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Abstract:

Political economists have long debated the relahgnbetween decentralization and
conflict. There has been little discussion, howgwabout two key aspects of
decentralization: first, to which levels of localbwgrnment power should be
decentralized, and second, on what basis new datieatl districts should be
created. In order to understand the relationshepvéen these two aspects of
decentralization and conflict | investigate here ttase of Uganda, where President
Yoweri Museveni and his National Resistance Movem@iRM) government
embarked on a radical decentralization programnoa loming into power in 1986.

| argue here that Uganda’s decentralization programwhile helping to reduce
national-level conflict, has nonetheless repladedith local-level conflict. This
process has taken place in two ways. First, tiieaatration of local power at the
district level has led to struggles over distreadership positions. Second, the huge
expansion in the number of new districts has ledbtal-level conflict by altering
relations between local ethnic groups.

! This paper prepared for presentation at the CRISRference on Decentralization, Federalism and
Conflict, Department of International Developmedtiversity of Oxford. | thank Donald Horowitz,
John McGarry, Raufu Mustapha, conference parti¢gpand an anonymous referee for suggestions; all
errors, however, are my own.



1. Introduction

Despite a burgeoning literature on decentralizaéioda conflict, there has been
no consensus among political economists about eéladianship between these two
phenomena. Bardhan (2005: 105), for instance,shggested that decentralization
may be a way to ‘diffuse social and political tems and ensure local cultural and
political autonomy.” However, Brancati (2006) aeguthat, while decentralization
may increase political participation, it may alseceurage a growth in regional and
ethnic political parties, and thereby lead to mooeflict rather than less. Treisman
(2007) differs again, arguing that generalizing wbohe relationship between
decentralization and conflict is impossible.

This debate has largely been conducted about hawwdrat functions of
government should be decentralized to the locatllav order to alleviate conflict.
There has been little discussion, however, aboatkey aspects of decentralization:
first, to which levels of local government poweosld be decentralized, and second,
on what basis new decentralized political unitsusthde created. In the first instance
this topic is especially important to countrieslidganda which have a large number
of layers of local government similar in structurélnlike countries like the U.S.,
India or Nigeria with federal systems, where statesvastly different in design from
village-level local governments, Uganda’s decersiasion program has been well
designed to diffuse power across different levélbcal government. Yet there has
been precious little analysis of the nature of daedization on local-level conflict
across these levels. In the second case, couhkgekligeria and Uganda have seen
an explosion in the number of federal states asttichis, respectively, as a means to
build up patrimonial support among local eliteshaeitt any concomitant research into
what effect this process has had on local- anenatilevel conflict.

Thus | investigate here the case of Uganda, whesgid&nt Yoweri Museveni
and his National Resistance Movement (NRM) govemtnegnbarked on a radical
decentralization programme upon coming into powar 1986. Uganda’s
decentralization program has drawn large amoungsai$e from donors and scholars
alike; Francis and James (2003: 325), for instahaee called it ‘one of the most far-
reaching local government reform programs in theetbgping world.” Yet | argue
here that Uganda’'s decentralization programme, evhélping to reduce national-
level conflict, has nonetheless replaced it wittaldevel conflict. This process has
taken place in two ways. First, the concentrabbiocal power at the district level
rather than its diffusion across all five levelsl@tal government has led to struggles
over district leadership positions. Second, thgehexpansion in the number of new
districts has led to local-level conflicts in bdtte fight to create new districts and the
way district creation has empowered local extresnist

This paper is structured as follows. First, | gien overview of
decentralization in Uganda. Second, | examinerthe of both the concentration of
power at the district level as well as the incnegsiumber of districts in Uganda as
causal factors in conflict. Third and finally, dreclude with some wider thoughts on
decentralization and conflict in countries like dda.

2. An Overview of Decentralization in Uganda, 1986sent

2.1. The Evolution of Decentralization in Uganda8é-present



Prior to 1986 Uganda’s local government system way much controlled
from Kampala, a legacy of Milton Obote’s rule frahe 1960s. After his 1966 coup
Obote centralized control over land at the natiddghnda Land Commission and
granted the central government the right to appailiniajor local government jobs
and dissolve local councils when it saw fit. Idm#’s rule in the 1970s was no
better: he benevolently allowed local electionstha first time in a decade in March
1973, only to appoint to local positions 728 saigliee who were naturally only
accountable to Amin and the Ugandan military leskigr — two months later
(Jgrgensen 1981: 308). With no change under Gbetxond period in power in the
early 1980s, clearly both presidents only saw lgcalernment as merely an extended
arm of the central government.

However, since coming to power in 1986, the NRM imaested much effort
into completely transforming Uganda’s local goveemnsystem. It is difficult to
overstate how much emphasis the NRM put on theesscof its local government
program upon taking power. Indeed, within montifisassuming office Museveni
appointed a Commission of Inquiry into the Localv&mment System: according to
its chairman, Mahmood Mamdani (1997), the Commis&onsidered the RC system
as the kernel of the agrarian revolution broughtui@l Uganda by the NRM.” The
NRM totally altered the formerly top-down local ggmment system by instituting
local democratic control through an increased numnddepopularly elected posts
while also making all citizens mandatory memberghefr local Resistance Councils
(RCs).

The RC system was first implemented in a triaifas early as 1981, when
the NRM and its armed faction the National Resistairmy (NRA) began to
organize ‘clandestine committees’ purely as a méansivilians to provide food and
security for the NRA as it conducted a rebel waaiagt President Obote’s second
government. After securing enough territory the ANRamed these committees
Resistance Councils (RCs) and allowed them to takethe responsibility of
governing villages as well. They did not collextés but rather judged local disputes,
maintained regulations and roads and organized $upgplies; RCs even had some
remit to try and convict NRA soldiers involved iachl crimes (Kasfir 2005: 287-
288).

