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Abstracit

Political regimes arc the structural framework through which a country 1s governed
and through which political processes are established. Political regimes intfluence how
a country is governed. Political regimes formulate the policies ol a country and
implement the policies. Political regimes have different characteristics that distinguish
one regime from another These characteristic will influence the decisions made and
how the decisions are implemented. Public opinion dilfers from country to country. In
some countries public opinion is 1mportant in influencing the running of the
government while in others public opinion plays an insignificant role in influencing
the government’s functions.

Diplomatic relations are the relations of states in regards to their diplomacy. Foreign
missions and the sending of ambassadors to other countries reflect the way diplomatic
rclations are carried out. The president. ministny of foreign affairs and other
departments play a role in the diplomatic relations of a country. The diplomatic
relations arc moulded by the ruling political regime The political regime sets the
apenda for foreign policy.

Most studies have concentrated on political regimes and public opinion in the context
of other international relation topics: however political regimes and public opinion
have not been studied as the main variables in companing the bilateral diplomatic
relations of states. This study is the outcome of an ongoing intergst in how domestic
politics shape what nations do in international affairs.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
1.1 Introduction

The political regime of a country constilutes all the political processes and
mechanisms that enable the running of the government. Political processes are the ways
in which political rules, norms, methods and modes of interaction are established and
maintained, and changed. The importance of regimes on a country has been described by
Chazan et al as reflecting both the many constraints and the variegated options open to
African citizens and leaders since independence.' In addition to this, a political regime
also performs the function of providing the structural framework within which resources
are authoriatively allocated

According to Bratton and Hyden, regimes determine who has access to political
power and they structure the relations between those in and out of power. Some regimes
facilitate a political transition process that leads to a more democratic order while others
reinforce more autocratic tendencies.? The type of regime determines the rules governing
power alternation and statc-society relations. For example a regime type characterized by
the formal rules of the political game that are based on popularly accepted principles of
participation and sovereignty, the foundation is laid for a functioning democracy.”

Political regimes are made up of variables that shape their behavior and attitude.
These variables form the characteristics of the political regime and their conduct or

behavior. It has been suggested, alternatively, that lecadership styles, corporatist

' Chazan Naomi et al, Polrnics and Society in contemporary Africa, (USA, Lynne Reinner Publishers, 1992) p 133-150

* Faston David, A system analysis of political life. (New Y ork: Wiley Publishers, 1965)

} Hyden Goran, Govemnance and the study of politics in Hyden Goran and Bratton Michael eds, Governance und politics in
Africa(Boulder: Lynne Reinner Publishers, 1992) p 6 .

* Okumu Wafula and Kaiser Paul eds, Democranc transition in Africa. (England: Ashgate, 2004) p 66



arrangements, party systems, or even the distinction between civilian and military
governments capture thc main flow of politic.s in the continent.” The criteria for the
classification of regime types have varicd widely.® Different regimes have different
structures, characteristics which distinguish one regime from another. Regimes in Africa
may vary according to scven main criteria: the structure of the relationship between the
administrative, the political, the coercive and the legal apparatus, the degree of elite
cohesion; the extent of societal exclusion and inclusion; rulers and modes of socio-
governmental interaction, spheres of operation; longevity on institutional arrangements
and workability.” The structure of the political system adopted by a country plays an
integral part in forming the political regime in power.

The public opinion in a country is practiced by the citizens in their different
groups and clusters in the society. According to Merrit, the plethora of interest groups
making demands upon the decision systcm, representatives of business, labor, ethnic
associations, civic bodies, communications media and still other aggregates who feel that
a nation’s foreign policy affects them may seck to voice their concerns and desires.” The
public may or may not voice its concern in a particular regime to influence the regimes
decision.

Since independence most African states have gone through a metamorphosis in
their political structures and the regime type adopted. The first part of the 1960’s was

marked by the rise of the single-party governments and the consolidation of authoritarian

* Chazan Naomi el al, Poliics and Society in contemporary Africa, op cit p 134

* Chariton Roper. Dehomonegising the study of African poliics-The case of Inter-state influence on Regime formation and change.
Plural Societies 14 nol/2 (1983). P 32-48

7 Chazan Naomi et al, Politics and Socrety in contemporary Africa, op ciL p 136

& \ierrit Richard ed, Foreign policy analysts. (London: Lexinglon books. 1975)p 2



patterns of rule.” Most countries wanted to achieve national cohesion after colonialism.
The leaders in these countries opted for the single and authoritarian types of government,
for example in GGabon and Uganda. The latier pa'rt of the 1960s witnessed the introduction
of the military component and with it the entrenchment of the administrative regimes.
The 1970s began with the rise of African tyrants and personal coercive modes of rule.
The middle part of this decade was characterized by the addition of an Afro-Marxist,
party-centralist dimension to the African political map; and the latter yecars were
accompanicd by the brief resurrection of pluralist experiments. The transition to the
1980s was unquestionably the most turbulent. In some cases regimes broke down,
populist forms of government were created. The major reason for this transition was
International pressure to adopt democratic systems of government. In 1990s democratic
sysiems began to take hold in former onc-party contexts, the varietics of authoritarianism
had also multiplied, its limitations accentuated and the scarch for alternatives
intensified.'®

In studying the political regimes and public opinion of countries one will draw
attention to how states make their decisions. These decisions are not only limited to
domestic decisions but also national decisions. Diplomacy is onc means through which
states relates with one another and through which foreign policy is implemented.

Diplomacy is concerned with the management of relations between states and
other actors. From a state perspective, diplomacy is concerncd with advising, shaping and

implementing foreign policy.'' Bilateral diplomatic relations arc the diplomatic relations

between two countries. Foreign policies are thercfore the concrete outcome of how

? Wwilliams Richard, An troduction to the politics of Tropical Africa, (London: George Allen and Uwin, 1984), p 113-146
19 (hazan Naomi el al, Politics and Society 1n contemporary Africa. op cit p 136
" Russet Bruce, World Politics, (New York, W. H .Freeman and company. 1989) p 156



politics is conceived, practiced and wransformed.'? The process of making forcign policy
is crucial because it determincs the forcign policies adopted and in turn the diplomacy of
a country.

As noted by Kissinger, statcsmen arc constrained by two scts of influences, the
first consists of the politics, power and actions of other states; the sccond consists of
domestic constraints ranging from public opinion to the attitudes of the government and

burcaucracy. The ideal statesmen must be able to take both sets into account, deal with

them and master them.'> In looking at the importance of political regimes, Kissinger
argues that aside from the allocation of resources, the domestic structures crucially affect
the way the actions of other states are interpreted.'® This shows that political regimes,
public opinion and diplomatic relations influence cach other and this is the main subject
of this study.
1.2 Statement of the problem

This study examines the impact of political regimes and public opinion on
bilateral diplomatic relations between Kenya and Uganda during the period 1986-2002.
Scholars and statesmen, philosophers and reformers have long debated the question of
how best to understand relations among nations. No one study has examined political
regimes, public opinion and diplomatic relations in onec context. This study will focus on
these aspects of international relations.

The political regime in a country is inv;)lved in all political processes including

diplomatic relations. Inter-state relations will not only depend on the global trends but

12¢-hazan Nacmi el al. Polinics and Socrety in cantemporary Affica. op cit p 133

13 Russet Bruce, World Politics, op cit p 185-186

14 Kissinger. A. Kissinger, ‘Domestic structure and foreign policy’. in Hanrieder. F. Wolfram (ed), Comparatve Foreign Policy,
Theoretical essays. (New York: Universily of California, David Mckg company, 1971) p 24



also on the domestic structure of a country. How fast a decisions is reached and who is
involved in the decision making plays an important rolc in diplomacy. These attributes
are designed by the incumbent political regime.

When a country makes a wrong diplomatic decision the political regime in power
is questioned by the citizens and by the international community. At times the citizens of
the country may decide to participate in street plrotests or give their opinions as indicated
in opinion polls. Hlowever, in a tyrannical regime public opinion is restricted although at
times citizens protest against the government but this happens in the midst of bloodshed
and violence between the citizens and the government. Political regimes implement the
diplomatic decisions made. It is therefore the mandate of the regime to ensure that the
diplomatic relations implemented safeguard the national interest of the country.

It is the function of the political regime in a country to formulate national
strategies that will benefit the country. Coun'_cries have written or un-written foreign
policies which may be implemented by the political regime in power or ignored
altogether. Some countries for example, Kenya in the 1970’s to 1980’s had adopted a
wait and sec forcign policy. Such a policy is not systematically pl;nned but is in reaction
10 a certain event.

There are different aspects of political regimes that play a crucial role in
influencing the diplomatic relations of a country. This study will concentrate on two
variables in a political regime; the political systcm and the style of leadership. The study
will also look at the public opinion in a political .regime.

In order to make a valid assessment of the influence of political regimes on any

specific foreign policy decision making and implementation through diplomacy, the



study will establish what impact the political system, leadership sfylc and public opinion
have on forcign policy. It is important for political regimes to understand that the
domestic structures they adopt have a significant influence on their diplomatic relations.
1.3 Objectives of the study:

The main objective of this study is to determine the influence of different forms of
political regimes and public opinion on bilateral diplomatic relations. The case study will
be Kenya and Uganda’s bilateral relations from 1986-2002. Other secondary objectives
include:-

1. To investigate the extent to which the political system in K;nya and Uganda’s
political regimes (1986-2002) influenced their bilateral diplomatic relations
2 To determine the influence of the style of leadership in Kenya and Uganda’s
political regimes from 1986-2002 had on their bilateral diplomatic relations.
3. To establish the extent to which thc public opinion in Kenya and Uganda’s
political regime from 1986-2002 had on the bilateral diplomatic relations.
1.4 Literature review

The literature to be reviewed in this section will include the foreign policy making
process and foreign policy in Kenya and Uganda. Secondly the impact political regimes
have on diplomatic relations in the international arena will also be reviewed and the
political regimes of both countries will be analyzed.

1.4.1 Foreign policy making process

According to Goldstein, states establish various organizational structures and

functional relationships to create and carry out foreign policics. Officials and agencies

collect information about a situation through various channels; they write memoranda



outlining possible options for actions; they hold mcetings to discuss thc matter and reach
decisions. Such activitics, broadly defined, arc what is meant by ‘the foreign policy
process’.15 Foreign policy process is a process of making dccisions. The foreign policy
adopted will influence the diplomatic relations implemented. This is because foreign
policy is the strategy and diplomacy is the mcans of implementing the strategy.

The rational model is a decision making proccss where the decision makers
calculate the costs and benefits of each possible course of action, then choose the one
with the highest benefits and lowest costs. Thel decision maker clarifies the goals, rank-
orders them, lists the alternatives, investigates the alternatives and finally chooses the
best course of action to take. However this model, is somewhat complicated by the
uncertainty and the multiple goals of decision makers. Decision makers may hold
different conflicting goals simultaneously.'® The diplomatic relations implemented in this
process are dependent on individual decision makers.

The ministry of forcign affairs plays an important role in decision making. As an
organization, its mandate is to formulate and implement foreign policies. Foreign policy
makers in the ministry of foreign affairs may choose to generally skip the labor-intensive
process of identifying goals and alternative actions, relying instead for most decisions on
standardized responscs or standard operating procedures. This is the organizational
process model of decision making.'’ The diplomatic relations adopted in this process
depend on the operating procedures in the ministry of foreign affairs.

The bureaucratic politics decision making model is a model in which the foreign

policy decisions are made as a result of the bargaining process among various

15 cioldstein Joshua, fnternanonal Relations, (New Y ork: Longman, 200Il) p 164
'% Ibid p 166-167
" Inid p 167



government agencies that have somewhat divergent interests in the outcome.” In this
process the diplomatic relations implemented depend on the bargaining power of the
different ministries in a country. It is important 10 note that the foreign policy making
processes arc used differently in different regimes.
1.4.2 Kenya and Uganda’s foreign policy

In his analysis of Kenya's foreign policy in the mid-1970s, Professor John Okumu
said that Kenya’s policy was motivated by three factors, though he mentioned four when
listing them. These were: First, the threat of secession in Kenya's coastal and north-
eastern provinces alerted her to the primary need to consolidate her boundaries. Secondly,
Kenya realized that a good neighbor policy based on mutual understanding between her
and her neighbors was a logical step for the security of both her people and her territory.
Third, a policy of vigorous economic development at home and economic cooperation
and cultural exchange with her neighbors would strengthen her position in Africa.
Finally, nonalignment was to remain a major tenet in her foreign relations.'? Katete
argucs that doubts exist as to whether foreign policy of Kenya conforms to theoretical
propositions that have been used to analyze foreign policies of developed countries. This
is because Kenya’s foreign policy during the 1'980’5 was a wait and scc foreign policy.
However foreign policy is influenced by many factors in and out of the country. Katete

described forcign policy as being influenced by national (domestic) and systematic

variables or elements.?’

8 welch David. The organizational process and bureaucratic politics paradigms. Retrospect and Prospect. International Security 17
(2). 1992:112-146

¥ Okurnu. J, *Kenya's Foreign Policy’, p 138

2 ewa Katete I, Continuity and change: Kenya's foreign policy from Kenyatia to Moi in Oyugi Walter (ed), Polttics and
Adrmmstration in East Africa, (Nairobi East African Educational publishers, 1994 p 297-298



Uganda’s main Foreign policy pre-occupation during the carly post colonial
period was with Kenya and Tanzania. This is becausc the threc cast African countries
have had a lot of things in common. IHistorically, all of them wecre under British
colonialism. In the cconomic recalm, they were tied in several common market
arrangements for their casy cxploitation by imperialism.?'

The political regime in power in any country is cntrustcd with the function of
ensuring that its diplomatic relations is consistent with the principles of a countries
foreign policy. Ojwang™ supports this in saying that well-conducted diplomacy will
create ways of gaining knowledge from the expericnce of other states, drawing in
investors and creating an attractive climate for thc proper development of rclations with
other countries.

1.4.3 Political regimes, public opinion and diplomatic relations

A major focus of study has been the impact of a political system on a country’s
foreign policy. Kappeler argues that in determining a state’s diplomatic relations, in a
single party system, the party may constitutionally or de facto be in charge of formulating
all government policics, including as regards the conduct of external affairs.® In an
administrative-hegemonic regime, the ruling party makes the decisions. In a personal
coercive regime the leader makes the policy decisions. An autocratic system is a closed

system of governance and policy making is restricted to the leadership or the party in

' Oyugi Walter (ed), Politics and Admunistration in East Africa, (Nairobi: East African Educational publishers, 1994) p 361

# Ojwang J.B and Luis G Frances, Constitutional Regulation of the Foreign Affmrs Power m Kenya: A Comparative Assessment:
Joumal of African Law, Vol 46, No 1, (Cambridge University Press 2002)p 43-38,

¥ Kappeler Dietrich, Graduate Institute of Inlernational Studies Diptomatic studies programme. Training 3rd world diplomats.
Internatichal seminar organized by the diplomatic training programme, Universily of Nairobi 5-8 April 1988, (Geneva 1990)p 8



charge. Ball postulates that an autocratic system has limitations on open political

.. . . . . . 24
competition, absence of strong articulated ideology and long emphasis on nationalism.

In contrast, a democratic sysiem is a more open system and other non siate actors
are directly or indirectly involved in policy making. Kappeler argues that in a democratic
system, the government has specific functions as regards the conduct of external
relations, for example, the ratification of a treaty. The legislature approves the budget and
the judiciary interprets the treaties. In democratic countries pressure groups may exercise
considerable influence on the conduct of external relations and even force their views
upon the governmcnt.25 Onc reason for this according to Howell, is that politicians of
new states are by nature compulsive participants in the pageant of international affairs,
and this activity may sometimes impress home opinion.?®

According to Watson, totalitarian states sometimes adopt restrictive practices.
Communist governments for instance, dislike their citizens having cultural or personal
contacts with foreigners except under the auspices and with the blessing of the state. In a
modern democracy, a great number of pressures and influences form to shape the states’
foreign policy and the content and aims of its diplomatic dialogue. The personal interests
of public opinion all carry great weight-some would say too much weight for the welfare
of the state. He added that, especially in democracies, but also in other forms of

government where the rulers need the supporlh of the public opinion, they will usually

incline to say what is expected of them, and then find ways of avoiding precipitate or

* Ball Allan, Modern polttics and governmeni 2nd edition, (London: Macmillian press limited, 1977) p 43-46

# Kappeler Dietrich. Graduate Institute of Intemational Studies Diplomatic studies programme. Training 3rd world diplomats.
International seminar organized by the diplomatic training programme, University of Nairobi 5-8 April 1988, opcitp 8

* Howell John, An Analysis of Kenyan Foreign Policy, The Journal of Modern African Studies, Vol. 6. Ne. 1 (May. 1968), pp. 29-48,
Cambridge University Press
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dangerous action which would harm the more specific intercsts of the statc and the people

they rule or administer.?’

Nichoison described democratic governments as slow in implementing diplomatic
relations. He also argued that authoritarian governments break treatics and rarely follow
international law in implementing their foreign policies.?® This usually happens when the
national interest of a state are at stake. According to Waltz, first in the minds of many
critics is the thought that democratic foreign policy is unstable. With the ends and
execution of policy dependent upon shifting majority, the policy of today maybe rejected
tomorrow.”

Personal diplomacy is diplomacy where the head of state is actively involved in
diplomacy. According to Peter Calvert, this is practiced more in presidential systems of
government. Calvert looks at presidential form of government. From the prevalence of
presidential systems in developing countries a number of effects on foreign policy can be
seen. The largest impact is on the style of conducting policy, with a preference for relying
on direct negotiation by the head of the states and the use of personal diplomacy.*
Summit diplomacy, multilateral diplomacy and parliamentary diplomacy are other forms
of diplomacy.

