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Abstract:

An increasingly large literature on patronage restbped within political science in recent yeafst

this body of scholarship has heretofore failed xpl&n variation in patronage allocation across
countries. Here | develop such a theory basedetogic of institutional choice, whereby political
leaders allocate patronage in accordance withdhgng political threats they face. | explicateotw
variables which capture this variation, namely gapgy and visibility, and show how they explain
patronage allocation. | test this theory throudghdomparative analysis of Rwanda and Uganda, whose
current regimes are remarkably similar in originl atructure. 1 also extend my analysis to previous
regimes in both countries. In all cases | findsty support for my theory.

1| would like to thank David Apter, Edward Balkeolfert Bates, Chris Blattman, Stephen Kosack, Reméachand,
Staffan Lindberg, Ato Onoma, David Simon, two anmoys reviewers and seminar participants at the do®thool of
Economics, the University of East Anglia, Yale Usrisity and the Annual Meeting of the APSA in Bosfimncomments,
discussions and suggestions. All errors are my.own
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Organisation pour la démocratie populaire — mouvetw travail (ODP-MT)
(Organization for Popular Democracy — Labor Movethen

Name of ruling party in Burkina Faso, 1989-1996

Office de distribution du pain; mange et tais-toi
(Office for Bread Distribution — Eat and Shut Up)

Popular wordplay on ODP-MT

1. Introduction

In recent years there has been an increased emphasilitical science on the importance of
patronage as a mechanism by which politicians launtiimaintain political support. As such, a rapidl
growing literature on patronage has attempted terstand how, why, where and when politicians
allocate material incentives to their constituesciBecent scholarship, for instance, has focus#uso
relationship between corruption, economic develagmeéemocratization and patronage; whether
politicians target patronage at “swing” or “corebters; how politicians and voters overcome
commitment problems; and why or whether politicigarget their own ethnic group for patrondge.

However, within this literature there has been maiiinterest in exploring variations in the
typesof patronage politicians employ, or why and howvriature of patronage distribution varies across

regimes. This paper thus discusses patronagseaagea of “institutional choices” or strategies @i

2 Ernest Harsch, “Burkina Faso in the Winds of Lidiation,”Review of African Political Econon®5 (December 1998),
636-637.

3 A non-exhaustive list includes Kanchan Chan@ay Ethnic Parties Succeed: Patronage and Ethnaddeunts in India
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); diriGolden, “Electoral Connections: The EffectheffPersonal Vote
on Political Patronage, Bureaucracy and Legislatidtostwar Italy,'British Journal of Political Scienc&3 (April 2003),
189-212; Herbert Kitschelt and Steven I. Wilkinstitizen-Politician Linkages: An Introduction,” iHerbert Kitschelt
and Steven |. Wilkinson, edsPatrons, Clients and Policies: Patterns of Demoicrakccountability and Political
Competition(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Kidasara, “Tax Me If You Can: Ethnic Geography,
Democracy and the Taxation of Agriculture in AfricAmerican Political Science Revigtd1 (February 2007), 159-172;
Simeon Nichter, “Vote Buying or Turnout Buyingiimerican Political Science Revied®2 (March 2008):19-31; James
Robinson and Thierry Verdier, “The Political Econpof Clientelism,” unpublished paper, Harvard Umsity; Susan
Stokes, “Perverse Accountability: A Formal ModeMuchine Politics with Evidence from Argentin&fnerican Political
Science Reviewd9 (September 2005), 315-325; and Susan StoReditital Clientelism,” in Charles Boix and Susan
Stokes, edsQOxford Handbook of Comparative Politi@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2007).
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hinge upon a series of trade-otfSpecifically, | argue that patronage variation b explained by the
nature of political threats to politicians whichryacross time and space. | explicate two vargble
which capture this variation in political threatemely geography and visibility, and show how they
explain patronage allocation. In so doing | attetopunderstand why politicians might choose to
allocate patronage in a state’s periphery versuseiiter, and why the patronage that is distribcéed
vary between being very visible and obvious to gqiractically invisible and secretive in nature.