As the NRM regime became established in 1986 ieaprthe RC system
throughout Uganda. Due to their democratic natR@s were ‘greeted with
enthusiasm,’” winning the ‘confidence of membershefpublic... in most areas of the
country’ (Golooba-Mutebi 1999: 105, 109). At fitbie roles and responsibilities of
the RCs were unclear, with many RC members ingti#llinking that their sole
purpose was to distribute essential products lilgas However, the system became
institutionalized with the 1987 Resistance Counaitgl Committees Statute, which
set up a five-tier structure of local governand@éie RCs were numbered one through
five, with RCI representing the village, RCII tharigh, RCIII the sub-county, RCIV
the county and RCV the district. Each level hacgaecutive committee with a chair,
vice-chair and seven other positions. All Ugandaesidents were by definition
members of their local RCIs, whose elected nineesgmntatives then comprised the
members of the RCIlIs, who elected among themseb@esentatives to send to the
RCIlIs and so on up through to the RCVs. Electifmmgposts would take place every
two years, beginning with the elections of 1987 4889, and RCI meetings took
place on average once a month. The districts a@m@nistered through the executive
councils of the RCVs, the District Administratoegpointed by President Museveni,
and the District Executive Secretary, appointedhgyMinister of Local Government.



The NRM continued to reform and adjust the localegoment system. In
1992 Museveni launched the Local Government Deaksdtion Programme, which
initiated financial decentralization in thirteerstlicts in 1993 and another thirteen the
next year, leading to the devolution of ‘decisioakimg functions on all matters of
local significance’ to the District Revolutionaryoncils (DRCs). While the centre
retained responsibility for ‘security matters, patl planning, defence, immigration,
foreign affairs and national projects..., all othetiaties become the responsibility of
the DRCs’ \V 6/4/1993).

In order to monitor this financial decentralizatidhe NRC passed the Local
Governments (Resistance Council) Act of 1993, whiahsferred power from central
government representatives to the elected memlbehe &RCV. Specifically the Act
replaced the District Administrator's position akacman of the local District
Development Committee — whose job was to coordidatelopment activities in the
district — with the RCV chairman, while making tisstrict Executive Secretary
responsible to the RCV rather than the Ministryotal Government. The Act also
created the Local Government Finance CommissionFQ)G designed to consider
and recommend local government grants to the Rresiavho appoints the LGFC’s
seven members every four years. There are thpess tgf local government grants,
whose titles indicate their functions: unconditipm@nditional and equalization.

Further reforms to the RC system appeared in tH# 1I&nstitution and
subsequent acts of Parliament. The Constitutidhe—country’s first since 1967 —
renamed the RCs as Local Councils (LCs) while afsndating direct popular
elections at all levels of local government. Thec&l Government Act of 1997
increased the powers of the local governments whbilmalizing the distribution of
district revenue to be allocated to the variouslé¢els. For instance, it gave power
over the hiring and firing of all local civil semts — some of whom were previously
appointed by the central government’s Public Serdommission — to the District
Service Commission, whose members are appointethdyDistrict Council. As
regards fiscal matters, power over revenue cotlacivas given to the sub-county, of
which it would retain 42.25%, redistributing 35% ttee district, 3.25% each to the
county and parish, and 16.25% to the villages. Attealso finalized the structure of
equalization grants that are to be given to distneith poor revenue collection per
capita; the government allocated 3.5bn Ush in érptadn grants to 34 districts in
2004/05, up from 2.5bn in 1999/2000 (GovernmentUghnda 2005). Finally, the
1998 Land Act decentralized control over land frilvea Uganda Land Commission in
Kampala to the various District Land Boards anddhacand Committees, with Land
Tribunals at the LCV and LCIII level.

2.2. Analysis of Uganda’s Decentralization Program

As noted, Uganda’s decentralization reforms hawvdrhigh praise from a
variety of scholars such as Furley (2000: 93), winites of the LCs as ‘an important
step in increasing democracy’ in Uganda, or Mamdaf96: 208), who praised the
creation of the LC system as one of ‘enormous 8aamice.” Government rhetoric
about the LC system has also been extremely pesitid has often linked the system
to an increase in national solidarity: the then istier for Foreign Affairs Ibrahim
Mukiibi claimed that one of the purposes of the LWi&s to ‘promote the national
awareness and patriotism in our country,” whileudgMinister Jack Sabiiti claimed
that they are a ‘source of unity’ and ‘fulfill thdeals and wishes of our ancestors’
(NRC Hansard, 24/6/1987: 114; 25/6/1987: 127).



Certainly the most basic positive result of Ugasddécentralization program
has been the way it has helped to prevent any repehe conflicts which wracked
the country in the 1960s, when the Buganda kingdowernment twice attempted to
secede from the country. Indeed, the insipietstal secession from politicians in
northern Uganda dissatisfied with Museveni’'s comdafcthe war with the Lord’s
Resistance Army seem to be more tied with the pialesecession of southern Sudan
than any internal dynamics within Uganda (Mao 2008)milarly, the uniform way in
which decentralization has been implemented adrassvhole country has helped to
counter the accusations of regional bias that extishe national level (Green 2006).
With the sole exception of Kibaale district (asailed below), President Museveni
has not exercised his right to take over the fomatig of district governments, even
as local politicians like Gulu district chairman fdert Mao explicitly oppose
Museveni's policies and mobilize local resourcesiasf the national government.

Yet, as detailed below, the end effect of Ugandasentralization reforms has
been to decentralize conflict to the local levi.order to examine this phenomenon,
| first examine the way decentralization has beencentrated at the district level
before moving on to detail the effect of the cr@atof new districts on local-level
conflict.

3. Concentrated Decentralisation

Uganda’s decentralization reforms were designedive equal amounts of
power to the various levels of the LC system, vai#inticular emphasis on the LCIII.
However, as Wunsch and Ottomoeller (2004: 207) ,notke district is
overwhelmingly the most powerful actor among the fievels of local government.’
This concentrated decentralization has led to aszd levels of local conflict for two
reasons. First, the increased concentration ofuress at the district level has led to
struggles over the district leadership. Second, dbncentration of power at the
district has led the NRM government to maintainrespntatives at the district level,
thereby leading to clashes between national andl Igovernments at the district
level. After sketching out how power has becomeceatrated at the district level, |
examine each of these conflicts in turn.