The importance of political regimes in international relations cannot be ignored.
Potholm argues that after all, democracy, despotism and other forms of government have

become part of human heritage not simply because we have written accounts of the

¥ Waison Adam, Diplomacy: The dialogue between states, (Greal Britain: ] W Arrow smith limited, 1982) p 71

28 patmer N and Perkins H, International Relations, 3rd ediion, (India: CBS publishers, 2001) p 226

2 Waltz Kenneth. Foreign policy and democratic pohitics. The American and British Experience. (London: Longman, 1968) p 13
" Calvert Peter, The joreign policy of new siates, (Sussex: Wheatsheaf Books, 1986) p 95-8
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rationale behind them. but because the forms themselves have endured, reappearing in
time and space throughout the course of human history.*'

Categorizing African states according to their political processes has elicited
different arguments. Anirudha argues that any formal approach to categorize Affican
political systems under multi-party, singlc-party or military rule does not help much, in
determining how power is made and exercised in societies which are largely pluralistic
and heterogeneous in composition. The approac‘h to categorize states fails to take account
of the differences that may occur in the contents of politics even in the countries grouped
under a single category.’® Nevertheless, the importance of studying political regimes
unravels the way dccisions arc made and implemented and what responses these actions
evoke: it also draws attention to the fundamentals of politics: to how centers are
constructed and legitimized; how their political visions are crystallized and authority
conceived; how civil societies form and break down; how transformations take root and
why.»

The second variable in political regimes is the style of lcadership. The role played
by the lcadership in Africa is paramount in the governing the state. For Goran, the
personalized nature of rule in so many African countries means not only that public
policy making looks the logic and empirical content that typically characterizes such an
activity in other contexts but also that governance structurcs are largely informal and
subject to arbitrary change.’ The generally weak structures linking social groups and

government agencies have highlighted the role of individual leaders as the pivot of

i Potholm Christian, The theory and practice of African politics, (New Jersey: Prentice [lall Incorporation. 1979) p 5
32 Gupta Anirudha. ‘ Approaches to Study of African Political Systems’. Peeling off the Wrapping, Economic and Political Weekly.
Vol 17, No. 30 (Jul 24, 1982), pp. 1205-1207

1 Chazan Naomi et al. Polilics and Soctety i contemporary Africa, op cit p 151
 Hyden Goran. Bratton M. Government and politics in Africa. (London. 1.ynne Rienner publishers. 1992) p 22
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official political thought and action.” Kissinger agreed with this by saying that, whatever
ones view about the degree, to which choices in International affairs are 'objectively'
determined, the decisions arc made by individuals who will be above all conscious of the
seeming multiplicity of options.*® It is not only the leaders in Africa that play an
important role in state relations but also in other continents.

There arc three main aspects of the leadership process: the articulation of a
political vision, frequently an ideology, which sets forth the goals of the rulers and their
plans for governing; the refinement of lcadersh1ip stylcs and modes of operation and the
establishment of the rules of the political game. These facets arc integrally interlinked.
Political idcologies, as distinct from policies, are systems of beliefs that serve as a
standard of evaluation and a guide to action. In the afiermath of decolonization, most
African regimes attempted to set out the framework of a political vision that would
capture the exigencies of their circumstances and also provide a referent for policy
making.”’ This was done through the adoption of a certain political ideology.

The style of leadership plays an important role in the political process of a
country. Ali Mazrui argues that ‘throughout Africa, the tendency has been to spiritualize
the head of state and government’. The unique aspect of a political order derives much
from the personal qualities of a leader, who as Head of State, comes to hold all powers in
his own hands. In such a situation, success or failure of a political system can largely be
explained by reference to the personal idiosyncrasics of the leader himself ** Individual

level theories trace international conflict to individual political leaders, the content of

% Chazan Naomi el al, Politics and Soctety in contemporary Africa, op cit p 150

" Hanriede Wolfram (ed), Comparative Foreign Policy: Theorenical essays, (New Y ork: David McKay, 1971)p 33

i” Chazan Naomi et al, Politics and Society in contemporary Africa, op cit p 154-155

'8 Gupta Anirudha. ‘' Approaches 1o Study of African Political Systems’. Peeling off the Wrapping, Economic and Political Weekly,
Vol. 17, No. 30 (Jul. 24. 1982). pp. 1205-1207



their belief systems or their 'operational codes' about world politics, the psychological
processes through which they acquire information and make decisions and their
personalities and emotional states.””

However, L.eadership cannot be looked at in isolation as 1't is correlated to other
variables. Gupta adds that a political system cannot be adjacent with the doings of a
single individual, no matter how powerful he might be. Kenya's political conservatism
and continuity, for instance, came to be molded around the father- figure of Jomo
Kenyatta; but this does not explain why these two components in politics have persisted
even after Kenyatta's death.” All these variables in a political regime arc correlated and
interrelated.

Goldstein argues that a statc is not a single conscious b_eing; its actions are a
composite of the individual human choices-by its citizenry, its political leaders, and its
diplomats and bureaucrats-aggregated through the state's internal structures.”'
Confronted with social diversity expressed in cultural, ethnic, linguistic, geographic,
religious and racial terms, and with growing social differentiation based on location,
income, occupation, education and life-styles, specific regimes have sought ways to mold
and regulate social relations.*? Most African regimes have come up with ways to ensure
social order and repress public opinion.

According to Chazan et al, during 1951-1990 Kenya’s- political regime was
classified as Administrative-Hegemonic. In this type of the regime, the three key

institutions are the executive, the bureaucracy and the coercive apparatus (at times with

W | evy Jack . Theores of Interstute and intrastate war. A level of Analysis Approach, pg 17

* (Gupta Anirudha, *Approaches to Study of African Political Systems’ . Peeling off the Wrapping, Economic and Political Weekly,
Vol. 17. No. 30 (Jul. 24. 1982). pp. 1205-1207

4 Goldstein Joshua, International Relations, op cit p 163

4 Chazan Naomi et al. Politics and Society in contemporary Africa, op citp 170
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one-party dominant auxiliary organ subordinated to the presidency). Main policy
decisions are centralized around the leader and his close advisors. Specific technical and
professional decision making is carried out in the bureaucracy and the military is
generally controlled. More significant, the bureaucratic structures and the judiciary
maintain a certain autonomy vis-a-vis each other. Political operations however, are
strictly guided by the executive. Strategies of social control are avowedly elitist in
orientation. Leaders use state resources as a means of construcling a state managerial
class with a common interest in bolstering the public apparatus. On the domestic side,
this organizing principle has involved the careful construction of networks of patrons and
clients. In international matters, foreign countries have been encouraged to invest in these
countries and the government has attempted Ito imposc some controls to enhance its
revenue.®

On the other hand, Uganda has had a personal coercive -political regime since
1951-1990. The entrenchment of the regime has been predicted on the connection
between a strong leader and the coercive apparatus. All other structures-the bureaucracy,
the political machinery where it existed, the court system-have been subjugated to the
whims of the leader backed by the military force. Personally based, coercive regime
constructs have limited access to public institutions to those individuals or social groups
loyal to the leader. Rules of political behavior consequently tended to be haphazard.

Under these conditions, resistance to the regime and outright repression of these efforts is

marked **

" Ibhid p 137-140
* Ibid p 147-148
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The Republic of Kenya is a democratic State. Kenya won its independence from
British colonial rule on 12 December 1963. The Country has a multi-party political
system which was established in the 1990's after a single autocratic system of
government whose hallmark is parliamentary démocracy. After the accession of President
Daniel arap Moi in August 1978, however according to Waruhiu, Kenyans' frecdoms
diminished, the independence of the judiciary was reduced, the autonomy of non-
governmental institutions was curtailed, and even the electoral process was tampered
with, violating the secret ballot and candidates' freedom to campaign. By 1970 Kenya's
brief experience of multi-party politics had ended. The country once again became a
single-party state: this time Kenya Africa National Union (KANU) was to remain the sole
political party for the next twenty-two years."® After the attempted coup in 1982, Kenya
became a single-party system de jure. International pressure during the 1990’s resulted to
Kenya’s shift to a multi-party system.

The republic of Uganda is a state that won its indepencience from the British
colonial rule. Idi Amin seized power from the Obote regime in 1971 and he ruled until
1979 when Idi Amin was ousted from power. The threc years that followed were ruled by
lLule, Binasia and a military council. In 1981 to 1985 Obote took over power but the
current president Yoweri Museveni took power in 1986.*¢ According to Ali Mazrui, one
interesting paradox of the Uganda situation is that it has indeed tended quite often since
1971 to display both tyranny (too much government) and anarchy (too little government)

at the same time. "’

"* Waruhiu S .N, From Antocracy to democracy in Kenya. Party system of govemnment reforms for the future, (Nairobi: Expert printers
limited. 1994)p 118

“. Ovugi Walter (ed), Poltics and Administration in East Africa, (Nairobi: East African Educational publishers, 1994) p 503-529

‘" Hansen Holger and Twaddle Michael (ed), {/ganda Now, (Nairobi: Heinemann Kenya, 1988)
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In January 1986 Yoweri Museveni and his National Resistance Army assumed
control of Uganda’s capital Kampala. Shortly thercafier, Muscveni declared himself
president. Museveni established a no party system. Museveni came into power through
the National Resistance Movement (NRM). According to Okumu, this system allowed
parties to exist so long as they did not perform the normal functions of political parties.48

Former president Danicl Moi’s leadership style was patriarchal, authoritarian and
rested on a mixture of clientelism. Patriarchal leaders arc glorificd as, ‘the fathers of the
nation’. This style of leadership creates a bond with the burcaucratic clites and the leaders
see themselves as implementers rather than molders. Such a leader makes his decision
with his handful of trusted advisors. Patriarchal modes of operation reward favoritism
and nepotism and fuel factionalism and corruption. Authoritarian leaders have options
when to use the carrot and when to employ the stick. Patriarchal leaders are able to put in
place dominant administrative-bureaucratic clite whose interest lies in perpetuating this
system. Both President Moi and President Yoweri Museveni showed characteristics of
autocratic and patriarchal styles. Autocratic leaders are tyrannical and unpredictable.
Yoweri Museveni’s style of leadership was tyrannical. Such a leader sees the state as
their private domain, potential sources of opposition are eliminated and repression is a
means to replace entreaties.*’

The powers of a leader are articulated in the constitutional framework. In the
Constitution of Kenya there is no express provision concerning the exercise of the power
of foreign affairs, with one exception: Sectior; 111 gives the President "the power to

appoint a person to hold or act in the office of Ambassador, High Commissioner or other

" (ykurmn Wafula and Kaiser Paul. Democratic transition in Fast Africa, (England: Ashgate. 2004) p 2
* Chazan Naomi et al. Polilics and Society in comlemporary Affica. op cit p 163-168
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principal representative of Kenya in another country, and to remove from office any
person holding or acting in any such office.” The President has both the power to conduct
diplomatic relations and the primary responsibility for the conduct of forcign affairs. It is
also recognized that, being an executive function, the foundation of such power is to be
found in section 23(1) of the Constitution which provides that "The executive authority of
the Government of Kenya shall vest in the President and, subject to this Constitution,
may be exercised by him either directly or th.rough officers subordinate to him." The
implication from section 23 and from actual practice makes it clear that the foreign affairs
power in Kenya is vested in the President. Parliament plays no role either in the
appointment of diplomatic agents, the recognition of foreign states or governments, nor in
the conclusion of treaties, or declaration of war.>®

‘The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is involved in all multilateral and some bilateral
agreements. Other ministries do negotiate bilateral agreements on behalf of the state.
Some restrictions are imposed by some scattered Acts of Parliament. However, the
Constitution leaves the matter unresolved, and there seems to be an urgent need to
conform Kenya's constitutional law to the modern demands of the international legal
order.”’

According to section 122 (1) of Uganda’s constitution, the President may, with
the approval of Parliament, appoint ambassadors and heads of diplomatic missions. The
President may receive envoys accredited to Uganda. When dealing with the execution of
treaties, conventions and agreements under section 123 (1), the President or a person

authorized by the President may make treaties, conventions, agreements or other

*“ (djwang 1. B and Luis G Frances, C. onstitiutional Regulation of the Fareign Affairs Power in Kenya: A Comparative Assessment:
Joumal of African Law, Vol 46, No 1, (2002) pp 43-58. Cambridge Universily Press
" Ibid p 43-58
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arrangements between Uganda and any other country or betwecn Uganda and any
international organization or body, in respect of any matter. Parliament shall make laws
to govern ratification of treaties, conventions, agrecments or other arrangements made
under clause (1) of this article.>

The citizens of a country have a role to play in diplomatic relations. According to
Reynolds, the influence that pressure groups can cxercise in foreign policy making, when
they seck to exercise it, thus varies with the nature of political system, the general
political strength or weakness of the administration, the proximity or distance of an
election, and the extent to which an unsatisfied group is able to politically harm leaders
who resist it.>* This influence from different groups in and out of the country is what
makes up the public opinion.

In an Administrative hegemonic regime the elite reflect popular participation,
however the elite’s opposition is fairly weak or fragmented. Personal modes of control
have been cruel. They have generated protests and exacerbated violence.>* According to
Okumu, in 1989 the political space of the public realm was completely monopolized by
the KANU government in Kenya. In Uganda in 1989, the non-governmental registration
statute was introduced to provide guidelines for non-governmental organizations.>

The literature review has developed the different opmions and arguments
regarding political regimes, public opinion and diplomatic relations. The literature review
has described the background of Kenya and Uganda to set the tone of the study of both

countries’ political regimes.

M yp: www ugandaonhinelawlibrary.com/files/constitution'constitution 1995.pdl p 189-190

53 Reynald P.A (ed), 3rd edition. An introductton 1o International Reluigns. (Longman: London, 1994} p 86
¥ Chazan Naomi et al, Politics and Society in contemporary Africa, op cit p 150-155

* Okumu Wafula and Kaiser Paul, Democrauc transition in East Africa op cit p 105-116
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1.5 Justification of the study

The importance of domestic politichl influence is widely acknowledged
throughout the analytic literature on foreign policy. Political influcnces arc at the core of
the theoretical cfforts among researchers interested in the comparative analysis of foreign
policy, where there has long been interest in the idea that states with different domestic
politics arrangements engage in different patterns of foreign behavior.*®

Most of the literature gives general clues to the contours of the influences of
political regimes and public opinion on diplomacy. The most extensive and analytical
category of literature is the debate on political systems and foreign policy which
developed the democratic peace debate. The iiterature on public opinion and foreign
policy is also extensive especially in looking at the United States of America.

However, most of this literature produces only ‘bit and pieE:es’ of the influence of
political regimes. Most of the literature has gencralized state relations by looking at
foreign policy of states. There is a gap in looking specifically at bilateral diplomatic
relations of states. By looking at the political system, the leader and the public opinion
this study will categorize the influence each has on a country’s relation and the link
among the three vaiables.

This study seeks to begin to fill the gap in research through a detailed yet largely
cxploratory, national examination of the empirical linkage between political regimes,
public opinion and diplomacy. Its starting point is that foreign policy making is an

inherently political process and that such domestic influences on foreign policy are a

national pervasive phenomenon.

* Hagan Joe. Pohtical Opposiion and Foreign Poiicy. (London: Lynne Reinncr.1993)
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However, these effects cannot be inferred entirely or mainly from the political
regime of a country. How states are able to manipulate these factors to determine the
implementation of their foreign policy will still depend on the agents of diplomacy and
the politics of the country.

The study will investigate all aspects of bilateral diplomatic relations between
Kenya and Uganda. This will include treaties, disputes, bilateral agreements, presidential
visits, economic and trade diplomatic relations, diplomatic missions and ministry of
foreign affairs exchanges. The study will establish the relationship between the variables
and their influence on cach other in the bilateral diplomatic relations of Kenya and
Uganda.

The resuits of the study will be usled by scholars and policy makers in
understanding the role of political regimes on diplomatic relations. This will benefit the
academic institution and the political sphere as a wholc.

1.6 Hypotheses:
1. Kenya and Uganda’s bilateral diplomatic relations were influenced by the
political systems prevailing in each country
2. The bilateral diplomatic relations between Kenya and Uganda were influenced by
the prevailing style of leadership.
3. The public opinion in Kenya and Uganda played an important role in shaping its
bilateral diplomatic relations.
1.7 Conceptual framework:
This study will use the concept of dyads as the observational unit of interstate

relations. By looking at the unit of analysis you can deduce the relationship between
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states. In order to establish the relationship between two states, one needs to look at
statcs as a pair. This level of analysis will show the true interstatc rclationship. A dyad is
a pair of state.

As an observational unit, it captures the “inter” in interstate interactions; in
general, conceiving of bilateral relationships is the casiest and most tractable approach to
studying behavior that takes place betwecn states. *7 ‘The dyadic approach projects
bilateral interactions rather satisfactorily.

