1970s. On the
, this same Amin was one 0 the mos (

pow?:\‘:\ld. Al?: v)::z clearly a villain of Uganda; on he other, he seemed to have risen to
one ;

become a hero of the’Third World.5®

lost the support of his friends wb() came to
d States. From 1974 onwards, Amin’s regime
istance from the Soviet Union, Sa.udl
d-up in Uganda from the Soviet Union,

Eventually, the Ugandan ruler

s — which gave the Ugandan army the features of the most

barrassed, in part by their protege’s h.u man
his policies and actions. The Soviets, t().r in-
gime when Amin (as Chairman of the
Soviet plan of supporting the Popul;.n'
g R i i
Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) Aaction in the Angolan civil wa
$]~'— - “ 4
- )Hence during the Tanzania — Uganda war, the west may have been sym

i i * “‘much of West

Jathetic with Tanzania's ‘‘crusade’] to overthrow Idi Amin. For .mmh ()f. }he v

Ev(n quite clear in its verdict — the man was evil and should dlsappeal. 10;11 ;

; ; . i [ . I g % 3 g

\-wnel as soon as possible’’.%” The Soviet Union had already written off ms.. o1 ntlre‘

:‘1'|'i n ;l l At the: height of the hostilities the Soviet Union rejected a request fmm e

: . 1o y is ) s repor-

government of Idi Amin to supply weapons.®® The (;()nlmtlnlsF g:vte;:,:q]::r:(;: lm; el

i 5 in the habit of encourag:n st |

ted to have replied that *‘it was not in ) i i
ik ‘es 3 to a tacit approval about the prosj j

each other’ .%® The response amounted a . i . i
Amin being overthrown by Tanzania’s military action. A similar situation exis

with the OAU.

The Failure of the OAU to Resolve the Uganda. Issue. The rol:' ot("i tl(\):awO:ll:
in the Tanzanian-Ugandan duel was somewhat ambiguous. Or.l ((imethm:{o.wnra” %
say that the Organisation conceded or was prepm'ed to conce‘e g e gomn
Amin's Government — a regime which was being used Ah_v the. \fveh.tex nf L!()l'] S
and racist rulers in southern Africa as an example of the iallu]e‘ of h). a( N
leadership. On the basis of this observation, one .m:a_v conclude tha‘t ?tl:& d“ i
the OAU may have facilitated the downfall of Amin’s tel.nu'e at lea:?t :lhd (.ti'mie.,. e
level, by default (i.e. by not taking a strong stand in preventln%A{);"“i;l“]e
continue). On the other hand, however, it is p()ssi‘hle to argue that th‘e .\]dth(mgh
and pgsture in the fray had merely predicated its own \V.(‘ﬂkn("ﬂ..'\‘»t‘h .—Tle\;zlime.
such a weakness in this case facilitated the downfall of a T‘\‘ld-ll“nufdit 5) i,
Akuchu® suggests that the effectiveness of the OAU, or lack of 1t, !

ee ¢ itions, namely (i)
disputes among member states, depengds upon at least three g(mdm(ms‘ namely
s s a

L
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the conflict situation itself; (ii) extra-African factors, and (iii) the OAU itself. Co
flicts have life circles: the staging or phasing process is of very great significance f
the general problem of the Organisation’s effectiveness in resolving clashes.”' T
OAU had shown great lack of leadership, whether in attempting to do somethi
about human rights violations in Uganda from the beginning, or in effectively i
tervening early in the Tanzanian-Ugandan encounters to mediate, But perhaps th
lack of leadership or its weakness originates in the Charter of the OAU itself.

The constitution of the OAU proscribes interference either by the Organisatio;
or by member states in the internal affairs of states. The code and the overall stru
ture of the Organisation, particularly its Secretary General, was not intended to be
major player in intra/interstate disputes. As Myers™ argues, such power was left
the Assembly or the Council of Ministers and the Commission of Mediation, Con
ciliation and Arbitration as per Article XIX of the Charter. This factor, together wit
the low level of financial and human resources available to the Organisation, has als
meant that the OAU has limited ability to become “independent’’ of nation
leaders. In the absence of a strong potential OAU presence of African trouble spot
the direction of such strifes, therefore, depends upon the other factors identified b
Akuchu — extra-African elements.

Extra-African elements refer to the presence or absence of superpower rivalries
and estimates of international political rejoinder to a particular policy on which
national leadership embarks.