3.1. The Concentration of Power at the Districtdlev

Due to the failures of local revenue collectiore #bility of districts to attract
central government funds has led to a fiscal comaBon at the LCV level.
According to a LGFC study,

[The] Revenue sources assigned to local governmemslude among others
graduated tax, market dues, property tax, parkees fand permits... In this
arrangement the central government has retaineditfieyielding taxes while
the local governments were left with minor taxeshwpoor yield, difficult to
assess, collect and administer (Government of Ug2002: 4).

Indeed, LCI-LCIV governments are almost completediiant upon local revenue,
most of which until recently came from graduatedspeal tax (GPT). The GPT was

2 In this regard Museveni should be positively casted with the various Prime Ministers of India who
have collectively used ‘President’s Rule’ to takemthe functioning of a federal state over 100e8m
since 1947.



a very regressive tax, with an upper limit of 8@Qa0sh and an ‘extremely arbitrary’
system of assessing household incdmés subsequent unpopularity first led to a
‘reluctance to collect taxes’ on the part of logavernments, which in turn led to a
collection rate of only 60% of adults over 18 (Gawaent of Uganda 2002: 4, 28).
Thus local governments saw their total revenuescotin decrease in nominal terms
from 109bn Ush in 1997/98 to 51bn in 2002/@&A (9/8/2004). As a result of the
GPT’s low turnover and high unpopularity the NRMertually decided to eliminate
it in 2005 to avoid it being a political issue et2006 presidential and parliamentary
elections.

To compensate for decreasing local revenues, th&ategovernment has
subsequently doubled the percentage of total pudskpenditure spent on local
government, from 17% in 1994/95 to 35% in 2001/G2\{ernment of Uganda 2002:
9; Saito 2003: 127). Yet these funds are always first dispersed to district
governments, leading to an inevitable accumulatibwhat money does exist at the
district level. Indeed, as MP Ezati Wadri (Teregoja) noted in 2001, ‘much as the
center is decentralizing the resources and powveetiset districts, the districts seem to
be still clutching to power and the resources... Whell the districts also
reciprocate and be able to decentralize resousrghlprity and power to the lower
levels?’ (Parliament of Uganda Hansard, 3/10/2001).

Furthermore, while the percentage of taxes coliedig the sub-counties
required by law to be given to the district did dleats source, the reverse was not
true: ‘the revenues collected by the districts...eJanever shared with the sub-
counties.” Thus, the LGFC notes, the cash-stragpbecounties do not have enough
funds to send the legally mandated percentageenf tvenues to the other levels of
local government: ‘in some cases villages (LCI) gadishes (LCIl) have received
funds once in three years... The situation is madesevby the fact that higher local
governments (districts and municipalities) do nbtare provide [sic] financial
information to lower local governments’ (GovernmeaftUganda 2002: 24-25, 33-
34).

All the above is compounded by the fact that doniorsheir attempt to fund
Uganda’s decentralization program, often bypassctmral government in order to
give money directly to district governments — buit to any lower-level units.
Indeed, donors have agreed to divide their conagotr in Uganda according to
district, with Austria focusing on Kisoro districBelgium on Kasese district,
Denmark on Rakai district, Ireland on Kibaale, Kjaoand Kumi districts, and the
Netherlands on Arua, Katakwi, Lira, Moyo, Nebbi,r&band Yumbe districts. The
result of this focus on the district level is aree\arger build-up of assets at the LCV
level (Interview with Martin Kabuye, Kiboga, 15/2001).

Various studies have confirmed this concentratibfuiods at the district level.
For instance, a Ministry of Local Government sureéynine districts in 2002 noted
that ‘there is hardly any officer in charge of edtign in all the sub-counties visited...
This is because this function is entirely beingfgrened by the district.” The same
applied to health services: ‘at the sub-county llelvealth services are almost entirely

3 A person with an income of 32,000 Ush paid a GRfE of 9.4% while people with incomes of

330,000 and 1.5m Ush only paid 5.7% and 5.3%, atisedy (Livingstone and Charlton 1998: 504-

505).

* This increase has largely come in the form of 2Beavailable conditional grants under the Poverty
Action Fund (PAF), 71% of which is transferred ¢xdl governments. From 1998 to 2001 the PAF
doubled as a percentage of the central governmbutiget, jumping from 17% to 34% (Government
of Uganda 2002: 63).



being performed by the higher local government’his field work in three districts
in 1999 and 2000, Saito (2003: 138) came to simi@nclusions, arguing that
‘disbursements of funds are often hindered by tppeu levels of the LC system,
particularly by districts for their administrativeosts, and the full amount rarely
reaches lower LCs for the intended local develognaetivities.” Similarly, Jones
(2008) notes the way the Kumi district governmeneastern Uganda has almost no
presence at the sub-county or below except indima bf village courts.

3.2. Conflicts over District Leadership

The result of this concentration of resources & thstrict level is the
increased importance of the position of LCV Chaimm#®ne need no better example
of this phenomenon than the decision of Norbert MaoMP for Gulu Municipality
since 1996, to resign from Parliament in 2006 amdinstead for the position of Gulu
District Chairman. After winning the election haimed that he was ‘tired of being a
commentator in Kampala: in local government, yaiarcharge. In fact | wish | had
gone there earlier (Mao 2006).

Yet the increased importance and power of the L&Mrenan has also led to a
concomitant rise in conflict over the position, axla result elections for LCV Chair,
held every five years, are very often fraught a$faregularly drawing more ire and
attention than elections for Parliament. A primiaraple was the 2002 LCV election
in Kibaale, a district in western Uganda. A didtivhich was traditionally populated
by members of the Banyoro ethnic group, there hehliwo resettlement schemes in
the 1970s and 1990s that brought over Bakiga frben Highly-populated area of
Kigezi in south-western Uganda. The result of ¢heshemes, however, was to
increase the percentage of Bakiga in the distocbier 50% to the point where
Robert Kakooza, a Mukigawas elected as MP for Buyaga county in 1996; Kakoo
was, however, replaced by Ignatius Musisira, a Muoyin the subsequent 2001
election.