In order to understand this variation | take the t&se studies of contemporary Rwanda and
Uganda. Rather than employ a large-N quantit@inadysis, | use a small-N comparative approach as
it is better in understanding the causality behpadronage allocation, a process which is often
complicated and secretive and therefore not egsiintifiable. Rwanda and Uganda are ideal case
studies for this approach because, despite an altybkigh degree of similarities in the currentiregs
of these two countries, the allocation of patronag®ss both states is strikingly different. 1who
below that, in accordance with my theory, currettgnage in contemporary Rwanda is centralized and
relatively invisible while it is peripheral and hily visible in contemporary Uganda.

In the rest of the paper I first introduce a tygplof patronage before examining the two case
studies of Rwanda and Uganda. After a detailedsassent of the current Kagame and Museveni
regimes | extend my analysis to previous regimeseach country, where examinations of
counterfactual or “off-path” behavior confirm mygament. Finally, | conclude with wider thoughts on

the study of patronage in general as well as tloeation of patronage in Africa more specifically.

2. An Institutional Choice Typology of Patronage

Patronage is a universal form of politics, wherpbltical rulers allocate material benefits to a

select group of citizens in return for politicapgport® Inasmuch as patronage allocation is governed by

* Catherine Boondolitical Topographies of the African State: Tesritil Authority and Institutional ChoicgCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003).

® Despite their confusion in the literature, it isportant to distinguish patronage, which is gemgnabt illegal, from
corruption, which is considered illegal inasmuclit as/olves politicians both allocating and redeiymaterial benefits. It
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a set of rules and established practices, it is thtype of institution along the lines establisbhgd
Douglass Nortli. Moreover, inasmuch as rulers are the ones whidelechen, where and to whom
they will allocate patronage, their institutionibices are governed by the desire “to maximize thei
individual political power... by designing institutie that will allow them to exercise their powetite
greatest extent possible. They will prefer insititos that make them more powerful rather than'léss
We should therefore expect rulers to choose pag®saategies that will maximize their power and
maintain them in offic& which suggests that rulers will have differenagies depending on which
threats they face to their power.

Yet, despite a growing literature on patronagereth@ve been remarkably few attempts at
developing theories to explain patronage variadioross time and spateThis lacuna should not,
however, be surprising, considering the more gerecas of scholars in the New Institutionalism
paradigm on institutions as independent rather degrendent variablé§.While a new set of literature
has more recently attempted to explain why varpmlgical rulers choose one set of institutionsrove
another based on a variety of pre-existing conastionuch of this literature has been focused on the
post-communist transition in eastern Europe andhesfore largely been concentrated on market and
electoral reforms at the expense of other isStiés such, here | develop two variables which ap h
to explain patronage variation, namely geograplipasibility, which | explain in order; | later ang

through the case studies why other potential vigatannot explain this variation.

is also important to distinguish patronage, whiagh take the form of “pork” or club goods that amgeted towards specific
groups of citizens and are therefore (at lekstactd excludable, from the allocation of pure publicogs, which by
definition are non-excludable. Clientelism, on tileer hand, appears to be merely a synonym foomeage in much of the
literature and thus | do not consider it here. fore on these definitions see Stokes, “Politidadr@elism.”

® Douglass C. Northnstitutions, Institutional Change and Economic feemance(Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1990).

" Timothy Frye, “A Politics of Institutional Choicdost-Communist Presidencie§bmparative Political Studie80
(October 1997), 532.

8 Jennifer Gandhi and Adam Przeworski, “Authoritariiastitutions and the Survival of Autocrat€dmparative Political
Studies 40 (November 2007), 1279-1301.

° The sole notable exception here is René LemarchaddKeith Legg, “Political Clientelism and Deveioent: A
Preliminary Analysis,’'Comparative Politics4 (January 1972), 149-178, who establish a folartigpology of patronage
along a single variable of modernization. Theialgsis, however, unfortunately does not help ushmuacanalyzing
patronage variation at similar levels of developtmen

10 See criticism from Boone; Kenneth Benoit and J¥%nSchiemann, “Institutional Choice in New Demodeac
Bargaining over Hungary's 1989 Electoral Ladgurnal of Theoretical Politicsl3 (April 2001),153-182.

M Frye; Benoit and Schiemann; Steven S. Smith arahifls F. Remingtorhe Politics of Institutional Choice: The
Formation of the Russian State Dul®ainceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000).