There are several reasons why the dyad is the proper unit of analysis to use. First,
it is ultimately pairs of states that come into conflict with each other. This point is most
clear in bilateral conflicts where State A and State B fight each other. However,
multilateral conflicts should also be broken down into their dyadic components because
doing so allows us to differentiate between pairé of states that were fighting each other at
different levels.’® States do not interact in isolated pairs, but rather in a networked system
where the various players react to and anticipate the moves of others.*

To this day, international politics specialists use the term ‘levels of analysis’ to
refer, in Waltzian fashion, to different categories of explanatory factors or to different

social entities or aggregations as targets for analysis.6° Russett et al, for example, define

‘levels of analysis’ as ‘points on an ordered scale of size and complexity’. They go on to

* Croco Sarah, Assessing the Dyadic Approach to Interstate Conflict Processes: A.k.a*Dangerous™ Dyad-Y ears, Department of
Political Science, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA, htip://www.bsos.umd.edusgvptiscroco/cmpscrocotec.pdf
Conflict Management and Peace Science, 22:5-18. 2005

*® primo David, Sarah A. Binder, Forrest Maltzman. Who Consents? Competing Pivols in Federal Judicial Selection.

hup: swwwi.interscience. wiley.comvegi-bin/fulltext/1 20748986/PDFST ART

“ Croco Sarah, Assessing the Dyadic Approach Lo Interstate Conflict Processes: A.k.a.“Dangerous” Dyad-Years, Department of
Political Science, op cit

“ Ray Lee James, Integrating levels of analysis in world politics, hitp:. rsitemason.vanderhit.edu/files/g/pDf5 Ty/levels. pdl’
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explain that ‘a level may refer to the actors themselves, to the states or individuals whose
actions we are trying to explain, or . . . to different kinds of influences on those actors’.”'

According to Singer, working at the dyadic level, i.e. examining the relations
between pairs of states - what they actually do to cach other - has been much more
productive in the analysis of foreign policy. 'l"hcrc is a significant relationship between
the political regime characteristics of a dyad and thc actions of a country. 62

By looking at the dyadic level the study will demonstrate a strong and consistent
relationship between regime type and foreign policy behavior. The dyadic approach is
the best conceptual framework for this study, you cannot compare two states and their
behavior without looking at their dyadic relationship. A good example is the dyadic
approach on democratic states.

States with more democratic characteristics tend to behave more cooperatively
and less confliction in the international system; these tendencies intensify when
democratic states interact with other democracies. Meanwhile, non-democracies tend to
treat democracies with more conflictual and less cooperative behavior. The influence of
the internal institutional structures of states on their external behavior extends well
beyond decisions to go to war.>’

The concept of dyadic approach will be used in this study as the main framework
in studying the behavior of Kenya and Uganda and in establishing the findings which will

compare the regimes in both countries.

o Russctt. Bruce. Harvey Starr and David Kinsella , World Polities. 6th edn. Op <it

¢ Qinger. J. David. *The Levei-of Analysis Problem in International Relations”, in Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba (eds) The
International System: Theoretical Essays. Princeton, (NJ:Princeton University Press,1961).

4 | eeds Brett Ashley, Davis R. David, Beneath the Surface: Regime Type and International Interaction, 19513-78, Journal of Peace
Research. Vol. 36. No. (. 5-21 (1999)
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1.8 Methodology

This study will be undertaken using qualitative research methods. The quality of
the data collected matters more than the quantity of people studied. The study is a
descriptive research design. This is a design which describes and explains a certain
phenomenon. The study will use the secondary data collection method to collect data.
Secondary data will be collected from the library and this includes other publications,
books, journals and the internet. Data will be an;alyzed and recorded as appropriate.

The literature to be studied will constitute work on diplomatic relations between
Kenya and Uganda, work on political regimes in Kenya and Uganda and papers on
foreign policy of both Kenya and Uganda.

1.9 Scope of the study:

The political regimes in Kenya and Uganda have been chosen as the case studies
because they represent two types of political regimes in Africa. It is important to note that
political regimes are dynamic and change from time to time. Some political regimes
change in totality while others transform in one way or the other. The existence of public
opinion in both countries will be analyzed to compare the two regimes and the influence
of the public.

The study will focus on Kenya and Uganda’s bilateral diplomatic relations during
1986-2002. This period is significant due to the paradigm shift experienced in the
governance of the respective political regimes of Kenya and Uganda. Both countries
experienced an avenue of cooperation and conflict relationships which still plague their
bilateral diplomatic relations. The events that characterized the bilateral diplomatic

relationships which occurred between Kenya and Uganda both locally and internationally
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will be examined. The study seeks to establish why the events happcned and what
influenced cach of the events.

1.10 Chapter outline

Introduction

This chapter will introduce the topic of our research study by first setting the broad
context of our research study, the statement of the problem, justification, theoretical

framework, literature review, hypotheses and the methodology of the study.

An analysis of political systems and their influence on leadership and public opinion
This chapter will analyze the theoretical framework of political systems and determine

the influence of such systems on the style of leadership and the degree of public opinion.

The influence of political regimes, public opinion on bilateral diplomatic relations
betwecn Kenya and Uganda (1986-2002)
This chapter will analyze the political regimes and public opinion in Kenya and Uganda

and establish their influence on their bilateral diplomatic relations

Bilateral diplomatic relations between Kenya and Uganda (1986-2002)
This chapter will provide the background of the situation in Kenya and Uganda’s

bilateral diplomatic relations.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
This chapter will provide conclusions of the study; it will give recommendations and

provide suggestions on areas for further study.
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CHAPTER TWO

AN ANALYSIS OF POLITICAL SYSTEMS AND THEIR INFLUENCE ON THE
STYLE OF LEADERSHIP AND PUBLIC OPINION

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will look at the theoretical work on political systems and its
influence on leadership and public opinion. The study will also establish a link between
the political system, style of leadership and public opinion. ‘T'his chapter will evaluate the
relationship among the three variables and how they influence each other. It is important
to see what role political systems have in shaping the leadership style and the public
opinion. This will establish a clear picture on the variables and the role each one plays.

Politics arc based on systems, there are two main types of political systems. There
are dictatorships (which is also called the autocratic political systems) and democracy and
each system has they own ideology which sets how the nation will operate®
Democracies are multiparty political systems that rest on the principle of rule by the
people. Most people that live in democracies have civil liberties and political rights.
Individuals that feel multiparty systems are best value equality, accountability, and
freedom. Nations that have multiparty political systems will meet the needs of the public
through means of political equality, a higher standard of living, and civil liberties.
Democratic systems allow citizens to particil;atc in the government through various
means like free multiparty elections. Periodic elections are held to ensure that political
leaders are accountable to voters. In a dictatorship citizens are not allowed to participate

in the government but are to submit to the leader’s authority and power. If elections are

* Democratic Essays. hitp: - www examplecssays.comeviewpaper 5839.himl
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held it is to give citizens the feeling that they are allowed political involvement, but the
clection are rigged and in the end the citizen’s votes don’t matter.®’
2.2 A comparative study of leadership and political systems

In an autocratic system, the national leader is likely to dominate the foreign policy
decision making process. Furthermore, from this it is inferred that decisions reflect the
lcaders personal characteristics, indeed ‘his anger and his adore, his whims and his
convictions, may become the mood of his country's policy.®® A leader's characteristics
become the foreign policy of the country.

Ojo argues that leaders in an autocratic political system are unfettered by the
restraints of entrenched burcaucracy and large scale organizations, these leaders can set
policies which primarily express their personal ambitions, ideologies and frustrations.
Foreign policy is, for the most part, thought to reflect the personal traits of the lcader.®” In
such a system institutions are not strong and depend on the leader for decision making.

Institutions are under the influence of the leader and report to the leader making
them rely on the political regime in power. In a democratic system the parliament and
other parties take part in formulation of foreign policies especially if the foreign policy
affects them in one way or another.

The term autocrat is derived from the Greek word autokratdr, auto meaning self,
and kratia meaning rule. It implies self-rule, where one can do whatever they want if they
have power. Totalitarianism is considered a modern form of an autocratic government,

where the government controls all aspects of the society. A totalitarian political party

seeks to control not only all economic and political matters but the attitudes, values, and

 Democratic Essays, hitp://www.exampleessays.com/viewpaper/5839.himl
% 0jo Olatunde, African international relations (Lagos: Longman group limited, Lagos, 1983) p 46
P

Ibid
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beliefs of the people, climinating the distinction between state and society. The ultimate
goal of a totalitarian government is to establish a “perfect” society in the eyes of the
political party. Totalitarianism is an attempt to change the society as a whole, which is
implemented by a single political party that controls all aspects of the society. The
government would control all lines of communications, and used terror to intimidate
society in hope that the society would only hear the political party’s ideology without any
outside distractions.®* :

According to Jackson, Personal rule has been a compelling facet of politics at
least since the time of Machiavelli. It is the image not of a ruler but of a type of rulership.’
Personal rule is a dynamic world of political will and activity that is shaped less by
institutions or impersonal social forces than by personal authorities and power,; it is a
world, therefore, of uncertainty, suspicion, rumor, agitation, intrigue, and sometimes fear,
as well as of stratagem, diplomacy, conspirac;y, dependency, reward, and threat.*® A
leader who is associated with personal rule will set the tone of the foreign policy as this is
an important part of his government.

Autocratic systems of government came into question after the two world wars
and the adoption of democratic principles became the norm. President Woodrow Wilson
believed that war would permanently be eliminated if the civilized nations of the world
undertook to do a number of things. First, all absolute governments must go and be
replaced by democratic governments. Second-s?lf determination ought to be extended to
all people because wars were caused by oppressive regimes.”® One characteristic of an

autocratic political system is a system which is not well institutionalized. Well

5 http: ‘www.Oppapers.com/essays/ Autocratic-System-Government/ 175760
# Jackson Robert and Rosberg Carl, Personal Rule. Theory and Practice in Alfrica, The Image of Personal Rule
™ Ojo Olatunde, African international relations, op cit p 4
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institutionalized political systems have structures and norms that are widely accepted, so
that decision makers cannot casily violate the 'rules of the game' and must recoghize the
legitimacy of opposition challenges to policy, and ultimately to their hold on political
office. Outcomes of elections (however restrictive) are respected, opposition groups are
tolerated and trusted, and the rules for policy making and allocation political power are
well established.”

According to Hagan, democratic norms and open political processes predispose
leaders emphasize various forms of accommodation as a means of coping with opposition
at all levels. In contrast, authoritarian leaders are in a better position to manipulate
opposition and policies via political legitimization. All this is not to say that leaders in an
autocratic system are immune to opposition, but only that they are probably better able to
insulate it from domestic politics and have greater options for dealing with domestic
opponents.”” This means that autocratic leader will do all in his power (the powers of the
leader are extensive) to suppress opponents in his country. However, the leader might not
succeed in suppressing the opinion of its citizens especially if the citizens get the support
of other countries. Therefore the success of an autocratic leader in stopping domestic
opponents at times never succeeds.

Manipulation by leaders may take different forms. The manipulatory behavior by
presidents has important consequences in the realm of constructing foreign policy,

especially if the policy involves military service personnel, international prestige, or

™ Hagan Joe. political opposition and foreign policy in comparative perspective, (London: Lynne Rienner publishers, 1993) p 90
™ Ibid
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foreign conflict.”> Manipulation in a country may include claims by governments of
outside influcnce or attacks to divert the attention of the citizens from internal strife.

As in democracies, leaders in authoritarian regimes conduct foreign policy in a
manner designed to minimizc the chances of removal from office. While the possibility
of losing office produces caution among democratic leaders, it can cause more risk-
acceptant behavior among leaders of military regimes, who have few institutional
weapons at hand to secure their incumbency. The consultation in democratic states can
result to delay in decision making especially if the decision is a decision which needs to
be made with urgency.

Kaarbo asserts that leadership style includes how the l;saders relate to those
around them, how they like to receive information, and how they make up their minds.
Leadership style has the greatest impact on the decision-making process and that
although the direct effcct of leadership style on foreign policy behavior is less, leadership
style indirectly influences foreign policy through the decision-making process. These
differences in leadership style can have both direct and indirect effects on foreign policy.
Rather, the underlying assumption is that individuals make decisions, and thus it is
important to know how individuals approach dccision-making. Again the hypothesis
would be that different leadership styles lead to different types of foreign policies, either
through their effect on process and decision outcomes, or independently. A direct effect
of leadership style on foreign policy outcomes would most likely occur in certain

situations such as crises when the influence of individual characteristics increases and the

™ {_eadership and foreign policy change: the enigma of Israeli prime minister Ariel Sharon,
http::/www.allacademic.com/meta’p_mla_apa research citation/0/6/9/8:7/p69873_index.himl
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influence of other factors, such as burcaucratic routines, decreases.”’ Unlike the
autocracies that failed so spectacularly in the twenticth century, today's autocracies are
said to be not only compatible with capitalist success but also rgprescntativc of a rival
form of capitalism. And their presence in the international system supposedly
foreshadows growing competition and conflict and is dangerously undermining the
prospect of global cooperation.””> Cooperation by states may be affected by different
aspects. One aspect is the ideology of a country.

Leaders may use ideologies to create friends and foes. Adopting a certain
ideology shows that you accept the philosophiés ascribed to it and therefore you agree
with countries that also adopt the same ideology. This is well portrayed when countries
with the same ideology take the same stance in an international relation issue.

In his argument Smith emphasizes that there exists the possibility that
democratically elected leaders act against the interests of the citizens precisely because
the public can remove them from office. The prospect of future elections causes
democratic governments to use forcign policy for political gains rather than the good of
the nation. Empbhasis is placed on deriving the conditions under which these diversionary
policies are pursued. Institutional arrangemenis are shown to limit the ability of the
government to act against the public interest. Democratic nations are more likely to
become involved in wars early in their electoral term. This empirical phenomenon
initially appears to contradict diversionary war theorics, where democracies have an
incentive to engage in aggressive behavior prior to an election. Although democracies
become more likely to intervene in a crisis at the end of their electoral cycle, they are

* Kaarbo Juliet. Prime Minister Leadership Styles in Foreign Policy Decision-Making: A Framework for Research, Political
Psychology, Vol. 18, No. 3 (Sep.. 1997), pp. 553-581

" Deudney Daniel, hitp://www.foreignalfairs.com/articles/6372 1/daniel-deudney-and-g-john-tkenberry/the-myth-of-the-autocratic-
revival
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presented with fewer opportunities to intervene. The government can use their
informational advantage to pursue the policies they prefer rather than those desired by the
electorate. In a general framework they show that clections are insufficient 1o ensure that
the government enacts the electorate’s preferred policics. Competent governments,
having a higher probability of success, are more likely to enact adventurous foreign
policies. The electoratc wants to elect those governments that are likely to produce good
outcomes in the future, and they use the signal of past performance to infer whether a
government is competent.”® The leadership in a democratic system in the beginning of its
term would pursue adventurous policies to impress the public. At the end of the term the
government would also want to impress the public but would be cautious at this moment

more than in the beginning of the term.

‘The role of leadership needs to be clearly understood, appropriate modalities of
nurturing and appointing dynamic leadership have to be developed, and also critical is the
need to foster accountability and transparency in the exercise of leadership functions. A
major challenge is to transcend the notion of leadership being a personalized
preoccupation to the building of a culture of leadership as being an institution. The
government’s ability to manage international situations, that is, international or foreign
policy competence, affects the likelihood of success. If a government chooses good
military leaders, mobilizes resources well, and can influence its allies then it is likely to

succeed.”’

* gmith Alastair, International Studies Quarterly (1996) 40, 133-153 Diversionary Foreign Policy in Democratic Systems Alastair
Smith Washington University, hup:"www.nyu.edu/gsas/deptfpoliticsrfacullyismithmeilh96Ldlversmn.pdf.
" Ibid
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Explanations of the pacific character of democratic polities hold that these polities
produce leaders who are less bellicose in international afTairs and that the pluralistic
nature of democratic political constraints imposes greater institutional and opposition
constraints on foreign policy.”® The argument on whether the plurality of democracies
benefits or impedes foreign policy decision making is an ongoing argument which cannot
be won completely as the benefits and draw backs offer a bacl-_:ground that make the

argument dynamic.

All in all, these differences in leadership style have both direct and indirect effects
on foreign policy. The main argument by Kaarbo, is the underlying assumption that
individuals make decisions, and thus it is important to know how individuals approach
decision-making. Personality theorists do not sée every individual as completely unique
but rather classify individual differences into personality types.w It is important to note
that classifying individuals is a good way to generalize character traits but human beings
are different and therefore likening one individual to another may result into the wrong

diagnosis.

The personality type of a leader, the political system adopted in combination with
other internal and external factors will influence the type of decision made in terms of
foreign affairs. The political system will shape ‘the leader and his role in foreign affairs.
Both leadership and political systems go hand in hand in the form of diplomatic relations

that a country will implement. -

"® Hagan Joe. political opposition and foreign policy in comparative perspective, op ¢it p 12
9 Kaarbo Juliet, Prime Minister Leadership Styles in Foreign Policy Decision-Making: A Framework for Research Political
Psychology. Vol. 18, No. 3 (Scp., 1997), pp. 553-581
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2.3 Public opinion and political systems, a comparative study

In an autocratic political system, regime leaders can readily suppress opposition
groups and violate constitutional norms in order to achicve policy goals and retain
power®® Especially in democracies, but also in other forms of government where the
rulers need the support of the public opinion, they will usually incline to say what is
expected of them, and then find ways of avoiding precipitate or dangerous action which
would harm the more specific interests of the statc and the people they rule or
administer.®' Public opinion in democracies is respected and even encouraged.

The public in an autocratic system will try to influence the government to adopt a
democratic system. In a democratic system the ruling regime will feel the pressure to
listen to the citizens. Citizens voice their opinions on foreign policy issucs because they
are concerned at not only what is happening in their country but what is happening in
other countries. Street riots and protests on international issues have increased as the
world becomes a global village. Decisions made by leaders of the west affect countries in
the east. The growth of industries in the west has resulted to massive dumping and
pollution which is affecting countries all over the world.