While the 1996 parliamentary election was a peadadfair, the same cannot
be said for the 2002 LCV election. In preparation the election, between the
incumbent Munyoro Sebastian Ssekitolekko and th&ify¢uFred Ruremera, a local
xenophobic Banyoro group launched a campaign ofence that included hate
speech on local radio. Violence inevitably broke after the election, with several
Bakiga murdered by Banyoro extremists and many nimmg threatened with
expulsion from the district, leading to the depl@&mnhof anti-riot police. President
Museveni responded with his first-ever — and soofdly — use of clause 202 of the
1995 Constitution of Uganda, which allows him t&eaver the rule of a district in
exceptional circumstances, thereby negating Rur@sefection. Indeed, rather than
reprimand the local extremists who stoked up thelemce, Museveni replaced
Ruremera with George Namyaka, a native Munyoraograter to calm the situation
(Green 2007).

Another example comes from neighbouring Kibogaridist Local MP and
Minister of State for Defence Ruth Nankabirwa ia&sred in the 2002 LCV election,
accusing the incumbent Siraje Kizito of embezzlmgre than 200m Ush, and then
later claimed that Kizito's subsequent re-electimas only due to the illegal
importation of voters from outside Kiboga. In ésequent trial in Kampala, losing

® Mukiga is the singular form for Bakiga; a similae applies to other Bantu ethnic groups like the
Baganda, Banyankole and Banyoro.



LCV candidate Edward Katumba accused Kizito, a Musbf giving and promising
piglets to voters in return for votes and accudesl EC of failing to update the
district’s voters register; as a result, the Highu@ declared the LCV seat vacant and
called for another election in July 2002. The mraittas eventually resolved when the
Court of Appeal upheld the election in a unanimalegision, claiming that the
electoral irregularities were not large enoughftect the result.

LCV elections are regularly challenged in courpezsally on the charge that
candidates do not hold any A-levels, the academignmum for holding the district
chairmanship. As with parliamentary seat electiovisch have also been challenged
due to lack of academic qualifications, oppositmandidates and supporters have
used the courts to challenge candidates they wengqouisly unable to defeat at the
polls. Most recently, the LCV Chairperson of Budutistrict in eastern Uganda had
his 2006 election nullified by the Ugandan High @after failing to present official
A-level papers, while in 2002 the Electoral Comnaissdisqualified three LCV
chairperson candidates in Kamuli, Mayuge and Mukahstricts for lack of
gualifications. In Masaka district in southern dda the losing candidate in the 2002
LCV elections, former MP Shannon Kakungulu, sueglinner, Vincent Ssempijja,
for failing to hold the proper qualifications. Aft intervention in the case from
President Museveni, NRM Vice-Chairman Moses Kigoragml Minister of Local
Government Jabieri Bidandi-Ssali, Kakungulu dropplee suit, only to have the
charge against Ssempijja resurface in the 200Gi@hsc In Kiboga district, in 1998
the High Court ruled that the winner of the LCV @heanship election did not have
the proper academic qualifications to run for tbetpforcing a new election. The by-
elections held for the post in January 1999, weuwdlified by the Electoral
Commission (EC) for various electoral malpracticesluding the arrest of seven
electoral officers, one of whom was accused ofngptnore than one hundred times.
In the end the aforementioned Siraje Kizito won dhection after only around ¥4 of
the electorate voted: the MP Nathias Sewankambbo@éd East) blamed the low
turnout on people’s fear of being arrested by tlhedneds of EC officials and
volunteers supervising the election.

3.3. National-Local Conflict

The second reason why power has been concentratibe district level is
because of the NRM’s interest in maintaining poweer local politics. This is not
atypical of the experience of decentralization iheo African countries like Kenya,
Nigeria and Zimbabwe, whose governing parties haiwaultaneously pursued
decentralization while also seeking to extend thelitical power into the countryside
in order to win elections (Crook 2003). Indeed,abda’s existence as a ‘no-party’
state until 2005 meant that the NRM was able tergkitself into countryside through
official state control. Perhaps the most obvioxsneple of this phenomenon was the
passing of the Movement Act in 1997, which estalgitsan NRM committee at each
level of local government whose members are eldojethe next-lowest levél. In
doing so it also made all LC council members frame willage to the district
automatically members of the NRM, leading to bend®e many Ugandans as ‘a ploy
by the Movement to turn the five-tiered [LC] systémo branches of the movement’

® In other words, it uses the same indirect votiystem by which the RC committees above the village
level were elected prior to the 1995 constitution.



(Tripp 2004: 17). Despite a transition to a mphirty system in 2005, the Movement
Act still remained on the books for the 2006 LCcéitens’

However, these local NRM committees are largely-fumctional except
during election time. On a day-to-day basis thatre¢ government only has
representatives at the district level, specificalty the two posts of the Chief
Administrative Officer (formerly District ExecutivéSecretary) and the Resident
District Commissioner (formerly District Administa). Inevitably the attempts of
the central government to wield power through thesepositions has led to conflict
with the district governments, as detailed below.

As chief technocrat in the district, the Chief Adisirative Officer (CAQ) is
one of the most powerful positions in local goveemtn The Local Government Acts
of 1993 and 1997 gave local District Service Consiniss the power to appoint their
CAOs, who were thenceforth responsible to the |&€&Y. Yet these Acts did not
prevent the Ministry of Local Government from intening in the appointment and
firing of CAOs due to its fiscal control over caatgovernment grants. One such
incident occurred in June 2003, when the Ministuy aff funding for seven districts
until the LCVs had removed their CAOs, while in A@004 the Ministry Permanent
Secretary Vincent Ssekono told the Tororo LCV ahan that, if he did not sack the
district CAO, Ssekono ‘would advise the ministry d&finance to suspend
unconditional grants to the districti(14/6/2003M 25/4/2004).

More recently, in the same Constitutional (Amendtpdill that removed
presidential term limits in 2005, the Ugandan gaweent recentralized the role of the
CAO. Specifically, it withdrew powers of appointntefrom the District Service
Commission and re-allocated them to the Public iSer€ommission in Kampala.
While the government claimed that this change weaessary as a means to remove
corrupt CAOs, ARD (2005: 40) has correctly notedtthhe idea that central
government transfers to local governments are navralled by central government
appointees ‘cuts at the very heart of the decenatadn reform.’