Amin’s Uganda as a Remote Area of Cold War. Thus another instrumen
which seems to have accounted for the cautious international retort to Tanzania’s in-
tervention was that, in the last days of Amin’s rule, Uganda was a remote area of th
East-West ideological tussle. Previously, Amin had been regarded as an important
protector of western interests, in part because of Uganda’s proximity to the horn o
Africa,” where the Soviet Union had established some measure of influence. But, as
a result of the breakdown of the ‘‘trial marriage’’ with the Anglo-Israeli interests af-
ter 1973 and the ‘‘unhappy marriages’’ which developed with the Soviet Union after
1975 and later with Libya and Saudi Arabia, by the time of Tanzanian in-
tervention, Amin’s Uganda had already lost its attraction as a centre of active super-
power competition. Thus, when the United States condoned the Tanzanian in-
tervention, the Soviet Union refused to su pport Idi Amin for fear of being identified
with a regime which had, after all, lost its own partisans in the international system.
Amin’s Uganda in its final days, therefore, resembled a country living in a
typical but distant multipolar international system. In such an international order,
the more multipolar it is, the less the likelihood that it can be altered rapidly and
radically by a single development — in this case, Tanzanian intervention in Uganda.
Principles of international law, which could otherwise work to a victim’s advantage
(such as defence of territorial integrity as per Article 2(4) of the UN Charter and non-
interference in the internal affairs of another state) had little effect in preventing or
constraining Tanzania’s action. For Tanzania’s overthrow of Idi Amin could hardly
be perceived as a threat to internation al peace and security — requiring the respon-
ses of the United Nations Security Council under Article 39 of the UN Charter.*
Historically, and as Brownlie observes, the emphasis on territorial integrity in
the United Nations Charter had received a new impetus during the Cold War
period.” If a country finds itself in an international Cold War political climate, any
extension of sphere of influence by force is likely to be regarded by one superpower as

threatening a shift in the balance of power and hence promote the likelihood of a
78

connter-intervention by a status quo power, either directly or ‘throu.gh the United
Nations. That is to say, the salience of the argument about mu!tlpolanty and cha.ng'e
depends upon the issues at stake and the area wher't.* the conﬂl‘ct occurs. And thl:% is
what explains the difference between the internatmpal .reactl(m t.,oward the Viet-
namese invasion of Cambodia, or the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, on the one
l,and, and Tanzanian engagement in Uganda on the other T

In the case of Amin’s Uganda, the absence of active superpower competition had
something to do with easing Tanzanian involvement. It was, perhaps, conceded that
international legal norms had to keep pace with the drive toward col!ectivg hurfla.n
welfare. The reaction of the international community .to the downfall ‘of Amin’s
regime, therefore. amounted to an instant acc"eptan.ce of l.egal norms which 's‘(.eek..t(l)
replace what sometimes appear as abstract notion s. of n()n-l'ntel'fel‘ef) ce and ter nt()'n.a
integritv with notions of human welfare and eqult_\’/. albeit selectively, and only in
regard to particular kinds of governments.

CONCLUSION

Analyses based on legal and moral conceptual sch'en)es jalone can no't sutf.lce }t,O
explain Tanzanian agility in Uganda. The perennidl dlsltmctu.)ns maintained in the
analysis of foreign policy behaviour are, therefore, mls'leac.{mg, A j

The major element in Tanzania's role in Uganda P1es in the conflguxatl?n of
national interest and thus seeming ‘‘acceptance’'by the international comrr'lu‘mtg. of
that involvement. Specifically, the point is that small states.have power.iu;lchlu t;ln.g
the power to intervene, especially when large :?‘tates are unmterested: Wit mh tfs
context one finds the legal, moral and poli't.lpal issues bound togeth.er. in a synt! e ’1c
conceptual scheme which in turn suffices as a credible mode of explaining Tanzania’s

olicy toward Uganda. |

’ yl‘anzania's diplomatic experience since indepen@en.ce, a.md indeed tht;
philosophy of its foreign policy, is based on El.\e pervasive feehflg of pf)werlessn'ess 0

the new s:ta'u:s in the international system.”® Accordingly, mlht.ar.y intervention in
Africa has not only been viewed as 4’ classical major power .actWIty, but also as a'
symbolic reflectibn of the inability of small states to aFt independent of mgjc‘)l
[).()\VGI‘S. Notwithstanding this conception of the ilnternatlonal system, Tanzania’'s
agility in Uganda goes down in history, together‘ v.vlth. the recent Iraq-Iran war, as a}
case where small states intervene in regional politics m(.ie.pendent f’f (ar}d someum;.s
to the frustration of) major powers to affect events decnsn‘vely. This p91nt shoul‘d e
emphasised because, in the post-World War II intgrnatlonal order, it has beco}r]ne
customary to assume that major states, having acqulred nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction, automatically carry with them the ability to;)ultl stn.ng:
in global politics. While the pervasiveness of major power pressure could be ru: in

number of cases, Tanzania’s involvement in Uganda has demonstrated that t g;‘n-
ternational system is not as rigid as it sometimes seems to be. A new state wit ta\
determined and dedicated leadership can achieve for itself ~a measure of"au Ponomy. 0
either impress upon or to even change events ina contiguous state in its favear.
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