Dictatorships are one party political systems that are ruled by one leader or elite
group of people under the principle of authoritarian. Some feel that dictatorships are the
most effective forms of government because decisions are made quickly and extreme
nationalism benefits the military and economy.. These people value order, nationalism,
and authority. Dictatorships outlaw or limit freedom of speech, assembly and the press.

Civil liberties and involvement are virtually non existent. Citizens are forced to listen to

™ Hagan Joe, pohtiical apposition and foregn policy in comparalive perspective, op cil p 90
® Watson Adam, Diplomacy, The dialogue between siates. (Greal Britain: J.W. Arrowsmith limited. 1982) p 71
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propaganda based on fear of the leader. The leader uses intimidation to ensure he or she
has complete power over the people. Government allows no personal rights or freedoms
in order to maintain security. Basically the people only know what the government tells
and them because they have no rights or frcedoms to go against the leader.™

According to Watson, Ideology and dogma concern the relations betwecn states,
and therefore the diplomatic dialogue of a country. When religious conviction and moral
indignation do not develop at state frontiers but lead individuals, and states which are
composed of individuals, to use pressure and perhaps military force in order to put a stop
to intolerable practices in other countries, then ideology will affect the relations of states.
The more a man is attached to dogmas, the less responsive he is to calls for agreement
through compromise, believing that fundamentals may be negotiated away if they are
treated on a level with the mundane balancing of interests familiar in negotiations
between states. Most democratic governments are committed to some degree, and often a
very high degree of international cooperation; and this requires an effective diplomatic
dialogue and a minimum ideological conflict.®® Ojo argues that conflict over ideology is
common in African international relations. Ideological differences have created an
atmosphere of hostility between many African states.® The two super powers, that is the
United States of America and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics managed to influence
countries around the world to adopt different ideologies and create animosities with other
countries who adopted a different position. This affccted states relations in the world and

enhanced the cold war period.

¥ Democratic Essays, htlp:frwww.exampleessays.com/viewpaper’5839.html
8 Watson Adam, Iiplomacy, The dialogne beiween states, op cit p 70-78
B4 Qo Olatunde. African international relations, op cit p 130
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In a democratic society some of the most useful spokesmen for another country
are prominent personalities who have a connection with that country, understand its
aspirations problems and want to promote a better understanding and more cordial
rclations between it and their own for one rcason or another.*® These means that the
public is involved in the implementation of foreign policy and diplomatic relations of
states which are morc open. The public opinion does not only come from the citizens of
that country, but from anyone who has an interest in the country. Most of the opponents
of the invasion of Iraq by former president George W Bush of America were Muslim
nationals in other countries which included Muslims in America.

Watson argues that in a modern democracy, a great nur'nber of pressures and
influences form to shape the states' foreign policy and the content and aims of its
diplomatic dialogue. The personal interests of public opinion all carry great weight-some
would say too much weight for the welfare of the state.** For smaller advanced industrial
states, especially in Western Europe, a distinctive feature of the political system is the
impact of the open, pluralistic process on the central direction of foreign policy. Although
third world systems are often thought of in single leader terms, in practice a variety of
systems of central foreign policy organization can be distinguishe_:d, shaped by complex
domestic and socio-economic considerations.®’

According to Smith, the government makes its foreign policy decisions based
upon its abilities. The electorate uses foreign policy decisions as well as foreign policy
performance in determining whether to retain the government. The electorate learns about

the government from both its foreign policy decisions and the outcome of those policies.

®* Watson Adam, Diplomacy. The dialogue between siates, op cit p 126-127
** Ibid p 150
" Barston R P. Modern Diplomacy, (UK: Longman Group Limited. 1988)p 12
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The electorate cares about economic and foréign policy decisions. Voters care about
economic outcomes. The ability of the government to run the economy is defined as
economic competence. Voters prefer good economic out-comes 1o bad ones. They use the

signal of past economic performancec to estimatc the cconomic competence of the
government. In public opinion terms, a government has a high approval rating if the

voters believe it is economically competent. If competence is low the electorate does not

retain the government and instead elects the opposition.®

Democracies are assured to have much opposition because they have competitive,
regular electoral contests, legalized two or ml.JItiparty organizations aimed at offering
alternative governmental leadership, a high degree of toleration for autonomous groups in
politics, and acceptance of constitutional restraints on governmental power. Autocratic

systems in contrast are pictured as being largely immunc from domestic constraints.*®

This is not entirely true as autocratic systems do face domestic constraints but the way

they handle them is different from a democratic system. Autocratic systems will use other

organs of the government, for example the army or the police to suppress domestic

tension. A democratic system will use any mcans that is lawful and accepted by the

population.

In democratic states voters have the power to remove unsatisfactory governments.

According to traditional democratic theory, a government should enact those policies that

nfortunately, under certain circumstances, the

are in the best interest of the nation. U

mechanism of elections causes the government to behave against the national interest

when forming policy. These circumstances arise when the policies that maximize the

——— —

arterly (1996) 40, 133-153 Diversionary Foreign Pol.icy in Democratic Systems Alastair
ri:.-u.edulgsas/depl.fpoliticsffacully!smllhmeilh96 divecsian, pdi
the study of foreign policy, (Boston, Unwin Hyman, 1987) p 341
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government's chance of reelection are different from those that maximizc thc nation's
welfare. To gain reelection, a democratically elected government may risk the lives of its
citizens through its foreign policy choices.” For example when a couniry goes to war
against a neighbor claiming to be protecting its borders and suffers extensive damage to
its soldiers, yet dialogue would have been a better option. Although the country might
have won and protected its territory, it also risked the lives of its citizen.

"The public opinion in a democratic system can be detrimental to the foreign
policies of a country. It is argued that not all citizens are knowledgeable of foreign policy
issues and therefore should not influence foreign policy decision making. Woodrow
Wilson fathered the League of Nations and wads then unable to get his own country to
adopt the child °* This was because the country preferred isolating itself from world
issues. According to Waltz, foreign politics demands scarcely any of those qualities
which are peculiar to a democracy; they require, on the contrary, the perfect use of almost
all those in which it is deficient....a democracy can only with great difficulty regulate the
details of an important undertaking, persevere in a fixed design, and work out its
exccution in spite of serious obstacles.”? According to Waltz, first in the minds of many
critics is the thought that democratic foreign policy is unstable, with the ends and
execution of policy dependent upon a shiﬁin.g majority, the policy of today maybe
rejected tomorrow.”> Diplomacy and interstate relations involve a lot of facets that may

not be obvious to the citizen unlike to the leaders who are implementing the policies.

* gmith Alastair, International Studies Quarterly (1996) 40, 133-153 Diversionary Foreign Policy in Democratic Systems Alastair
Smith Washinglon University, hrlp:“’www.nyu.edu.’gsasfdepb‘polilicsifacullyfsmlthmellh96_ diversion.pdt

¥ Morton R Davis and Vaughn Lewis, Models of political systems. London: Pall Mall press, 1971} p 13

2 waltz N Kenneth. Foreign policy and democratic politics: The American and British experience, (London: Longmans, 1967) p 10
” Ihidp 13
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lHowever, this has changed as more citizens are quickly learning different aspects of
international rclations.

What is the relationship betwecn public opinion and foreign policy? The first
theoretical construction about the public opinion is summarized as “Almond-Lippmann
consensus” that sees the general public as emotional and ill-informed about foreign
affairs. More recently, the so-called “revisionist” school challenged the consensus and
suggested that the public is neither volatile nor capricious, but rather tends to be stable
and rational. And when it changes, it is a rational response to international and domestic
events.” The public is generally cognizant and knowledgeable about foreign policy
issues, and political leaders, even though they do not always pursue vote-maximization,
are responsive to public opinion. At the same time, political leaders try to mobilize
foreign policies to achieve domestic political goals.g'5

Smith argues that manipulation of diplomatic decisions to gain popular vote are
usually done without the public knowing the intention of the government. The central
theme is that when a government, democratic or not, is under domestic pressure it enacts
an adventurous, diversionary foreign policy. This forcign policy event diverts attention
away from the domestic situation to the international system.% If the foreign policy event
overshadows domestic problems, then the government avoids being removed from
power. Even if the crisis does not fully divert the public's attention, governments may
still undertake risky foreign policies. If the government succecds, by either winning a war

or extracting foreign concessions, then it may retain power. Success is a signal of

™ Leadership and foreign policy change: the enigma of Israeli prime minister Ariel Sharon,
Ln}lp:/ ‘www.allacademic.com/meta’p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/6/9/8/7/p69873 _index.html
Ibid
* Smith Alastair, International Studies Quarterly (1996) 40, 133-153 Diversionary Foreign Policy in Democratic Systems Alasiair
Smith Washington University, htlp:f'www.nyu.edu.'gsasrdcplfpolilics!l'acullylsmilhmeith96_diversion.pdl'.
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competence. Since the electoratc prefers a competent government, successful policies
convince the public that they should keep their leaders. This generates incentives for the
government to undertake diversionary activities. These policies are not necessarily in the
interest of the nation.”” When governments are assured of re-election, they make unbiased
decisions considering only international factors;. Deccision making is similarly unbiased
when governments have no prospects of re-election. When the voters’ evaluation of
foreign policy out-comes could have an effect on election results then governments are
biased towards violent, adventurous foreign policy projects. Institutional constraints are
shown to reduce the magnitude of these biases. The bias in Foreign policy decisions at
the end of the electoral cycle influences decision making in other countries. As a nation

approaches the cnd of its electoral cycle other nations are more conciliatory and less

confrontational towards it.”*

The public opinion also contributes to the debate of the peaceful nature of
democracies. Rummel advances three explanations for the peaceful nature of
democracies. ‘The first-level explanation is that the public’s in democratic societies
generally prefer to avoid war. Rummel attaches greater importance to the second-level

explanation: the influence of democratic institutions and culture. "Where by virtue of

their institutions democratic people must, to maintain democracy, negotiate and

compromise rather than fight, this becomes part of the cultural heritage". Moreover, he
states, since we deal with others through a. cultural matrix, it 1s also natural for
democratic people to perceive other regimes in these terms, to believe that all basic 1ssues

between nations can be settled by people sitting down at a table and talking them out, and

" Smith Alastair, International Studies Quarterly (1996) 40, 133-153 Diversionary Foreign Policy in Democratic Systems Alastair
Smith Washington University, htip:/ www.nyu.edu/gsas/deptpolitics/faculty smithy Smith96_diversion.pdf.

%8 Ibid
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to tolerate the existence of other regimes and ideologies that do not openly threaten one’s
democratic way of life.”

The converse is equally true: totalitarian regimes sec other regimes as being as
ruthless, duplicitous, and brutal as themsclves, and they act accordingly, thereby
intensifying the cycle of violence. Even more significant than the impact of democratic
political culture, Rummel contends, is the third-level cxplanation: the operation of a
wsocial field" based on diversity and individual freedom. "This spontaneous social field of
constantly interacting individuals and groups, all pursuing their own interests, is a field of
continuous nonviolent conflict”. In other words, the way to minimize violence, both
domestic and international, is to decentralize power by strengthening civil society and
constraining the role of thc state. Rummel does a credible job of making the case that
there is a continuum of violence: as one moves from democratic states to authoritarian
and then totalitarian ones, the level of violence increases. W

Apart from a democratic and autocratic system, other systems also have an
influence on leadership and public opinion. From the prevalence of presidential systems
in developing countries a number of effects on foreign policy can be seen. The largest
impact is on the style of conducting policy, with a preference for relying on direct
negotiation by the head of the states and the use of personal diplomacy.'”’

Internal political pressure also determines how foreign policies will be
formulated. The continuous internal conflicts in Africa, political party structures and
governing system have influenced the foreign, policies. This has thus undermined the

public opinion aspect of policy making in Africa. The field of Foreign Affairs is often

* Carpenter Ted, Democracy And War, The Independent Review 2 {Winter 1998): 435-441. Carpenter is Vice President, Defense and
Foreign Policy Studies. at the Cato Institute. hnp:-’fwwwmega.nufamppuummehpk rev tge him
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regarded as the special preserve of the President. Frequently, this predetermincs Foreign
Policy formulation as the elite are the actors. Bureaucracy also poses a challenge to the
process as different departments conflict as who should handle Foreign policy. This is
due to multiplicity of actors in the Foreign Policy making process and the lack of capable
institutions. This ontological description has been ascribed to most of the African States’
Foreign Policy making process.'”

In most cases, the national interest and ‘Foreign Policy of African States tend to
reflect the interests of the leadership or a given regime instcad of a state. The effect of
this has been that different regimes come up with different lcaders who have different
ideologies. Hence, the foreign policies are altered any time a new regime comes into
place. An example is Kenya which was once focused towards the West but is seeking
more opportunities with the non-traditional partners in the East. Hagan argues that tasks
of political survival and state-building suggest that foreign policy issues are to be
manipulated to legitimize the current regime's hold on power. 193 Overall, the two political
systems differ in several ways, democracy ‘values the individual wealth and the
dictatorship values society wealth. Each systems ideology determines how each situaﬁb;l
is dealt with.'"*

In terms of resource mobilization, states can either be relational or reactional in
their Foreign Policies. Most Foreign Policies in Africa are not relational but reactional.

The states do not mobilize their resources targeting a particular country.

::: Hagan Joe, political opposition and foretgn policy 1n comparative perspective, op cit p 48
“ Tbid
"™ Democratic Essays, htip://www exampleessays.com/viewpaper/5839. huml
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2.4 Conclusion

This chapter has described diffcrent arguments on the influence of political
systems on leadership and public opinion. These arguments will enable the study look at
the political regimes and public opinion forms in Kenya and Uganda and their influence
on diptomatic relations.

A good indicator of the degree of influcnce a political regime has on the country’s
diplomatic relation has been described by Orwa. Orwa argues that a change of the
government in a statc may have a dramatic cffect on International Relations. For
Example, if a traditionally conservative statc, allicd to other conscrvative states, changes
(rom a conscrvative to a radical government, its allies are likely to be alarmed by the new
government and to view it with suspicion and disfavor.'”

The type of leader, the political system and the public opinion in a country are all
linked and inter-twined. They all have a compounding cffect in the existing political
regime in a country. However some variables have a greater influence on foreign policies
than other variables. The type of leader has a grecater influence, as some leaders do go
against the established political system. However, if the political system established is

strong and institutions are well established then leadership will be influential to an extent.

1" Orwa, Causes of conflict in relations of African states in Ojo Olatunde. Alrican international relations (Lagos: F.onpgman group
limited, Lagos, 1985) p 46
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CHAPTER THREE

THE INFLUENCE OF POLITICAL REGIMES AND PUBLIC OPINION ON
DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BETWEEN KENYA AND UGANDA (1986-2002).

3.1 Introduction

This chapter will analyze the political regimes in Kenya and Uganda (1986-2002)
and how these regimes influenced bilatcral diplomatic relations. The chapter will
investigate political systems, leadership and public opinion in Kenya and Uganda and
determine their influences on interstate relations.

All political regimes have goals and objectives which they set out to achieve
when they are in power. The main objective of a country may remain the same but the
style of implementation depends on the actors involved in implementing the policy.
According to Oyugi, Kenya’s objectives towards its neighbors have not changed. They
have remained traditional; emphasis continucs to be a preservation of territorial integrity
and the creation of a regional cnvironment that would enhance national economic
development and political stability. 1% Due to the underdevelopment and poverty levels in
Kenya and Uganda, it is important for the existing regimes in Kenya and Uganda to
ensure that the foreign policies adopted enhance economic development and cconomic
growth.

According to Goldstein, the foreign policy process is a process of decision
making.'”” Deccision making is very important as no action can be taken between two
states without a decision being made. The foreign policy making process 1s an cffective
guide for showing the actors involved in the implementation of foreign policy and at what

level the actors are involved.

" Oyug) Walter, Politics and Administration in East Alrica. (Nairobi: Fast African Publishers,) p 319
" Goldsiein Joshua, Jnrernational Relations, op cil p 165
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According to the rational model of decision making, a decision maker may hold
different conflicting goals simultaneously. The goals of difTerent individuals involved in
making a decision may diverge, as may goals of different state agencies.'*" However, the
final decision on diplomatic relations is usually left to the president of the country. Other
actors who arc involved in implementing diplomacy arc the diplomats.

A diplomat is at times spoken of as the eyes and ears of his government in other
countries. His chief functions are to cxecute the policics of his own country, to protect its
interest and its nationals and to keep his government informed of major developments in
the rest of the world.'"” Representing the interest of the country is one of the key
functions of a diplomat. The importance of a diplomat in projecting the rcgimes interest
in the host country is crucial in implementing foreign policy. Due to the emergence of a
‘new diplomacy’, the role of diplomats has become diversc.

Diplomats provide much of the information that goes into making foreign
policies, but their main role is to carry out rather than create policics. Nonetheless,
foreign ministry burcaucrats can often make foreign relations so routine that top leaders
and political appointees can come and go without altering the country’s relations.'"”
However by gathering information and advising the ministers, diplomats indeed make
foreign policies.

The diplomat is not the only agent that is involved in diplomatic relations. The
president, the foreign affairs and the different ministries in a country all contribute in
diplomacy. Apart from the foreign ministry, other ministries engage with other countries

in their duties. The organizational model is based on the premise that decisions being

" fhid p 167

1 patmer N Perkins H, /nfernational relations: The world community tn Transition. {(New Drelhi: CBS Publishers) p 85
"1 Goldstein Joshua. /niernational Relations, op cit p 179
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made are standardized responses or standard operating procedures. Most decisions taken
by the ministry of forcign affairs are handled by applying general principles. These low-
level decisions may not cven reflect the high-level policies adopted by the top leaders,
but rather have a life of their own.'"" The bargaining process among various government
agencies describes the bureaucratic politics model of making decisions.''> When
engaging in other dutics, countries meet cach other and they do this with the hclp of the
diplomatic agents rcpresenting their countrics. This diplomatic environment enables
negotiations to take place.