The second central government representative, tlesidBnt District
Commissioner (RDC), is appointed by and responsibléhe President and co-
ordinates future planning through the District Depenent Committee as well as
monitoring and overseeing local government progranmse generally (Interview
with Protaz Tigurihwayo, Masaka, 13/12/2081)ndeed, the strategy of the NRM in
moving RDCs around the country like foreign diplasjavith only a couple of years
at their post before assuming a new position, heesemted the RDCs from
identifying with local concerns against those o ttentral government. This was
quite obvious in the case of Protaz Tigurihwaye, RDC for Masaka when | visited
in December 2001 and a Munyankole from Bushenyridisvho had never before
served as RDC. Tigurihwayo’'s main complaint abibwt local government system
was that his hands were tied by both the LCV cleagpn, whom he claimed had too
much power, and by LCV technocrats, whom he claisteslld be appointed by the
central government rather than by the District #enCommission (Interview with
Protaz Tigurihwayo, Masaka, 13/12/2001). Tigurigw/a dislike for local
government staff could explain why the Masaka LCkeaitive council voted
unanimously in favour of his transfer on Decemlf&r2003; he was moved back out

" More recently the Ugandan Constitutional Coureduthat the 2006 LC elections were illegal under
the new multi-party system; as a result the Padiatnpassed a law in February 2008 allowing for a
new set of local elections across the country.

8 Tigurihwayo also noted that his job involved ‘madgisure the President’s name is not damaged.’
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west to Ntungamo district in President Museveni092 RDC reshuffle five days
later.

As regards the RDC'’s role in elections, the Inteomal Foundation for
Election Systems noted that

The RDCs play an important role in many districtsntrolling the electoral
colleges representing these special interest grasipgell as administering the
political mobilizers in each district and the pasghools. The RDCs played a
partisan role in [the 1996 presidential and par&atary] elections... (quoted
in Human Rights Watch 1999, Chapter 6).

More recently, in the context of the 2004 debateualPresident Museveni’'s potential
third term, the RDCs were accused by MPs of sera;lRM apparatchiks:

Geoffrey Ekanya (Tororo) and Miria Matembe (Mbajasaid resident district
commissioners were barring politicians includingi-Movement MPs from

holding meetings. Matembe said RDCs had takenhenrdle of parroting

instead of monitoring or overseeing developmentddogl governments on
behalf of the Government. “If you are not carryimgshansha (dry banana

leaves, a symbol of third term for presidency) RieC hates you,” she said
(NV 14/8/2004).

That RDCs are generally pro-Movement should ndbbesurprising, considering that
Museveni has made it a policy to appoint politialles who had lost elections; for
instance, in his 2007 reshuffle he appointed as K@ner ministers Alfred Ogaba
and Wanjusi Wasieba, losers in the 2006 Mbale Mpaiity and 2001 Aruu County
MP elections, respectively. Naturally, while RDiGsve failed to draw criticism from
the Ministry of Local Government for being too gvtbvement, the Ministry has not
refrained from rebuking CAOs or RDCs for ‘engagingpolitics and issuing political
statements’ when they ‘criticize leaders in goveentyi as in the case where the
Sironko district CAO blamed President Musevenidahortfall in local revenuéNy/
14/8/2004). For these reasons the main opposti@malidate in the 2001 and 2006
presidential elections, Kizza Besigye, promised2@®6 to abolish the position of
RDC if he were elected.

It is therefore hardly surprising that one parkantarian complained in
reference to the CAO that ‘decentralization medwag powerful district leaders are
assigned instead of being elected from within’ (&dnent Assembly Proceedings
6/7/1994: 624), and that little has changed inititervening years to invalidate this
claim.

4. District Creation

Uganda has seen an explosion in the number ofiadsstigoing from 33 in
1986 to 80 in 2007. While this expansion has sy been guided by the 1995
constitution, whose Article 179 permits the goveemtrto create new districts ‘on the
necessity for effective administration and the némdring services closer to the
people, it is more likely Museveni has employedtdct creation as a source of
patronage that allows him to continue winning etexs (Green 2008). The creation
of these new districts has, however, increasingitipizing ethnicity in Uganda
despite Museveni’s claims to the contrary. Itheg not clear that, despite Treisman
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(2007: 245)'s claim to the contrary, the creatidmew local government units has
stabilized politics in Uganda.

In this section | first sketch a history of districreation in Uganda before
examining the increased levels of local confliceodistrict creation since 1986.

4.1. A History of District Creation in Uganda

Under British colonialism Uganda was divided ifitmr provinces, namely
northern, eastern, western and the kingdom of BdgarnTrhese provincial divisions
were largely unimportant in the formation of paldi identities with the exception of
the case of Buganda. Rather, each province wdsefudivided into sixteen districts,
which were overseen by British District Commissi@eOther than in Buganda these
districts were created along ‘tribal’ lines, wheyebach district was supposedly
ethnically homogenous and was ruled through ‘trewi#l’ leadership. These districts
were thus important in the subsequent formatioetlhic identity, for instance in the
case of the Acholi and the Karamojong in the nantld the Iteso in the east (Apter
1959). However, the British conception of Africaibes as eternal and unchanging
meant that new districts were very rarely creataad then only for explicitly
administrative purposes.

Upon independence in 1962 Uganda’s provincial dins were dropped with
one exception, Buganda, which subsequently becanmederal state. However,
clashes between the then President of UgandaKabaka (King) of Buganda, and
Prime Minister Milton Obote led to the latter ousfithe former in a coup in 1966,
leading to the abolishment of Buganda as a govemtaheunit in Obote’'s 1967
constitution. Idi Amin, however, subsequently teaduced ten provincial
governments in 1974, this time under the rule ofitany Governors, while also
almost doubling the number of districts to 37. Jgensen (1981: 309) notes, the
reintroduction of the provinicial level as well agw districts provided patronage
posts for Amin’'s more ambitious soldiers, therelgyieving pressure on national
politics and giving the new governors free reignvteak havoc on the countryside.

After Amin was overthrown the Uganda National Liwson Front
government of 1979-1980 reduced the number oficlistto 33, where it remained for
a decade. Museveni's aforementioned Commissioningliry into the Local
Government system — whose members were largely asedp of academics,
including current Prime Minister Apolo Nsibambi eliberated about the creation of
new districts. It was, by implication, very craicof the proliferation of districts
under Amin, arguing that, ‘quite often, the resporedf governments to popular
demands for a more responsive administration (eegter services) has been to create
new and smaller units... There is no doubt that thdtiptication of administrative
units is a costly affair (Government of Uganda 19817). In principle, the
Commission, noted,

We were hesitant to recommend the creation of new additional
administrative units, bearing in mind that theseaulddncrease unproductive
costs of administration, both in terms of creatisg administrative
infrastructure and payment of personnel... Given stuong view that the
exercise in creating new districts over the pasiade and a half has been
arbitrary, haphazard and hardly defensible, we @ddve recommended a
review of the status of all existing districts wighview to de-grading those
which do not meet minimum criteria... Should suclewew be undertaken in



12

the present circumstances, it would undoubtedlylres a large number of
the newly created districts losing their existingtss (Government of Uganda
1987: 121-123).

After spending several months touring the counttlge Commission
accumulated eleven requests for the creation of dwitricts, of which it only
recommended four. Yet Museveni, while failing torgue the review of existing
districts as recommended by the Commission, nolesthevithheld the creation of
any new districts, only relenting on the case ofakgala (comprising the Ssese
islands in Lake Victoria) in 1990. The next ydaowever, Museveni undertook the
other three recommendations of the Commission addedh another, the
aforementioned district of Kiboga. As Table 1 destoates, Museveni continued to
add districts in 1994, 1997 and 2000 before anniagnthe creation of 23 new
districts in 2005, the largest ever increase inndgé history’” Thus Uganda now
has 80 districts, more than twice as many as whaseVeni took office and more
than four times as many as when Amin took offic&é9@1.

Table 1: District Creation in Uganda
(Sour ces: Government of Uganda 1987, Ocwich 2005, US Census Bureau)

Year Number of Districts Population per District
1959 16 443,000
1962 17 456,365
1968 18 513,711
1971 19 526,853
1974 37 292,211
1979 33 368,115
1990 34 513,412
1991 38 476,474
1994 39 514,256
1997 45 455,718
2000 56 427,786
2005 70 402,848
2006 80 365,081

Furthermore, as Table 2 indicates, Uganda has itjfiee$t number of sub-
national political units — here understood as tighdst level of local government — of
any country in Africa? as well as a population per district ratio amdmg lowest on
the continent. Compared to other Anglophone coesmtind its neighbors in the Great
Lakes region, Uganda has a lower population pehdsglevel unit ratio than any
other country except Namibia and Botswana, whichehaxtremely low population
densities. Indeed, Uganda has less than half apelation per district than Kenya
does in her districts, despite the fact that Kesyghstricts are secondary to her states,
putting them at the same administrative level aarld@’s counties.

° The districts were created in two sets, with feert new ones inaugurated in 2005 and another ten in
2006.

9 In fact, Uganda has the fourth-highest numberighédst-level units of any country in the world,
after Russia (83), the Philippines (82) and Turk@Y) and just ahead of Thailand (76). | owe this
point to John McGarry.
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Table 2: Sub-National Political Units (Highest Level) in Select African Countries
(Source: CIA World Factbook, US Census Bureau)

Country Name of Unit Number of Units Population/tUni
Namibia Regions 13 157,231
Botswana Districts 9 182,222
Uganda Districts 80 365,081
Burundi Provinces 17 475,882
Malawi Districts 27 492,000
Zimbabwe Provinces 10 1,223,700
Zambia Provinces 9 1,254,222
Tanzania Regions 26 1,440,192
Sierra Leone Provinces 4 1,501,250
Sudan States 26 1,586,000
Rwanda Provinces 5 1,927,600
Ghana Regions 10 2,247,900
DR of Congo Provinces 26 2,410,038
Nigeria States 37 3,563,784
Kenya Provinces 8 4,486,375
Districts 40 897,275
South Africa Provinces 9 4,909,778

4.2. District Creation and Conflict in Uganda

While a variety of explanations have been givericathe extreme nature of
district creation in Uganda, perhaps the most pideiss that new districts have been
a source of electoral patronage for Museveni. [ahge number of local jobs that are
created with the addition of each new district hegevoters to respond positively to
district creation over the years: Table 3 demotestréhat voters in new districts were
more likely to vote for Museveni than in other dids across the 1996, 2001 and
2006 presidential elections.

Table 3: Presidential Election Resultsfor New Districts
(Source: Green (2008))

Election Type of District Museveni (%) Other Caratiels (%)
1996: New Districts 89.2 10.8
Ugandan Average 74.3 25.7
2001: New Districts 72.5 27.5
Ugandan Average 69.4 30.6
2006: New Districts 73.6 26.4
Ugandan Average 59.3 40.7

MPs have also been very happy to support distreatmon, as seen in 2005
when the most recent bout of district creation edd3arliament by a vote of 175 to
none with one abstention, with hardly any debateualits detrimental aspects. As
with voters, MPs have also seen the benefits ofdhs new districts can bring: for
instance, MP Tiperu Nusura (Women, Yumbe) appredighe ‘many more Women
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Members of Parliament and jobs for the unemploy@@arliament of Uganda
Hansard, 20 July, 2005). Nusura is correct to tlmeincreased presence of Women
MPs — one of whom is elected from each distriat Parliament, who have increased
in number by 30 since the ratification of the 198@stitution. Thus, of the 309
voting MPs, 69 are women MPs; while only 14.0% weremen MPs in 1996, that
ratio increased to 24.3% in 2008.