The collective term for a group of diplomats from a single country who are
residents in another country is a diplomatic mission. Ambassador is the most senior
diplomatic rank; a diplomatic mission hcaded by an ambassador is known as an cmbassy.
The collective body of all diplomats of particular country is called that country's
diplomatic service. The collective body of all diplomats assigned to a particular country
is the diplomatic corps. The ability to practice diplomacy is one of the defining clements
of a state, and diplomacy has been practiced since the first city-states were formed a
millennia ago. For most of human history diplomats were sent only for specific
ncgotiations, and would return immediately after their mission concluded. Diplomats
were usually relatives of the ruling family or of very high rank in order to give them
legitimacy when they sought to negotiate with the other state.'" However, this has
changed as diplomacy becomes more diverse; diplomats reside in rcceiving states in

order for them to perform efficiently.

"1 Avabt, Deborah D, Polincal Insututions and Military Change: Lessons from Peripheral Wars. (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1995)

"7 Goldstein Joshua, /nternational Relations. op cit p 167
'} Magalhaes Jose Calvet, The pure concept of diplomacy. (New York: Greenwood press. 1988) p 101
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The main types of diplomacy are bilateral and multilateral diplomacy. Diplomacy
between two states is bilateral while diplomacy among countrics morc than two 1s
multilateral diplomacy.

Historically the influence of political rcgimes and public opinion on diplomacy
started when states were formed. Many contemporary divisions are thus traceable to
differences in the domestic structure. Althougl:l this is not the only cause of divisions,
Hanreide and Wolfram arguec that when domestic structures are based on fundamentally
different conceptions ol what is just the conduct of international affairs grows more
complex.'"

3.2 From autocracy to democracy in Kenya

Political system is that system of inter-action in any society through which
binding and authoritative allocations of valucs are made and implcmented.“5 According
to Dahl, every political systcm engages in foreign relations, for the actions open to one
system are affected by the past or probable actions of others.''

After the attempted coup in 1982, Kenya became a single-party system de jure.
This system was autocratic in nature and the leader and ruling party were supreme.
According to Lai and Slater singlc-party regimes tend to exhibit greater institutional
capacity to mobilize coercive and ideological resources on behalf of incumbent leaders.
In terms of coercion, singlc-party regimes prioritize party supremacy and the political
subordination of the armed forces. This provides single-party regimes with a more potent

institutional infrastructure for suppressing potential opposition both in the wider society

::: Hanricde and Wolfram (ed), Comparanve, foreign policy. Theorenical essays. (New Y ork: David McKay Company, 1971) p 22
y Agarwal R C. P’olincal Theory: Principles of pohiical science. (New Delhi. 8. Chand and CO limited, 1991)p 409
1% 3ahl Robert. Modem political Analysis. (New Jersey: Prentice hall Inc. 1970) p 44
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and within the state apparatus itself.''” In Kenya the opposition was cither imprisoned or
suppressed. Many people were jailed while others where exiled because of opposing the
government and the ruling party Kenya Africa National Union (KANU), foreign
ambassadors who opposed the ruling clite were seen as enemics of the regime. The
opinion of the public or other civil society groups was suppressed and only the opinion of
KANU and its leaders mattered.

Moi's centralization and personalization'of power had led to the subordination of
the functions of the judiciary and of parliament.”8 In foreign policy this meant that
parliament was handicapped in making decisions as it was subordinate to the party in
power and the leader of the party who was the president. The foreign policy and
diplomatic relations where formed by the leader and his party.

In a democratic system the government has specific functions in external relations
e g. ratification of a treaty or appointment of an ambassador before the head of state can
proceed with appointing the ambassador. However in a single party system, the parny
may constitutionally or de facto be in charge.of formulating all government policies,
including as regards the conduct of external affairs.''> As the leader of the ruling party
KANU, president Moi made all the decisions regarding diplomatic relations. When he
consulted, he consulted his political allies and foreign affairs minister who was a KANU
official.

After intense international pressure for example the US Congress, passing the

Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act of 1991

"' _ai Brian and Slater Dan. American Journal of Political Science. Vol. 50. No. 1 (Jan.. 2006), pp. 113-126 Midwest Political
Science Association

1" Korwa G. Adar and Isaac M. Munyae. Human Rights Abuse in Kenyu nnder Damel Arap Mo 1978 20611 . Alvican Swdies
Quarterly 5(1):1 (2001) http:: /web.africa.ull.edusasg/v5/v5ilal.hum

"' Dietrich Kappeler (ed), Geneva 1990, Graduaie Institute of International studies, diplomatic studies programme. Training 3™ world
diplomats. International seminar 5 to 8 April, 1988.
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requiring Kenya to meet certain conditions before $15 million in cconomic and military
aid could be disbursed, the Moi regime tactically gave in. It agreed 1o repeal Section 2A
of the Constitution which made Kenya a de jure one-party state. This decision paved the
way for the formation of political partics, namely FORD (Forum for Restoration of
Democracy) led by the opposition veteran, Oginga Odinga, and the Democratic Party of
Kenya (IDP) under Mwai Kibaki.'*” Kenya adopted a democratic system of government.

Before adopting a democratic political system, Moi’s regime opposed
multipartyism as he compared it with a system that will result to incitement of cthnic
nationalism.'?' Although the degree of democracy takes time to develop, the signs of a
shift in the political system started to slowly develop. Political parties and the civil
society started calling for changes in the country’s forcign policies and called for the
power of the executive to be reduced in all aspects. Calls for diplomacy and the
appointment of ambassadors to be on a professional platform developed.

According to Palmer, whilc diplomacy has remained a rather esoteric profession,
carried on by men of wealth and influence on power, it is conducted with the assistance
of a growing number of career offices, the eliu; guard of diplomacy whose standards of
competence and training are being steadily raised. Diplomacy is thus being put more
generally on a professional and non political basis.'?? In the autocratic system, most
government decisions when to people who support the government and the ruling party,
including particular tribes which were favored. When Kenya became a democratic state,

the tribes which were sidelined also wanted to get diplomatic positions.

""" Korwa G. Adar and Isaac M. Munyae, Human Rights Abuse in Kenya under Dumel Arap Mot 19782001 op cit
7! Njiru's Lee article: “The Making of a President.” Kenya Times, Decémber 11, 1997
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'%* palmer N Perkins H, International relations: The world community 1n Transiion, op <it, p 94
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Democracy brought new friends and foes into Kenya’s relations. Countries that
supported democracy became friends while countrics with other political systems became
focs. However this is not the case at all times as foreign policy decisions shift depending
on the particular situation.

3.3 No Party political system in Uganda

When President Museveni took control of Statc House, his strong anti-parties
stance immediately translated into a legal ban on the activities of the old political
organizations. In 1996, the presidency of the former rebel leader was for the first time
sanctioned by a successful electoral campaign. and a sccond mandatc was obtained in
2001. The anti-party stance espoused by Museveni during the guerrilla war did not
remain a merc rhetorical strategy, but quickly translated into a far-rcaching state policy:
the first legal act of the NRM (National Resistance Movement) era was an immediate ban
on political parties.'” Alongside party candidatures, party conferences, local branches
and party electioneering were also prohibited. The ban on party activities, initially meant
as a transitional measure nccessary to ‘modernize’ the country, was constitutionalised in
1995 '* The no party system in Uganda had all the features of an autocratic political
system. After a while, a new framework was established. The new framework, however,
formally prohibits party activities, rather than parties per se. It still allows parties a formal
existence and a central office, as it is rather their operations that are subject to
limitations.'?®

According to Museveni, the ideological underpinnings of no-party politics were
provided by an interpretation of Uganda’s post-independence history as a spiral of violent

'"" I egal notice no. 1'1986.0f the constitution of Uganda
14 Art. 269, Constitution of the Republic of Uganda (1995).

"? Giovanni Carbone, ‘Populism’ visits Africa: The case of Yoweri Museven and No-party democracy in Uganda, Crisis Stales
Resenrch Centre. (London: Universita degli Swdi di Milano,2005)
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conflicts prompted by cthnically-based political partics The bulk of Museveni’s
argument for a no-parly model was that western representative democracy could hardly
be imported to African countries '*® Thus, a Movement Act was passed in 1997 that
established countrywide party-like structures at diffcrent levels. The movement evolved a
very centralized and leadership-oriented modus opcrandi that kept it heavily dependent

127

upon its leader’s personal charisma and patronage linkages l.ike in an autocratic

system, all decisions were made by the president and the opinions of others did not matter

much to the ruling clite.

According to Onyango-Obbo, clearly, all external policy initiatives by Museveni's
government have always been servants of domestic political agendas. One of the best
examples of this is the question of the "no party" (movement) system, and whether it is a
democratic or one-party state renamed. The Movement bears all the hallmarks of a one-
party system, though the international community now widely accepts it as a "new
model® of democracy. Open political party activitics arc outlawed, and the ruling
National Resistance Movement (NRM) monopolises power and has an obscene
advantage against other groups in elections. Having used the standards of the west to
create a domestic majority in favor of their argument over political systems, Museveni
and his men flipped the coin and seized on thé fact that "an overwhelming number" of
Ugandans had accepted thc NRM's system of governance and confronted the

international community with it as evidence that the "no party" system was democratic

"* Museveni Yoweri, What is Afiica’s problem?, Kampala: NRM Publications, 1992, p.279.

" Giovanni Carbone, ‘Populism’ wisits Africa: The case of Yoweri Museven: and No-party democracy in Uganda, Crisis States
Rescarch Centre. op cit '
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and popular. If it wasn't, the majority of Ugandans wouldn't have accepted it.'*® The
citizens and the opposition played a minimal or insignificant part in influcncing decisions
of foreign naturc. Yet this was meant to be a new kind of democracy where freedom of
speech and opposition is allowed. As in the case of Kenya, the foreign policy was a wait
and see policy and appointment of diplomats was done by the president to reward

loyalists.

Uganda’s no party system was ruled by the National Resistance Movement which
had a military background. According to Lai and Slater authoritarian regimes resting on
military institutions are more likely to initiate interstate conflict than those relying on
party institutions-regardless of whether those regimes are personalized or not.'?
Museveni had seized power through his military movement and this meant that his
regime was resting on a military institution. Any country secn to meddle in the running of
Uganda’s government was met with stiff resistance. The military was greatly feared as

the organ for oppression and suppression of the opposition.

When Kenya became a democratic state, the ruling regime started viewing
Uganda as a country that does not conform to the democratic values. Kenya tried as much
as possibie not to interfere in the internal affairs of Uganda. This might be due to the non-
interference stance of most countries or to protect itself from criticism from Uganda.
Kenya and Uganda had different political systems and this may have had an impact on

their diplomatic relations. According to Kissinger, when the domestic structure and the

'% Onyango-Obbo Charles, Museveni: Foreign Policy Schemer, Or Just Getting By? From The East African, April 28-May 4, 1997.
http:/-www newsafrica.com/article72.himl ’

1"%'1_ai Brian and Slater Dan, American Joumal of Political Science. Vol. 50, No. 1 (Jan., 2006), pp. 113-126 Midwest Political
Science Associalion
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concept of legitimacy on which they are based differ widely, statesmen can still meet, but
their ability 1o persuade has been reduced for they no longer speak the same language. e
According to Potholm Kenya's relations with her two principal neighbors Tanzania and
Uganda have had an clement of suspicion that goes back to the colonial period, when a
settler-dominated Kenya used ‘Tanzania and Uganda as captive markets for its

. 1
agricultural products.'”!

Although the system in Kenya and Uganda were different as one system was a
one was a party system and the other was a no party system, both systems served the
same purpose. The autocratic nature of both systems enabled the leader to take centre role
of inter state rclations.

3.4 Diplomatic relations and the style of leadership in Kenya and Uganda

Goldstein argues that individuals are the only true actors in International rclations.
Every international event is the result, intended or unintended, of decisions made by
individuals.'** According to Adar and Munyac, Moi began to centralize and personalize
power when he took over the presidency. He pledged to follow Kc;lyatta's nyayo (Swabhili
for "footsteps"). His grand design turned out to be a strategy geared toward the
achievement of specific objectives, namely, the control of the state, the consolidation of
power, the legitimization of his leadership, and the broadening of his political base and

popular support. Moi succeeded in assuming the presidency and thcreafter began to

systcmatically institute an authoritarian and oppressive one-man state rule.'® Any form

""" Kissinger Henry. Domestic structure and forcing policy in Hanricde and Wolfram (ed) Comparative foreign poicy making.
Theoretical essays, (New York: University ol California. 1Javid McKay Company. 1971) -

*! Potholm, C, P, The theory and practice of Africa pohitics. op cit p 251

'*! Goldstein Joshua, /nternational Relations, op cil p 163

""" Korwa G Adar and [saac M. Munyae. Human Rights Abuse in Kenya under Damel Arap Moi 1978-200]. Afncan Swdies
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of aggression towards the Moi regime was met with stiff resistance. On Jamuhuri day
1987, President Moi accused Uganda of 'interfering’ in Kenya's internal affairs’.'™

The ruling government would do all it can to prevent interference by other states.
In a country with an authoritarian ruler, the samc can be expected on its diplomatic
relations. What the leader says stands and should not be opposed by anyone. The interest
of the leader is translated to the interest of the cquntry.

Moi's style -- the centralization and personalization of power -- gradually laid the
foundation for a dictatorship. To ensure his grip on power, Moi systematically usurped
the functions of the other institutions of governance to the extent that the principle of the
separation of powers was rendered ineffectual. A few days afier releasing all the political
detainees, he rushed a bill through Kenya's parliament which granted the president
emergency powers for the first time in Kenya's post-independence history. Moi
associated insecurity and instability with open criticisms and challenge to his policies and
style of leadership. Patronage and loyalty therefore remained characteristic of Moi's
leadership style which enabled him to centralize and personalize his rule. There were no
checks and balances on Moi's personal authority.'”” This allowed for ad hoc and
reactional foreign policies since laid down policies were not used as guidelines only the
decisions of the ruler were implemented.

This type of decision making restricts long term planning as decisions are made
on the spot. The people consulted are usually the president’s close allies and advisors.
Patronage and clientelism meant that the President rewarded his loyal supporters by

appointing them as ambassadors. This not only brought tension between the politicians

'™ Paily nation, Dec 13, 1987, standard Dec 13 1987

"* Korwa G Adar and Isaac M. Munyae. Human Rights Abuse in Kenya under Damel Arap Moi 1978 200} . African Studies
Quarterly 5(1):1 (2001) hup://web.alrica.ufl.edurasg v5.vS5ilal htm
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and the carcer bureaucrats but also affected how policics were implemented. Bureaucrats
have laid down procedures that they use in diplomatic rclations. Tension is common
between state leaders and foreign policy burcaucrats. Career diplomats try to oricnt new
leaders and their appointees while politicians struggle to exercisc power over the formal
burcaucratic agencies.'*°

‘The lcadership style President Moi adopted was reflected in the implementation
of his foreign policy. President Moi ensured that he sets the tone of foreign policy, but he
has also made numerous personal diplomatic moves in furtherance of Kenya’'s interest
and image.'”’ Whereas Kenyalta practiced a hands-off style of leadership, Moi preferred
hands-on management. He famously said, “Those who want to lead the country must wait
their turn ... 1 am the President and every minister must sing like a parrot to my tune.”'**
Moi was at the centre stage in the management of foreign policy. Since taking office, he
visited many countries personally, to promote Kenya's national interests.'"” Moi practiced
personal diplomacy in his relations with other countries. According to Katete, personal
diplomacy is the direct participation of foreign ministers, prime minister and even heads
of states in diplomatic negotiations.'*” Moi and Museveni both traveled to other countries
to strengthen relationships and promole economic ties.

According to Kappeler, the personalization of power results to leaders considering

141

the cxternal relations as their own reserved domain.'"' Most decisions in this political

regime have to pass through the president. The lack of decentralization and delegation of

::b Goldstein Joshua, /nternational Relahens, op it p 179
i O?_'ugi Walter (.ed), Politics and -\dministration in East Africa. (Nairobi: East Africa educational publishers. 1994) p 323

Njiru's Lee article: “The Making of a President.” Kenya Times, December 11, 1997
Ilajt;p:f"nairobichronicle.wordpress.comfzooal10.’09lmoi-day-special-kcnya%l-‘,2%80%995-second-presidenb
o Okumu John, Some thoughts on Kenya's Foreign policy. The A.fricanl review Vol 3(2) 1973 p 138

Orwa Katete, Continuity and change, Kenya's foreign policy [rom Kenyafla to Moi. in Oyugi Walter. Politics and Administration in
East Africa, (Nairobi: East African Publishers,) p 101
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diplomats. International seminar 5 to 8 April, 1988.
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duties and decision making makes the decision making process extensive Kappeler
argues that the importance of leadership style on diplomatic relations is affected to some
extent with the size and quality a foreign ministry. This is becausc leaders prioritize
external relations differently.'** Both Moi and Museveni gave forcign relations great
importance. In addition to this, depending on which country the leader views as important
to its necds, then an ambassador will be sent to match up the skills. Some leaders tend to
send a political supporter as a diplomat, in a country wherc they attach great importance.