Along the same lines, another MP, Omara Atube (@thka), noted that

Mr Speaker, the purpose of creating new distristsnot about bringing
services nearer to the people, but to containltebatiments and create jobs.
You are creating districts by dividing a group eople who should be in one
county and taking them to another county. Somebuwdly contest for
leadership from there because he belongs to thatcegiroup, this group is a
minority. These are realities of politics in Ugan(Rarliament of Uganda
Hansard, 20 July, 2005)

Atube is likewise correct to bring up the issueedfnicity and district creation, as
those ethnic groups without their ‘own’ district ieabeen in the forefront for
lobbying for district creation. This discourse walseady noticeable in the mid-
1980s, as the Local Government Commission receiwgderous requests for the
creation of ethnically-defined districts. For imste, members of the self-described
‘Batagwenda’ ethnic group requested the creationlbainda district in western
Uganda, claiming that their ethnic distinctivenesss reason enough to carve a new
district out of Bushenyi, Kabarole and Mbarara riitss (Government of Uganda
1987: 127-128).

On the one hand, the creation of new districtsrtea®r openly been linked to
ethnicity since Museveni assumed office. The Cossimn rejected Ibanda and
similar attempts at creating ethnically homogendisiricts on the basis that such
groups did not face discrimination within their tdist, while also noting that it
rejected the creation of Busia district in eastgiganda as it ‘has the potential of
undermining the trend towards Tororo [district] being a successful ethnic
“melting pot” (Government of Uganda 1987: 130)im8arly, Museveni himself has
explicitly rejected the creation of new districtoray ethnic lines, warning local
politicians against ‘creating division among theple’ (NV 4/8/1997).

On the other hand, district creation has nonetbdbegn driven by de facto,
if not de jure, balkanization of local politics in Uganda. Tipiocess began with the
listing of 56 ‘indigenous communities’ in the Thir&chedule of the 1995
Constitution, whose numbers have since been expatdénclude nine more such
communities. What is striking about the Third Sfile is the way it defines
indigeneity in Uganda as based on ethnic membershiper than geographic
residence, a point that has drawn criticism fronmdani (2001). Thus, according to
the constitution, one is not an indigenous memlgaridan unless one’s ethnic group
is listed in the Third Schedule, thereby creating pressure for the ever-expanding
number of ethnic groups listed in the Schedule. il§Vine Third Schedule has not
ostensibly been the basis for new district creatibis clear that, once recognized in
the constitution, ethnic groups have a greatenclai their own district. Indeed, it is
no coincidence that the debate in the Parliamaot py the creation of new districts
on 20 July, 2005, was about the further additiomiofe ethnic groups to this list,
leading to one MP complainingetlus not start creating tribes like we are gommgreate
districts’ (Parliament of Uganda Hansard, 20 July, 2005).
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Thus, rather than containing ethnic sentimentsuggested by Atube above,
the balkanization of Uganda into what @ast African newspaper called ‘small tribal
districts’ (EA 8/7/2002) has led to the increased salience ofi@thrin local politics
as various ethnic groups claim their own distric&milarly, despite evidence that a
majority of new districts do not result in an ethgroup changing from minority to
majority status in either the new or the ‘mothestdct (Green 2008), it is clear that
the creation of new districts has reduced what vegree ethnically heterogeneous
districts to ones largely populated by only onévaw major ethnic groups, a state of
affairs identified as potentially dangerous by nuwne scholars of civil wars (Collier
and Hoeffler 1998, De Soysa 2002). Four exampfesow the creation of new
districts has led to local level ethnic conflictosid suffice to demonstrate the
pervasiveness of this phenomenon.

The first example is the division of Kabarole didtin western Uganda into
three districts in 2000. While Kabarole was andeasn as the core territory of the
Toro Kingdom and thus home to the Batoro ethniaigrat has also been home to
various indigenous minority communities such as Bekiga, Banyankole and
Batagwenda. Yet by the late 1990s members of th@serity communities, all three
of whom are listed as indigenous in the Constitytfelt confident enough to petition
Museveni for the creation of two new districts, IKyio and Kamwenge, along ethnic
lines. As Batoro would no longer be dominant nuoadlly in these two new districts,
kingdom supporters were worried that Kyenjojo aralirkvenge would ‘secede’ from
the kingdom'* similarly, with control over land now vested inshict Land Boards
(see above), Batoro would no longer be in chargéanfl allocation in the new
districts. As a result noted Ugandan journalisdiew Mwenda (1999) reported at
the time that ‘people are even arming themselveafpossible war’ in the region,
leading to intense talks between various militang aecurity leaders from Kampala
and local leaders. In the end President Musewanted and explicitly went back on
his previous commitment against the creation of mbstricts along ethnic lines,
noting later in a speech that he had supportechéwe districts as their inhabitants
were ethnically different from the surrounding Batpeople KNV 24/4/2002).

A second example comes from the aforementioned af@bdistrict, whose
residents are split between members of the Bangab Bakiga ethnic groups and
who have often clashed in recent years (see se8trabove). During the 2006
presidential campaign Museveni proposed the remo¥Vathe Bakiga-dominated
Buyaga county from Kibaale and its re-creation a®wa district, which would make
Kibaale once again a Banyoro-dominated districet, s with the Toro kingdom and
Kabarole district above, the Bunyoro kingdom goweent rejected any proposed new
district in its territory where Banyoro would berdmated by non-Banyoro Ugandans
and which would therefore most likely secede frdma kingdom. Local Bakiga, of
course, welcomed the proposed district, therebyexkating the already serious rift
between the two communities that has been erugtihgnd on since 2002 (Green
2007).

11 After having been abolished by Milton Obote in T96our of Uganda’s kingdoms (Busoga,
Buganda, Bunyoro and Toro) were restored in 198®itaas cultural institutions with no power over
taxation or administration. While districts thus dot currently contribute any funds to the upkeép
kingdom, Buganda monarchists have led the driveréate regional or federal tiers of government at
the level of the kingdoms, which would then havéhiscal and political power. As LRA negotiators
have also come out recently in support of a redibeasystem, its eventual creation continuesotuk|
more and more likely, thereby creating a large nitize for kingdom governments to prevent districts
under their nominal aegis from seceding.
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A third example comes from ethnically Japadhola-thated Tororo district in
eastern Uganda, where a number of minority ltesaleats in Tororo county have
petitioned the government for their own districtThe Commission of Inquiry
appointed by the central government agreed to eridat district but failed to assign
the current district capital, whose residents arth Wapadhola and Iteso, to the new
district. The rift led to ethnic divisions in tl&bruary 2006 parliamentary race, with
many local Iteso supporting the Ugandan Asian aatdi Sanjay Tana against the
incumbent MP for Tororo Municipality, Yeri OfwonoAfter winning the election,
Tana escaped a petrol bomb attack at his residenderil 2006, while in August
soldiers from the Ugandan Peoples Defence Forcé®DR) the Ugandan army)
forcibly broke up a meeting of Tororo county coliocs on the behest of the LCV
chairman. In October 2006 the UPDF was again geeplan town after rumours that
local Iteso extremists were planning on burning dotue district headquarters.
Making explicit the logic of district creation und®useveni, one local councillor
noted in anger, ‘even areas which did not ask fstridts have been given and have
started operating. We have been asking for aictisince 1998’ ¢ 6/10/2006).

A fourth and final example comes from Buliisa, avrdistrict created in July
2006 on the north-eastern shores of Lake AlberessLthan a year later violent
conflict broke out between members of the majordggungu ethnic group,
historically considered a sub-clan of the Banyont bonetheless listed as an
indigenous ethnic group in the Constitution, andyawanda pastoralists, known
locally asBalaalo (herdsmen). Accusations that tBalaalo, whom many locals
accused of being Rwandan immigrants, had allowedr tbattle to graze onto
Bagungu agricultural land and destroy crops letltmdy clashes in June and July
2007, drawing anti-riot police and attempts by tleatral government to resettle the
Balalo elsewhere in Uganda. While the conflict is mudicéted and undoubtedly
related to the recent oil exploration in the Lalbekt region, it is notable that there is
no record of any BagundgBdlaalo clashes before the creation of Buliisa district,
despite evidence that thBalaalo first purchased land in the region in 2003.
Moreover, one of the local Bagungu most often aedus instigating the conflict is
the local MP Stephen Birahwa Mukitale, who was tel@an 2006 after successfully
petitioning for the creation of Buliisa distriché new government positions of LCV
Chairperson and Women MP created along with theidisalso went to Bagungu
hardliners unwilling to compromise with tfgalaalo. Thus, as with Tororo and
elsewhere, the creation of new districts has altbi@eal extremists to assume power
and exacerbate ethnic tensions.

5. Conclusion

As more generally with Museveni’'s rule, which hasned sour for both
Ugandans and donors in recent years, the initia¢etation that the LC system would
radically transform local politics in Uganda hast fi@en fulfilled. As Golooba-
Mutebi (1999: 149) writes, ‘much of the applausapgesl on the [LC] system in its
juvenile days was precipitate. Ten years after shigtem had been established
countrywide, it had began to show signs of atrophyg possible terminal decline.’
Similarly, Mamdani (1996; 1997)’s initial infatuati with the LC system had
diminished by 2001, when he termed the reformshefltC system merely ‘partial
and tentative’ (Mamdani 2001: 171). Thus, despigasuring favourably against the
autocratic local government system under Obote Aamdh, it is clear that the LC
system has failed to live up to its preliminary egg@tions.
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These diminished expectations have no doubt begarindriven by the way
decentralization has increased local-level confictUganda in recent years. The
concentration of power at the LCV level has ledstimggles for power over district
leadership positions, as exemplified most violemtlghe case of Kibaale but also in
Kiboga and Masaka, as well as clashes between dochhational governments at the
district level. Similarly, Museveni’'s ongoing effs to create new districts have
intensified, rather than diminished, local ethnanfticts as the creation of districts
has altered the majority/minority status of locdirgc groups and thereby intensified
inter-ethnic competition in such districts as Badij Kabarole, Kibaale and Tororo.

Of course, to assume that Museveni is solely tmbl#or ongoing local-level
conflict in Uganda would be to ignore the diffiagak involved in governing an
underdeveloped state like Uganda. As with othaicAh states, the power of the
central government in Uganda does not extend \earpif deep outside urban areas,
which has led Museveni to concentrate local powetha district level and then
attempt to control that power through central-goweent appointees. He has
similarly attempted to funnel resources to locardls at the local level by creating
new districts. Indeed, it is no coincidence thatselveni proposed the creation of new
districts in July 2005, less than a week before Bagliament voted to overturn
presidential term limits and allow him to run fotherd term.

In this sense Uganda does not look very differeminfother underdeveloped
states like Nigeria and Sudan that have been urtaldbalance efforts at devolution
and decentralization of power with conflict preventand resolution. One of the
clear lessons from Uganda is that the decentradizaif power to the highest level of
local government without an accompanying furtheredéralization of power to lower
levels of local government is a recipe for conflicThis is the same problem in
southern Sudan, where the concentration of powahenGovernment of Southern
Sudan has excluded non-Dinka Equatorians and tbdstd violent local ethnic
conflict (Branch and Mampilly 2005). However, amat lesson from ethnically
heterogeneous states like Uganda is that this s@mye decentralization of power to
smaller political units can increase local-levelnftiot by shifting power from
ethnically heterogeneous areas to those dominatexshly one or two ethnic groups.
Indeed, the creation of new states and Local Gonent Areas across Nigeria since
the 1970s has not only failed to halt ethnic arigjicais violence but may have even
contributed to it (Ukiwo 2006). Uganda’s and Nig&r experience here thus echoes
Treisman (2007: 239)’s worry that decentralizatialong ethnic lines ‘merely
relocates the problem [of minority ethnic reprea&on] rather than solves it.’

Of course, these two lessons are somewhat corivaglicn that one argues
for more decentralization while the other cautiagsinst it. It is for these types of
contradictions that Treisman (2007) correctly cadek that decentralization in and of
itself cannot be seen as a necessary tool in compfitevention and resolution. The
Ugandan evidence here thus suggests that a moracediaunderstanding of
decentralization at the national and sub-natioeakll is necessary to understand
better how and when it may alleviate or exacerbatdlict. Certainly the next step is
to examine in more detail similar processes in othech countries in order to
generate more general conclusions on this topic.
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