In the course of the electoral phase of his rule, Museveni’s leadership took on an
increasingly plebiscitarian tendency and developed an uneasy relationship with other
newly-created central institutions, notably parliament and the courts of justice.'™ Uganda
has had a personal coercive regime since 1951-1990. The entrenchment of the regime has
been predicted on the connection between a strong leader and the coercive apparatus. All
other structures-the bureaucracy, the political machinery where it existed, the court
system-have been subjugated to the whims of the leader backed by the military force.
Personally based, coercive regime constructs have limited access to public institutions to
those individuals or social groups loyal to thc leader. Rules of political behavior
consequently tended to be haphazard. Under these conditions, resistance to the regime
and outright repression of these efforts is marked.'"

Addressing diplomats and journalists at state house, Entebbe over the Uganda,
Kenya border violence, Museveni warned that Uganda would take appropriate 'self-

defence' measures if Kenyan security forces did not stop firing at Uganda troops, people

192 s
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and territory.'” Main policy decisions are centralized around the leader and his close
advisors. Specific technical and professional .decision making is carried out in the
burcaucracy and the military is generally controlled.""® According to Mugisha, building
institutions and organizations involves dclegating power, something that is foreign to
Museveni’s lcadership style. The President notoriously prefers 1o dictate and
‘micromanage’ personally all decisions, regardless of institutional settings, norms and
procedures. 147 Ministers and other officials who arc nominally in charge of a policy area
are hardly consulted and ofien by-passed. This is notably the casc for key sectors such as
the economy and finance, defence or foreign policy.'**

The NRM government introduced new radical foreign policy objectives when it
first came to power and consequently brought new complications into Uganda's foreign
relations. During its first four years in power, the NRM government moderated its foreign
policy stance to one that more closely reflected the conventional positions of preceding
Ugandan governments than the changes proposed in its Ten-Point Program. Post-
independence heads of government in Uganda made almost all significant foreign policy-
making decisions themselves, lcaving their foreign ministers to carry them out or explain
them. They also used foreign policy symbolically to signal the international posture they
wished to cultivate. All three presidents ofien l;SCd foreign policy as a public gesture in
an effort to give the government more autonomy in international affairs, improve its
public standing with radical states, or satisfy vocal militants in the government. Although

Museveni managed to increase the economic growth of Uganda, there was debate to

" New vision, Dec 16-1987
1'% Chazan Naomi et al, Politics and Society in contemporary Africa. op cit p 137-140

:'“ Mugigha Muniu. MP in the East African Legislative Assembly and former army officer, interview, Kampala, 21 Qctober 2004
Tangri Roger & Mwenda Andrew, “Military corruption and Ulgandan politics since the late 199057, Review of African Political
Fconomy. 98 (2003). pp. 539-552.
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whether the leadership style was effective for economic development and cconomic

growth '¥

Both leaders practiced personal rule in their governance and this mcant that
implementation of diplomacy also took a personal rule dimension. According to
Goldstein, individual decisions reflect the valucs and beliefs of the decision makers. The
belicf systems of political leaders influence how they interpret information and this is
projected in their differing goals and how they pursue their goals. Decision makers suffer
from misperceptions, selective perceptions, affective bias and cognitive biases.'*® All
these will have an effect on both the high level and low level foreign policy decision

makers.

3.5 Public opinion and diplomatic relations in Kenya and Uganda

According to Goldstein, foreign policics operate in the context of the political
dcbates in their society. There are societal pressures that influence foreign policy,
although these are aggregated and made effective through different channels in different
societies. In pluralistic democracies, interested parties influence foreign policy through
interest groups and political parties. In dictatorships similar influences occur but less
visibly. Public opinion has greater influence on foreign policy in democracies than in
authoritarian governments. But even dictators must pay attention to what citizens
think.'>' Autocratic governments also nced to convince people to accept its policies,

because in the end policies are carried out by ordinary people-soldiers, workers,

"** Ibid

1" Goldstein Joshua, fnternational Relanons, op cit p 169-170
"' Ibid p 181
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burcaucrats. Unpopular wars are hard to wage successfully.'** Gradually, public opinion
in Kenya has been growing. In the 1990°s the major worry for the presidency became the
church, particularly the Anglican Church (then known as the Church of Province of
Kenya), the Catholic Church and the Presbyterian Church of East Africa, which together
account for over 70% of the Kenyan Christian E:ommunity, a majority of thc population
Together with the umbrella organization, the National Council of Churches of Kenya
(NCCK), the church had persistently and consistently used the pulpit to criticize Moi's
authoritarian regime.'” Personalized regimes view public opinion as a threat to its

control and authority in a country.

Arrests and detentions in fact followed cvery one of Moi's warning against his
critics. As has becn the practice throughout his leadership, the police moved quickly and
arrested those in the forefront for democracy, with the judiciary merely sanctioning what
is commonly known in Kenya as political cases. The ruling against the Universities
Academic Staff Union (UASU) and its officials from 1993 to 1995 scrve as good
examples of the level of state interference in political cases. The union which sought to
promote academic freedom and professionalism in Kenya universities was faced
obstacles when the courts refused outright to hear it while the police harassed its officials.
Moi's actions were meant to silence the intelligent, perceived to be critical of his
authoritarian rule. Moi used the same tactic when he denounced the February Ei ghteenth

Movement (FEM) which he accused of plannitig attacks on Kenya to be launched from

" Ibid p 186
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Uganda in the early 1990s.'*" Suppression of frecedom of the press, assembly, association,
expression and movement and other fundamental rights of individuals were extended to
the press, and non-governmental organizations. In 1991 Moi banned the production of
plays that werc considered by the regime to bc subversive because it attacks post-

independence African dictators.'””

The Public Order Act gave way to a measure of freedom of assembly as long as
the police were notified by organizers of public gatherings. These reforms were the result
of negotiations by an inter-party forum known as the Inter- Parties Parliamentary Group
(IPPG). It made recommendations to Parliament and some laws were indeed changed."*
The political system adopted by both countries established the degree to which public
opinion and freedom is practiced. According to Reynolds, the influence that pressure
groups can exercisc in foreign policy making, when they scck to exercise it, thus varics
with the nature of the political system, the general political strength or weaknesscs of an
administration, the proximity or distance of an clection and the extent 1o which an
unsatisfied group is able politically to harm lcaders or resist it. T

Public opinion in democratic countries may exercisc considerable influence on the

. . . ]
conduct of external relations and even force their views upon the govc:rnment.LEI In

democracies, where the flow of information and opinions is not tightly restricted by the

i

"™ Korwa G. Adar and Isaac M. Munyae, Humar Rights Abuse in Kenya under Daniel Arap Mor 19782000 African Studies
,(%:mﬂerly 5(1):1 (2001) hitp://web.africa.ufl.edu/asq/v5/v5ilal. htm
Ibid

(5] -
Ibid
" Revnolds P. A, Introduciton fo Internanonal relations, 3" edition, (L.ondon: Longman. 1994) p 86

"‘f' Kappeler Dictrich (ed), Geneva 1990, Graduate Institute of International studies, diplomatic studies programme. T'raining 3" world
diplomais. International seminar 5 to 8 April, 1988,

61


http://web.africa.ufl.edu/a5q/v5/v5ilal.htm

state, it is possible to accurately measurc public opinion through polling This has

developed into an important part of the foreign policy making process.159

The need for public support even in authoritarian governments pushes regimes to
spend great effort on propaganda to win support for their foreign policies. States use
tclevision and other information media in this cffort. In democracies, where governments
must stand for election, public opinion is even more important.'® In Uganda, the public
was suppressed when il came (o public opinion’ This means that public opinion was met
with stiff resistance. According 1o Irving, people may avoid addressing their issues in
public because public opinion may illicit psychological problems in so far as groups will
reach deccisions without accurately assessing their consequences, since individuals

members tend to go along with ideas they think the others support. This is called group-

think ‘¢!

As much as public opinion in Uganda was suppressed, there were still calls for a
better and more democratic system which will allow citizens to influence government
policies including diplomatic relations. According to Goldstein, decision makers enjoy
some autonomy to make their own choices, and they are pulled ir_l various directions by
bureaucracies and interest groups, whose views often conflict with the direction favored
by the public opinion at large. States use propaganda (in dictatorships) or try to

manipulate the media (in democracies) to keep public opinion from diverging too much

from state policies. '

" Cioldstein Joshua, imternational Relations. op cit p 187
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3.6 Conclusion

Overall the differences in the foreign policy process from one stale to another are
more influcnced by a state’s type of government than by the particular constellation of
burcaucracics, interest groups or individuals within it. Democracics tend to sharc values
and interests and hence tend to get along better with each other than with democracies. 163
Goldstein argues that democracies fight wars against authoritarian states; democracies
almost never fight each other. This is what is called democratic peace.'”" Although this
generalization is historically valid, it might not be applicable in the futurc.

Foreign policy is a complex outcome c;f a complex process. It results from the
struggle of competing themes, competing domestic interests, and compcting government
agencies. No single individual, agency or guiding principle determines the outcome. Yet,
foreign policy does achieve a certain overall coherence. s

The political regimes and public opinion in both Kenya and Uganda shaped their
diplomatic relations with one another. The main decision makers in foreign relations
practiced the same stylc of leadership and restrained the influence of the public opinion.
This made Kenya and Uganda’s relations to be cooperative but also made Kenya and
Uganda conflictual as both leaders fought to establish themselves as the hegemony in east
Africa. When Kenya became a democratic state, it had to denounce or condemn countries
which are less democratic. This was not easy especially if the country is your neighbor,

therefore Kenya had to cooperate with Uganda at the same time project its dissatisfaction

with the system adopted.

! [hid p 189
' Ihid p 193
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CHAPTER FOUR

BILATERAL DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS.BETWEEN KENYA AND UGANDA
(1986-2002)

4.1 Introduction

This chapter will analyze the bilateral diplomatic relations betwecn Kenya and
Uganda. This will establish the state of affairs and dcalings between the two countries.
This chapter will particularly examine the historical background and the foreign relations
between Kenya and Uganda during 1986-2002. Cooperation and conflictual scenarios
which stood out in Kenya and Uganda’s reclations will be analyzed and the key findings
will be established.

The present framework for relations between Kenya and Uganda sicms from their
historical past, proximity and their shared borders. Both countrics were colonized by the
British, share the same border and trade with one another. Thr-ough history, Kenya’s
relations with her two principal neighbors Tanzania and Uganda have had an element of
suspicion.'® The relationship betwecen Kenya and Uganda is cemented by foreign trade
between the two countries. In addition to this, the lack of an outlet to the sea for Uganda
ensures that Uganda remains dependent for its external trade upon Kenya which provides
this outlet at its port of Mombasa.'’

A general climate of good neighborliness and noninterference in cach others'
affairs marked relations among the three East African states during the 1960s. But these

ties became strained at the end of the decade, as President Obote's (the then president of

Uganda) tentative moves toward more radical domestic and foreign policies caused

oh Bark;;n Joel and Okumu John (ed), Politics and Public Policy in Kenya and Tanzamia, (Nairobi: Heinemann Education Books
1979) p 251 :

' Okoth Godfrey, The foreign policy of Uganda since independence toward Kenya and Tanzama. In Oyugi Walter (Ed) Politics and
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64



anxiety among the more conscrvative Kenyan leadership. After Obote was overthrown in
1985, the short-lived military government maintained friendly tics with the Kenyan
president, Daniel T. arap Moi. However, Moi feared that the example of a gucrrilla force
taking power from an established African government might give heart to Kenyan
dissidents and that the NRM (National Resistancc Movement) government might even
assist them.'®* -

The first instance of cooperation between Kenya and Uganda was when president
Moi successfully mediated peace negotiations between the NRM and the Okello
government in Nairobi in late 1985. However, the agreement for the two sides to share
power was never implemented, as war broke out a month later and quickly resulted in the
NRM's seizure of Kampala. President Moi, together with the heads of state from Zaire
and Rwanda, met with Museveni shortly thereafter in Goma, Zaire, but president Moi
remained irritated over the NRM's "betrayal” of the agreement in which he had invested
much of his time and prestige.'® However this improved Moi’s profile in the region as a
peace maker and in the African continent.

In September 21% 2000, Kenya and Uganda reaffirmed their commitment to
enhance and consolidate their historical ties of friendship and the good neighborliness
existing between the two peoples, through a joint communique. After a two-day state
visit to Kenya by Ugandan President Yoweri Museveni at the invitation of his Kenyan
counterpart Danicl arap Moi, the two leaders issued the communiqu¢, saying they

pledged to work closely to expand coopecration in the fields of trade, tourism, transport

and communications, and energy. In addition to this the two countries agreed to set up a

':: 1.8, Library of Congress, Uganda, http://countrystudies.us/uganda/67.htm, Data as December 1990
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Committee of Ministers of Finance and Trade to case trade between Kenya and
Uganda.'” Trade has been a crucial and important sector for both Kenya and Uganda.

A trademark of cooperation between Kenya and Uganda is the formation of the
Fast African Community. East African countries of Kenya, Uganda and ‘l'anzania
established the East African Community (I:AC) 1o boost regional trade and commerce.
Moi, Museveni and Mkapa had signed the treaty in November 1999 which sect out the
principles for economic, monetary and political union. It also provided for common
action on the movement of people and goods between member countries and on transport,
tourism and telecommunications. The treaty calls for common external tariffs and the
climination of international tariffs, the establishment of an East African legislative
assembly and of a common customs union. e

Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania have madc two attemplts 10 unite in a regional
organization since they gained indcpendence. In cach casc, the nations sought a loose
federation underpinned by an economic common market. In 1961, the threc countrics
formed the East African Common Services Organization (EACSO), in which a shared
and centralized administration was to provide services, including transportation,
communication, tax collection, scientific research, social services and university
education. The EACSQO charter was also to creale a common cuffency, a common
appellate court, and a common market in which goods and labor could circulate {reely.
These were to be directed by a central legislative assembly. By 1965, the EACSO began

to come apart due to growing tendencies toward nationalism and diverging economic and

1" Xinhua News Agency, September 21, 2000 Copyright, Kenya, Uganda Pledge to Enhance Cooperation,
htip. www.highbeam.com/doc/1P2-18307938.html
"' The East African Community, http://www.africa-business.com/features/eac.html
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political policies. In 1967, a new organization was founded undcr the rubric of the East
African Community (EAC), established under the Treaty for East African Cooperation.
This time, Tanzania's move toward socialism and Uganda's national misfortunes under
the brutal regime of Idi Amin led to the dissolution of the cooperative effort. By 1977, the
community was inopcrative and by 1983, it was formally dissolved. Relations among the
countries improved when the community's asséts were redistributed and when relations
with Tanzania improved in the wake of the agreement. But new tensions arose in the late
1980's between Kenya and Uganda.'” The EAC was dissolved bécause of differences in
economic policics by the three countries and the lack of commitment by the three
governments. Kenya was economically strong and did not want to lose this position in the
region because of the intcgration. While Uganda and Tanzania wanted parity and policies
which will ensure economic equilibrium in the region.

By the early 1990's, however, a push f'c_Jr regional integration was again making
itself felt. The presidents of Tanzania, Uganda, and Kenya held a conference about
reestablishing cooperation in Arusha, Tanzania in November 1993. A permanent tri-
national commission, once again named the East African Cooper-ation, was inaugurated
in March 1996, whose first secretary-general, Francis Muthaura, was Kenyan. This
cooperative effort was more modest in its ambitions, mainly emphasizing cooperation in
transport, energy, the management of l.ake Victoria and cross-border trade. Uganda and
Tanzania are presently the two leading export markets, with Kenyan manufacturers the

principal beneficiaries. The nations’ three currencies are now convertible, and in April

17 African studies centre Foreign Relations. htip://www.alrica.upenn_ edu NEH kforeignrelation himKenya
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1997 the three presidents oversaw the introduction of an EAC flag and passport.'”* These
cfforts towards cooperation have been commendable; however some of them have not yet
been fully implemented.

Formal economic and social integration in the East African region commenced
with, among other things, the construction of the Kenya Uganda Railway 1897 - 1901,
the establishment of the Customs Collection Centre 1900, the East African Currency
Board 1905, the Postal union 1905, the Court of Appeal for Eastern Africa 1909, the
Customs Union 1919, the East African Governors Conference 1926, the East African
Income Tax Board 1940 and the Joint Economic Council 1940, Provision was made by
the East Africa (High Commission) Orders in Council 1947 — 1961, the East African
Common Services Organization Agreements 1961 — 1966, and the Treaty for East
African Co-operation 1967 for the establishment respectively, of the East Africa High
Commission, the East Africa n Common Services Organization and the East African
Community as successive joint organizations of the said Countries to control and
administer certain matters of common inlere:ﬂ and to regulate the commercial and
industrial relations and transactions between the said countries and by means of a central
legislature to enact on behalf of the said countries laws relevant to the purposes of the
said joint organizations, In 1977 the Treaty for East African Co-operation establishing the
East African Community was officially dissolved, the main reasons contributing to the
collapse of the East African Community being lack of strong political will, lack of strong
participation of the private sector and civil society in the co-operation activities, the

continued disproportionate sharing of benefits of the community among the Partner

'™ The Economist Intelligence Unit, 1998, Country Profile. Kenya, The Unit: London, p. 10.
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Siates due to their differences in their levels of development and lack of adequate policies
to address this situation; Upon the dissolution of the Fast African Community the said
countrics signed on the 14th day of May, 1984, at Arusha, in Tanzania thc East African
Community Mediation Agrcement 1984, hereinafter referred to as “the Mediation
Agreement” for the division of the asscts and liabilities of the former East African
Community; Pursuant to article 14.02 of the Mediation Agreement the countries agreed
to explore and identify areas for future co-opcration and to make arrangements for such
co-operation; On the 30th day of November, 1993, provision was madec by the Agrecment
for the Establishment of a Permanent Tripartite Commission for Co-operation between
the Republic of Uganda, the Republic of Kenya and the United Republic of Tanzania for
the establishment of the Permanent Tripartite Commission for Co-operation hereinafter
referred to as “the Tripartite Commission” to be responsible for the co-ordination of
economic, social, cultural, security and political issues among the said countries and a
Declaration was also made by the Heads of State of the said countries for closer East
African co-operation, On the 26th day of November, 1994, provision was made by the
Protocol on the establishment of a Secretariat ofl the Permanent Tripartite Commission for
Co-operation between the Republic of Uganda, the Republic of Kenya and the United
Republic of Tanzania, for the establishment of the Sccretariat of the Tripartite
Commission for Co-operation between the Republic of Uganda, thc Republic of Kenya
and the United republic of Tanzania to act as Secretariat of the Tripartite Commission,
hereinafter referred to as “the Sccretariat of the Tripartite Commission” ;On the 29th day
of April 1997 at Arusha in Tanzania, the Heads of State of the said countries after

reviewing the progress made by the Tripartite commission, in the development of closer
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co-operation between the said countries in  the fiscal, monetary, immigration,
infrastructure and service fields and after approving thc liast African Co-operation
Development Strategy for the period 1997 — 2000, directed the 'l‘rjparlite Commission 1o
embark on negotiations for the upgrading of the Agreement cstablishing the Tripatite
Commission into a Treaty; The Founding Nations, the Republic of Uganda, the Republic
of Kenya and the United Republic of Tanzania were subscquently joined on the 1st day
of July 2007 by the Republic of Burundi and the Republic of Rwanda as members of the
East African Community.'”

The East African Treaty establishes that the member countries shall strengthen
their co-operation and resolve to adherc themsclves to the fundamental and opcrational
principles that shall govern the achievement of the objectives set out in the Treaty and the
principles of international law governing relationships between sovereign states.
Furthermore, the said countries, with a view to realizing a fast and balanced regional
development are resolved to creating an enabling cnvironment in all the Partner States in
order to attract investments and allow the private sector and civil society to play a leading
role in the socic-economic development activities through the development of sound
macro-economic and sectoral policies and tl;eir efficient management while taking
cognizance of the developments in the world economy as contained in the Marrakesh
Agreement establishing the World Trade Organization, 1995 referred 1o as “the WTO
Agrecment” and as may be decided by Partner States, the development of technological
capacity for improved productivity. The Treaty paved the way for the creation of various

EAC bodies — the Summit of Heads of State, the Council of Ministers, the Co-ordination

" AL A History, hitp://www_eala. org/index. phpZoplion=com content&view - article&id=258&emid=63
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Committee, Sectoral Committees, the East African I.egislative Assembly, the East
African Court of Justice and the EAC Sccretariat. The East African l.egislative assembly
(EALA), which is the independent, legislative arm of the Community, was formally
inaugurated by the Heads of State of the original three LAC Partners States at its first
sitting in Arusha, Tanzania on the 30th day of November 2001. lion. Abdulrahman 0.
Kinana, an Elected Members from Tanzania, was unanimously elected as the Speaker of
the First Assembly.'”

The obstacles which resulted to the dissolution of the East African Community in
1977 still afflict the new East African Community. Lfforts to moderate the regional body
are underway to prevent dissolution and foster’greater cooperation and trade. However,
implementation is slow in pace as countries debate on which role they would like to take
and how extensive they would want the integration to be. Recgionalism faces such
challenges as countries rarely agree on the roles and degree of integration. In the
European Union, referendums assist in making decisions on the degree of integration of
all the members and in accepling or rejecting new members. In the EAC the organs of the
government play a more central role in making dccisions on the foreign relations and
debating on contentious issues.

After Kenya became a democratic govel:nment, the parliament was able to debate
more on economic integration in the region. Unlike before, the debates were influential in
the signing of the treaty. For example, Dr Mukhisa Kituyi, a then member of the
parliamentary defence and foreign relations select committee described the treaty as

silent on fundamental issues which include regional conflicts and military expeditions.

' * EALA History, hitp://www.eala.orgrindex.php?option=com _content&view=article&id=25&emid=63
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[lis main concern was if one president can unilaterally commit his country in
meaningless wars without consulting, yet such adventurism would have direct

consequences al the regional level. He insisted that Kenya should request for a clear

statement on the principles of pluralism. 110

In as much as there is still debate on the mandate of the I:AC, some progress has
been achieved in increasing the degree of cooperation betwec-n Kenya and Uganda
through the regional body. Kenya and Uganda not only cooperate through trade, but also
socially and culturally. Kenya and Uganda cooperate in ensuring peace in the region.
Although their approaches to peacc might be different, the two countries are always
willing to react to stability in the region cspecially in Somalia, Sudan and f:thiopia.

4.2 Kenya and Uganda’s border dispute

The border between Kenya and Uganda has not only brought the countries
together as neighbors but it has also been the root cause of cor_lﬂict between the two
countries. Sharing of resources and the movement of people, goods and services between
the borders has at times caused friction and unending conflict within the communities
inhabiting the border regions and between the two states. Security and sovereignty has
been a very important element in the foreign policy of Kenya and Uganda.

Addressing diplomats and journalists at state house, Entebbe over the Uganda,
Kenya border violence, Museveni warned thdat Uganda would take appropriate 'self-
defence’ measures if Kenyan security forces did not stop firing at Uganda troops, people
and territory.'”” Uganda saw this as an attack on its borders and this was direct

interference from Kenya. On president Moi's own part on Jamuhuri day, he accused

y "'_ Daily Nation, Monday, January 25" 199, Kituyi Cautions on EA ties p 4
' New vision, Dec 16-1987
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178 Rolations between the two

Uganda of 'interfering' in Kenya's internal affairs
countries did not improve overnight. The tense border situation led to fuel rationming as
Kenya scaled its border.'” Fuel rationing did not only affect Uganda’s economy but also
caused a standstill in the day to day activities in Uganda. Transport was greatly affected
and this was a threat 1o Uganda. On December 15" 1987, Kenya charged that Ugandan
soldiers crossed the border and engaged Kenyan policemen in a gun pattle.'* According
to Rule, Kenya and Uganda animositics has long been shaken by-clashes of personality
and ideology.'®' Kenya’s ideology lcans more to the capitalist states while Uganda was a
great supporter of the communist states. What was projected by the personalities of both
leaders is that they had the ‘big man syndrome’. Both Moi and Museveni wanted to be
the leader in the region and occupy the hegemonic position.

It was not until the two presidents met on December 28, 1987 at Malaba, two
Kilometers inside Kenya, that the two weeks border conflict was resolved.'™ The move
towards warm diplomatic relations was meant to enhance economic development in both
countries. Economy plays an important role in the foreign policy of most African states
as they seek to improve their living standards and enhance growth and development.

The year 1988 had begun on a positive note when the two governments agreed to
establish a buffer zone along their common border near Busia. As a result of the

December skirmishes in 1986, In January 1988, Kenya and Uganda became parties to a

joint communiqué in which cooperation in problems related to the flow of traffic along

' % Daily Nation, Dec 13, 1987, )
¥ New Vision, December 18, 1987
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the common border were settled.'® The joint communiqué was meant to iron out the
tense relationship between Kenya and Uganda. This was a good step towards
reconciliation and cooperation between Kenya and Uganda towcever, peaceful
cocxistence was short-lived.

At about the same time, however, the NRM government alarmed Kenyan officials
by announcing it was considering shipping iml;orts and exports through Dar es Salaam,
Tanzania, rather than Mombasa, Kenya. This would have cost Kenya transit fees and
several hundred jobs in its transport industry, and suspicions of cconomic sabotage began
to sour relations between the two countries. A more serious problem occurred in July
1988, when several Ugandan soldiers attacked fishers at Sumba Island in Kenyan
territory on Lake Victoria. Kenyan security forces responded and inflicted several
casualties. Charges and countercharges were aired through the rest of 1988 There were
also outbreaks of sporadic violence along thn_:: border and accusations that Ugandan
vehicles were being detained or delayed at the Kenyan border points near Nakuru and
Eldoret. Despite some progress toward peaceful negotiations, the hopeful atmosphere was
disturbed on March 2, 1989, when some 300 armed forces, believed to be Ugandans
intent on stealing cattle, killed a Kenyan army officer in Kenya's West Pokot District.
Kenyan security forces responded, killing seventy-two of the alleged cattle rustlers, by
their count. Five days later, the Kenyan government claimed that a military aircraft from
Uganda had dropped two bombs near a police post near Oropoi. According to the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), thc bombs killed five people and

injured seven others. The Ugandan government denied complicity in the attack and

""" Abisaab, the concept of international organization, UNESCOQ, 1982 p 25
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suggested that the aircraft had originated in Sudan, a report that appeared to be confirmed
by independent observers. Ugandan minister of foreign affairs Tarsis Kabwegycre then
sought mediation.'® The threat to export and import through Dar cs Salaam was in
essence meant to give Kenya a warning. Uganda wanted to portray that they can use other
routes for trade. As much as this threat was taken scriously, it is cvident that it is too
costly for Uganda to use the Dar es Salaam route. Cattle rustling are a continuous
challenge for both governments, as cattle rustlers cross borders to steal cattle from other
communities.

In March 1989, the Kenyan government claimed that a sizeable contingent of
NRA troops had invaded northwest Kenya and that a Ugandan aircraft had bombed a
small town in the same arca. Uganda denied both allegations, pointing out it had no
aircraft capable of carrying out such a raid and that the "soldiers” were probably cattle
rustlers who had carried out raids across the border for years. For its part, the Ugandan
government claimed that the Kenyans were continuing sccretly to assist rebels infiltrating
eastern Uganda, and tensions remained high thrrough mid-1990. Both leaders expressed
their willingness to improve relations, however, and in mid-August 1990, Museveni and
Moi met and agreed to cooperate in ending their longstanding animosity. 183

The border disputes between Kenya and Uganda are mainly caused by the
resources shared by both countries, the main resource being I.ake Victoria. Cattle rustlers
have incited border disputes as castle raiders from both sides infiltrate the community
with intentions to stcal cattle. Pastoral communitics in both countries cross the border

regularly in such of pastures and this exposes them to raids by cattle rustlers. Both

'™ Rule Sheila, Kerrya Charges Uganda Raid. Deeperung Crisis 1n Relations, itp; 'www.nytimes.com 19871215 world/kenya-
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Kenyan and Ugandan governments have implemented mecthods of preventing cattle
rustling. Tensions regarding L.ake Victoria arc intermittent and both governments have
implemented some programs to cnsure coopcration between the two countrics. However,
both political regimes viewed territorial integrity as a very important tool in their foreign
policy. This meant guarding ones natural resources from other countries. When natural
resources are utilized efficiently, then they can be determinants of a countries foreign
policy and an effective bargaining tool.

4.3 Harboring dissidents in Kenya and Uganda

When Kampala NRA (National Resistance Army) took power in Jan 1986, Moi
accepted the fact and offered full cooperation to the new Uganda president Yoweri
Museveni.'®® Morcover Kenya authorities became anxious that continued unrest in
Uganda could provide a source of arms for "Mwakenya” supportiers in Kenya.'®’
Mwakenya was an opposition group in Kenya which was accused of trying to topple the
Moi regime. Kenya and Uganda accused one another of harboring dissidents and this was
rarely proven by both regimes.

A Ugandan national teaching as an expatriate in Kenya (Kisii) died in a police
custody in 1987. The Kenya police alleged that he was performing intelligence activities
for the Uganda national resistance movement.'® At least 500 Ugandans were among
numbers of foreigners to be detained in March 1986 following a speech made by
President Moi, assailing ‘illegal aliens' who were creating unrest in Kenya, this allegation
was not substantial. In Dec 1987, president Moi and Museveni agreed to withdraw troops

from either side of the border and to allow the resumption of normal traffic. In July 1988

'* Africa south of Sahara, 1988 p 570-571
""" Ibid p 572
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however, tensions along the fronticr were renewed when Uganda accused Kenya of

1849

complicity in smuggling weapons to a rebel group in northern Uganda. ™ President Moi

also regarded Museveni's government as left-wing and likely to make alliances with
radical states, which Kenya shunned. A ycar later, Moi accu_sed the Ugandans of
permitting Kenyan dissidents to arrange for guerrilla training by Libya."”" Moi and
Muscveni blamed most of the internal tension in their countries to dissidents from other
countries. This denial attitude was a leadership style meant to shift attention from the
problems in ones country and shift the attention of citizens to the “aliens’ issue’.

As far as Uganda was concerned, far from harboring any Kenya dissidents on its
territory, it felt aggrieved that it was Kenya which had become the haven of many
Ugandan dissidents actively engaged in destabilizing and undermining the NRM
government. Periodic high level talks aimed at soothing ruffled tempers and reducc
tension between the two countries were followed by brief pcriods of respite and calm in
an otherwise troubled atmosphere.'”’ Apart from internal pressure to reduce the tension,
the international community through the representative ambassadors was also involved in
calls for resolution.

Kenya on its part has frequently since 1986 claimed that Uganda is in collusion
with Libya, it is harboring Kenyan dissidents whose intentions is to overthrow by force
the Nyayo government.'”” These allegations and counter-allegation contributed to an

atmosphere of distrust between the two countries. As a result in December 1986 the two

countries security forces engage in armed skirmishes along their common border at

" Toid p121-123
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Busia.'” In 1989 when an unidentified aircraft bombed Lokichoggio, Kenya pointed

accusing fingers at Uganda and Libya.'™

Moi also has long been suspicious of lefi-
leaning Ugandan President Yoweri Museveni.'s links with Libyan lcader Muammar
(Gadafi. Allcgations that Libyan troops have been supporting Museveni's forces in battles
against anti-government rcbels in northern and eastern Uganda were rife in the Kenyan
government.'””

President Moi also alleged that 200 or so Kenyan children had been taken to
L.ibya, for military training through Uganda where they were issued passports.'%
President Moi grew increasingly concerned about subversive activity in his country. He
cracked down on a clandestine internal group; Mwakenya, that he says is Communist
inspired, and he worried that Libya may use Ugandan territory to destabilize Kenya.'”’
The era of the cold war saw capitalism and communism fighting for territorial
establishment in the African continent. Kenya was a capitalist stat; while Uganda leaned
more to the communist countries. This fear probably diminished, however, following
Libya's June 1992 termination of its military relationship with Uganda.'”* But the damage
had already down in fostering an era of suspicion between the two countries. Communist
ideology has different policies from the capitalist ideology. The ideologies differ in terms

of economic policies and social life. Countrics with different ideologies have difficulties

in agreeing on something because they tend to differ on the approach and even on the

implementation.
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Both President Moi and Museveni accused foreign dissidents and blamed them
for any instability or tension in their countries. This lcadership style of manipulation was
meant to convince the citizens in their countries that the problems they were going
through were not the result of their fellow citizens, T herefore they should continue
having confidence in the ruling regime. The accusations and counter-accusations by
Kenya and Uganda showed how vulnerable both countriecs were to the domestic politics
in the neighboring states. The accusations were a manifestation of the stability of the
country both internally and externally in the world system.

4.4 Economic integration and the differences in economic policies

According to Holsti, just as modern nations are politically and economically
independent, so do they rely upon each other for resources and commodities which
enable them to develop and sustain viable cconomics.'”” After collapse of EAC, Kenya
made a concerted effort to increase trade with countries of northern corridor- including

Uganda.?™ 1

‘he Presidents of Kenya and Uganda reaffirmed their commitment to regional
economic cooperation and the coordination of energy and transport policies. The Kenyan
President, Daniel arap Moi, said during his visit to Kampala that he believed Uganda,
Kenya and Tanzania would achieve greater development by forming what he called a
single cconomic unit. He said the three countrics should make regional peace, the

eradication of poverty and the provision of education their top priorities. The Ugandan

President, Yoweri Museveni, said that during President Moi's visit, they would have an
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opportunity to discuss issues including the exploitation of Uganda's energy resources and
the balance of trade between the two states. "'

The different economic policies adopted by the East African countries
contributed to the collapse of the East African Community. The collapse of East African
community in 1977, and the closure of thc border at one time with Tanzania, at other
times with Uganda, barred Kenya's industrial products from next-door markets.?%?
However both Kenya and Uganda have made reforms in their trade policies to ensure
harmony in the region. As EAC, the region is competing with other regional
organizations in Africa. Both countries have made efforts in introducing sound trade
policies.

In Kenya, the 1986 sessional paper on economic management for viewed growth
therefore called for export growth of at least 5 percent a year. It also urged for

diversification of exports and targeted concentration on Kenya's three largest exports,

coffee, tea and petroleum products (re-export to other parts of eastern Africa, plus

tourism as the main means of export expansion).*”

In its first year in office, the NRM government attempted to reduce the cost of
transporting its coffee to the Kenyan port of Mombasa by shifting from private Kenyan
trucking companies, thought to have connections with Kenyan government figures, to rail
delivery. It also announced plans to shift some of its other trade from Kenyan to
Tanzanian routes. The Kenyan government and its press reacted strongly by castigating

Uganda, disrupting supplies and telephone service and unilaterally closing the border on

" Wednesday. 20 May, 1998, 13:46 GMT 14:46 UK Kenyan, Ugandan Presidents committed to economic cooperation
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several occasions. In response, in the middle of 1987 Uganda closed down its supply of
clectricity to Kenya and suspended all coffee shipments through Kenya. In mid-
December 1987, there was [iring across the border and it appeared that the two countries
might go to war. The two high commissioners were harassed and expelled. The two
presidents met in the border town of Malaba two weeks later. They reopcned the border,
pulled their troops back from it, and agrced' to ship coffec to Mombasa on Kcnya
Railways, but similar hostile threats and actions occurred intermittently over the next
several years. Both leaders expressed their willingness to improve relations, however, and
in mid-August 1990, Museveni and Moi met and agreed to cooperate in ending their
longstanding animosity.>%*

Both Kenya and Uganda depend on cach other for trade. This symbiotic
relationship of dependency has been exacerbated by Uganda being landlocked. Ugandan
coffee is transported over Kenyan roads to the Indian Ocean port of Mombasa, and
imported goods such as gasoline reach Uganda ihrough Kenya. This means that Kenya is
Uganda’s economic lifelinc. The state and nature of the economy is instrumental in
determining the power structure in the intcrnational system. Often; wecak cconomies have
been pushed to the periphery. Economic power thus determines whether a country is a
regional hegemony or not. Without any strong economic base at home, none of them
could really afford to pursue really vigorous or adventurous policies abroad.

However, in establishing ones country as an cconomic power house, capitalistic
policies will be implemented which might infringe on the policies of other countries. This

results to competition between states and more often than not there will be tension

between the two states.

-
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4.5 Diplomats role in shaping foreign policy in Kenya and Uganda

The Vienna convention on diplomatic relations clcarly pos_tulates how diplomatic
agents should be treated by the receiving state. Diplomats need to be treated with outmost
respect by the receiving state. This has not been the case in most countries as diplomats
arc expelled from time to time.

On December 19, 1987 the government of Kenya expclled Uganda's top two
diplomats, capping months of mounting tension between the two governments and a
week of border skirmishes. In a related move, Kenya closed the Libyan Embassy after
accusing it of "gross interference" in Kenya's internal affairs. Ktznyan President Daniel
Arap Moi has repeatedly accused Uganda and Libya of plotting against his pro-Western
government. In May 1987, Kenya cxpelled six Libyan diplomats, including the charge
d'affaires, for alleged spying.’”* A flurry of high-level communications succeeded in
ending these incidents. Autocratic leaders and autocratic political system is not open to
criticism from its citizens and also from foreign countries. Diplomats bear the brunt of
tense relations between the receiving state and the sending state. Therefore diplomats
need to be cautious when making comments about the receiving state. A wrong remark
might cause tension between two countries. However, it is important that they reflect the
position of their country. When the position of a diplomat’s country is not the position
taken by the receiving state, then the approach by the diplomat should be a wise approach
to prevent the diplomat from being becoming a persona non grata.

In 1990, personal diplomacy by the two heads of states is what brought peace to

the rising tension between Kenya and Uganda. Relations improved after the two leaders
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met in August and agreed to restore full diploma-nic ties and to strengthen border security.
However, by year's end, the two countries again were at loggerheads, in part because of
Kenyan press allegations that Uganda intended "to establish a Pax Uganda over central
and castern Africa."?“ The leadership style of president Moi and Museveni favored
personal diplomacy especially in cementing trade ties with other countries. Both leaders
were actively involved in visiting cach other and other countries to establish their
seriousness on a diplomatic issue. However, at times personal diplomacy might be
understood as a way of one leader to gauge the other leader in a certain matter.

Kenya and Uganda have had their sharc of diplomatic row during 1986-2000.
Kenya has accused the Ugandan army of everything from spying to abducting Kenyans to
cattle rustling on the border, over which more than 2,000 Ugandans have crossed to
escape internal fighting in their country. However, Museveni said his troops were
stationed on the border to ensure that Ugandan rebels did not attack his country from
Kenya. His remarks, made through the Ugandan High Commission in Nairobi attributed
to the high commissioner, Charles K. Katungi, apparently triggered the expulsions.
Kenya said that Katungi had heaped “incredible insult on the person of His Excellency
President Daniel Toroitich Arap Moi." Katungi said that allegations of Libyan
involvement on the border were "absolutely ridiculous." He added that his ouster marked
the most serious upset in Kenyan-Ugandan ties since they gained their independence
from Britain in the early 1960s. Katungi's deputy was also expelled, and the Kenyan
Foreign Ministry said that it is recalling the Kenyan ambassador from Kampala. Western

diplomats in Nairobi described the conflict as only the latest in a series of flare-ups
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between the two former British colonies.?” An autocratic ruler does not allow free
expression from citizens and moreover from ambassadors. This mecans that an
ambassador who out rightly condemns the rcceiving state, might bare the brunt of being
expelled. Diplomatic relations resumed and both Kenya and Uganda have established
resident missions in both countries.
4.6 Conclusion

Although conflict between Kenya and Uganda is highlighted more in this chapter,
it does not mean that there was no cooperation by the two states. Cooperation between
the two countries is evident in the development of trade and economy. Aparl from the
skirmishes and gun battles, the two countries have not gone to war with one another and
this is impressive in a continent where territorial disputes has becn the cause of most
inter-state conflicts. This chapter has established that the politic-al system and style of
leadership in a country shapes its reaction to the behavior of another state. The method
adopted to solve a tense situation in an autocratic political system will rely on the
decision of the leader solely. The decision the leader takes will reflect his leadership
style. In a democratic system, the leaders need to consult thc government before a
decision is made. This depends on the degreg of democracy as the last decision still

stands with the head of state.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS
5.1 Conclusions
This chapter will cvaluate the hypothesis devcloped in this study and its
contribution to the study of International Relations and diplomacy~ This chapter will also

give recommendations on the way forward in order for political regimes to have a sound

and effective foreign policy.

Kenya and Uganda’s bilateral rclations were influenced by the prevailing political
system in the country. When both countries had autocratic political systems, the hcads of
state set the tone of the foreign policy. In such a system the foreign policy and diplomatic
relations are formulated and implemented by the president and his advisors. President
Moi and Museveni took centre stage in diplomatic relations. In Kenya after the country
became a multi party system the president’s role was in question. flowevcr, the influence
of the president in diplomatic relations was still dominant. The parliament and the public
were able to influence the foreign policy although the degree of influence is growing as
Kenya becomes a more democratic state.

However in a democratic system depending on the degree of democracy, the
leader will still have great influence on the diplomatic relations. This is because leaders

make decisions in the ministries which they deem as very crucial, for example the foreign

affairs, defence and security ministries.

In terms of the ideology the political systems adopted, these had a great influence
on the diplomatic relations. Since Uganda was pro-communists, Kenya was always

suspicious of the role of Uganda dissidents and vice versa. Internal conflict in Kenya and
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Uganda was at times blamed on external conflict in the ncighboring country. Since NRM
came into power through the military, Kenya was always cautious of the role of the
military in Uganda. A communist state has dilferent characteristics than a capitalist state.
However Uganda did not have all the characteristics of a communist state. Their
communist stance indicated which country and which side during the cold war they
supported and not really the system of government that they have adopted.

Since both Kenya and Uganda had different political systems, then both countries
viewed each other suspiciously and this might not have been the case if they both had the
same political systems. The political systems that Kenya and Uganda adopted affected
the style of leadership and the public opinion. In an autocratic system the leaders
practices personal rule and is not open to public opinion. lHowever in a democratic
system, the leader is more open to public opinion and the respect of institutions.

A no party and a one party system have the same underpinnings as the leader and
the ruling elite establish which way to go when it comes to diplomatic relations. Such
political systems are structured in a way that only a few have a say in majority of the
decisions in a country. Others who try 1o influence and change their decisions are deemed
as the opposition and are dealt with. As much as the political systems had an influence,
the influence was not that great and could only be seen when it comes to public opinion
in the country.

The prevailing style of leadership in. Kenya and Uganda had a distinctive
influence on diplomatic relations. The influence of the leader was more dominant than
the influence of the political system and the influence of the public opinion. Both

president Moi and Museveni were autocratic leaders who practiced personal rule. They
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wanted to take the centre stage in foreign policy and in the running of their countries. As
far as appointing ambassadors, both leaders took this as their prerogative and appointed
ambassadors without consulting with parliament. This was scen a move to reward their
political supporters. Through personal diplomacy and summit diplomacy both leaders
were able to participate in diplomatic relations. .

Leadership had a stronger influence on diplomatic relations as the final decision is
the lcaders. The president is the custodian of foreign policy and he_speaks for his country.
However, these powers can be misused and this can lcad to the down fall of a country.
When the leader’s personal interest are translated to the national interest then formulation
of foreign policy will be distorted. Although it is important to note that other factors do
influence the leader’s role in a country. Personal undcrstanding, personal experience,
sense of mission and idiosyncrasies of the leader contribute to the forcign policy making
process.

Every decision a leader makes is influenced by one thing or another, the rules and
the laws set out in the constitution should be able to limit the leader’s decision in the right
direction. Sincc the constitution of Kenya and Uganda give the president unlimited
power, then the president can use this power to his benefit. This can work for the country
and sometimes against the country. The president’s advisors are also influenced by
personal understanding, personal experience, sense of mission and idiosyncrasies. The
minister of foreign affairs and ambassadors are also influenced by thesc variables. The
ambassador is the representative of the country i.n the receiving state and therefore should
reflect the interest of the political regime. This puts the ambassador in a difficult situation

as the ambassador has to ignore his values and beliefs and project the values and beliefs
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of the ruling regime. The diplomacy practiced is purely the diplomacy of the regime. An
ambassador who is seen to project his own vicws might be recalled or given a warning by
the sending state. Most of the time ambassadors are changed when a new regime comes
into power. This might be because the new regime is not so sure of the allegiance of the
ambassador.

The foreign ministry in such a political regime is always subordinate to the leader.
There is no room for consultation and negotiation when the leader is autocratic. The
ministry of foreign affairs needs to feel confident in its work and that its views are
welcomed by the ruling political regime. If the ministry of foreign affairs feels that its
contribution is not needed, then job satisfaction will be low and this will affect their
work. Since the employees of the ministry of foreign affairs are well educated, they need
to fecl that their skills are being used to make important decisions in the country.

Long term foreign policy planning and strategies are not adopted as the foreign
affairs experts can make the long term foreign policy plans but the leader will not
implement them. When the political regime changes, then the foreign policy will change.
l.ong term foreign policy planning ensures that the country knows its goal in foreign
affairs and the strategies to be implemented in order to reach the goals.

An autocratic leader will change the foreign policy of a country when it suits him
and his ruling elite. A good example is the trade policies which favor the ruling elite in a
country while they disadvantage the middle class and the poor. This is a political plan by

the leader to ensure that his ruling elite are satisfied and therefore will support him

financially especially during elections.
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Long term plans show how scrious a country is in its forcign policies. This
ensures continuity in the foreign policy of a country. When a new regime comes to
power, the laid down plans will be adopted. This was not the casc for Uganda and Kenya.

Foreign policy decision making is intrinsically political. This holds that
government leaders and decision makers routinely monitor domestic political conditions
and incorporate them into their foreign policy calculations. l.eaders/decision makers
balance their perceived national intcrest with their expectations about domestic political
constraints. This is seen by the way leaders can blame other states for their domestic
problems.

Foreign policy decision making includes complex decision making where
multiple actors such as exccutive, burcaucracies, scparate institutions such as legislative
or a politicized military, and non-governmental actors arc cssential to the sustained
implementation of the decision.

Good leadership translates to good foreign policy decision making and sound
diplomatic relations between and among states. [.eadership should portray the interests of
the country and not the interest of the leader. However it is hard to separate the interests
of the leader in the implementation of diplomacy because a leader’s decisions are
affected by his idiosyncrasies.

Public opinion had a slight influence on diplomatic relations. In an autocratic
system, the public opinion is suppressed and therefore does not have any influence. The
public opinion in an autocratic system is secn as the opposition group which is not
tolerated in such a system. In Kenya during the ascent of democracy, public opinion

slightly developed. In a democracy the regime riceds to listen to the public opinion as the
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electorate will vote for the regime at the end of its term. This is what makes the regime
listen to the views of the citizen. But this is not certain as elections can be rigged by the
ruling regime making the opinions and views of the public unimportant.

When a group is affected by a cenain foreign policy, they will want to influence
that particular foreign policy. The civil sociely in a democratic system is always
interested in the foreign relations of the state and other states. Multi national co
operations are also involved in the politics of the prevailing political regime. Kenya and
Uganda do not only share a border but the also share different communities and tribes.
This means that communities somctimes will plut the interest of their kin {irst no matter
where they are located.

In a democracy, the citizens know that they can influence the decision of another
country and therefore will pressure the government to make a certain decision. 1n the 21"
century, this can be done by street protest, riots, blogging on the internet and even
through famous citizens like actors and musicians. By doing this the citizens can gain
support from nongovernmental organizations and other arcnas.

Interest groups and the civil society p!ay an important role in public opinion.
Interest groups can cncourage the citizens to join them in influencing the foreign policy
of a country. Civil socicty bodics, for example the human rights bodies will always
advocate for the rights of people and this means going against the decision of their
leaders whenever possible.

The media was also an important tool in influencing foreign policies. Through
reporting and airing of news, then policies will be viewed differently. Diplomacy is

implemented by using different methods and tools of diplomacy. Propaganda is one such
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tool. Kenya and Uganda used the media as a tool 10 generale a certain outcome o either
destabilize the other country or to emanate some perceived outcome. Somctimes
propaganda is also used to shift attention from a certain issue especially an internal issue.

The public in democratic states voice their opinion more when it comes to foreign
policy issucs as they fecl that they can influcnce a certain decision As both Kenya and

Uganda become more democratic, the public will try and influence diplomatic relations

more and more
5.2 Recommendations

The sdapiisn of 2 wail and sce foreign policy shows the lack of planning on the
side of a country’s political regime. It also puts into question the role of the ministry of
foreign affairs and its independence. Political regimes come and go but foreign policy
lasts as long as states continue to exist. Therefore states need to adopt a political regime
that will ensure the foreign policy is a process which is well planned and forecasted no
matier which regime comes into power.

Institutions should be strong enough to implement and plan on future policies
which increase the country’s power and strengthcen the country’s position. This should
not result into tension with neighboring countries; the policies should be harmonized to
enable both the country and its allies or neighbo;’s to bencfit from integration policies.

Since lcaders are the custodian of foreign policy, we can not entirely trust the
leader as the leader’s interest might not be the interest of the country. Power is said to
corrupt and giving the leader excessive power will result in the usurping of power by the
leader. This will in turn affect the economy and the development of the country. The

establishment of effective institutions will ensure that the leader’s powers are checked.
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The political system adopted by a country should be open enough to allow
consultation with other organs of the government and the influence of the public but also
closed cnough to ensure that decisions which nced urgency c g. decisions to go to war,
can be made without too much consultation to cause loss of life and casualties. This
means a balance between the two in order for a country to have an cffective foreign
policy. Diplomatic relations should not only be the preserve of the president but also
other actors should bec involved. This ministry ofl foreign affairs should be able to
implement the foreign policy of the country with confidence and pride.

The appointment of ambassadors should be transparent and effective. If not then
the conflict between the technocrats and the politicians will always exist. [.eaders and the
leadership need to understand that as much as‘they are the leaders of the country, they
should permit the foreign ministers and diplomatic agents to do their work without
fecling intimidated. The diplomatic agents should advice the leadership and enable them
make the most effective decisions. The leader needs to consult with the ministry of
foreign affairs and the diplomatic agents as they are well suited to give out the best
decision when it comes to a certain situation. This means that separating the domestic
political issues and appointment of ambassadors is important if a lcader wants to be
transparent. Parliament should be able to scrutinize ambassadors before they are
appointed.

The ambassadors and diplomatic mission should feel that their skills are being
utilized efficiently and that they play a decisive role in forcign relations. Political regimes
should have confidence in the ambassadors chosen by other regimes. This can only work

if ambassadors are chosen because of their skills. Changing ambassadors when a new
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regime comes to power shows lack of confidence and rewarding of supporters.
Ambassadors should be skilled in foreign relations and diplomacy to ensure a strong

force of skills and workmanship in the foreign ministry.
Proper planning on the short, medium and long term foreign policy goals is very

important. This will ensure that a country’s national intercst are always salc guarded.

[.eaders who take the centre stage in their foreign policy are at times seen advocating for

their personal needs and not the nceds and interest of the country. A leader should follow

the blue print on foreign policy and only go against it after consulting with other actors in

foreign policy. It is true that foreign policy decisions might change due to a certain

situation, but the framework for decision making should be followed.

The parliament should be allowed to debate matters of foreign relations including

erstands the importance of

ratifying a treaty. However, it is important that parliament und

ortant session on foreign

foreign policy decisions. Parliament should not turn an imp

policy decision making to a party politics debate.

Through the civil society, political leaders and the citizens, it is important that

public opinion in diplomatic relations s allowed. However public opinion should not
e the leader from making important decisions. This is because at times the public

f decisions made in foreign policy. This may

imped

may not understand fully the implications o

be caused by the lack of knowledge in foreign affairs by the public. The public should be

educated adequately for them to know the implications of foreign policy decisions This

is very important especially when 2 referendum is going to take place on an issue which

is of foreign importancc The countries in the European Union usually vote on
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referendums to make and implement decisions. This means that the citizens of the

country need 1o be well cducated on the implication of forcign policy decisions.
The style of implementation depends on the actors involved in implementing the
policy but the goals of a country need to remain the same. The political regime of a

country is not just there to govern but 1o set objectives and goals which will sale guard

the interest of the citizens.

In conclusion, it is important to not that states compete with cach other to gain

more power in the international system. With more power states can influence other

states and this enables states 10 acquire resources that benefit them. Therefore as much as

the foreign policy of states needs to be sound and cfficient but it should also increase the

bargaining power of a country and enable il to gain more resources for its advantage.
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