2.1. Geography

One choice faced by rulers in the distribution atrpnage is geographical, whereby they can
hand out patronage at the center of their statette rural periphery. The advantage of the farise
spelled out in the old adage, “keep your friendsselbut your enemies closéf’in other words,
provide your political enemies with patronage tejxéhem from rebelling while also keeping an eye on
them. Such a strategy involves the distributiopatfonage in the state capital, thereby encougagin
provincial rivals to leave their rural source ofnymr behind. The classic practitioner of this stggt
was King Louis XIV of France, who drew together hisbles at the court of Versailles in order to
prevent a recurrence of tReondeand other provincial revolts that preceded his.ttile

However, there are at least three problems withgtrategy. First, patronage that goes to the
center will trickle down to peripheral citizens, satikely through their ethnic “delegates” at tleater.
This strategy, however, requires an enforcemenhar@sm between urban migrants and their rural
brethren, and when this mechanisms fails or iseastent and patronage does not trickle down, poor
citizens in the periphery will often take up armgevolt, as arguably took place in Mali and Sierra
Leone in the 1990%

A second problem is arisk that, once clients hooked” on patronage and a state fully suffers
from what Jean-Paul Azam calls the “redistribusgndrome,” those who receive less patronage than
others can become angry and threaten the governriretged, the oft-heard claim from coup d’etat
leaders that the previous regime was “tribalisac™corrupt” is merely another way of saying that
patronage was unequally distributed across sockatyexample, President Félix Houphouét-Boigny’s

relative parity of patronage distribution in Cotevdire allowed him to rule in peace up to his theat

12\While this phrase is most famously uttered infilne The Godfather, Part I(1974), its origins lie in Sun-TzuEhe Art

of War (6" century BC).

13 Alexis de TocquevilleThe Old Regime and the Revolutipiew York: Anchor Books, 1955 [1856]).

14 Jean-Paul AzanTrade, Exchange Rate and Growth in Sub-Saharama@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007), p. 236.
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from natural causes in 1993, but his successomsillimgness to redistribute to northerners led to a
coup d’etat in 1999 and an ongoing civil war sig6@2>

A third and final problem with patronage at theteems that a sudden drop in patronage can
lead to instability as clients grow angry and redginst their former patrons. Once they had @ekid
their patrons were more a burden than a beneéiseticlients could use the commercial networks and
links they had formerly established to fund andchtduinsurgencies, as seen in the collapse of such
regimes as Doe’s Liberia, Barre’s Somalia and MotsuZaire (now Democratic Republic of Congo;
DRC), among others.

An alternative approach to the centralized modelus for a government to create patronage in
the rural periphery, where clients cannot thretdeverthrow the regime in power. While this st
is politically safer for the government, its dowdesiis that clients are free to develop independent
sources of power in the countryside and potentifdlyn secessionist or rebel movements. For
instance, Barrington Moore notes how such a conaerang India’s Mogul emperors led them to
frequently shift bureaucratic assignments despigesubsequent rural instability that these policies
produced-.’ More recently the Afghani warlords Abdul Rashidsfum and Ismail Khan developed
their own armies and links with neighboring Uzbékmsand Iran, respectively, before the overthrow of
the Taliban; as a result, President Hamid Karzpoayped Dostum and Khan to largely ceremonial
posts in Kabul so as to neutralize their abilityttceaten his rule from the periphéfy.

Thus, to summarize, in states where secession]iogber invasion is not a worry or where
peripheral areas do not threaten the center, waldlexpect leaders to employ patronage in the
periphery rather than the center. Conversely, a/liee periphery poses a political challenge to the

center, we should expect leaders to centralizepage.

15 i

Ibid., p. 215.
% william Reno, “The Politics of Insurgency in Cqilsing States,Development and Chang&3 (November 2002), 837-
858.
" Barrington MooreSocial Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lamd Peasant in the Making of the Modern World
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1966), pp. 327-328.
18 Antonio GiustozziEmpires of Mud: Wars and Warlords in Afghanis(&lew York: Columbia University Press, 2009).



2.2. Visibility

A second trade-off is in the visibility of patrorggvhereby the patron can choose to utilize
patronage that is either visible to the generalipab unknown to others beyond the recipient. Véhe
politicians face serious political competition thiegve incentives to use public resources or policy
concessions to win elections or maintain supponthereby their spending often takes the form of
public goods that are both observable or measueatlevhose benefits are easy to trace back to the
politicians who created theffl.In particular “pork” or club goods —i.e., pateme that is publicly and
legally allocated to a select group of citizenthia form of government polici€s- are highly visible,
inasmuch as they are “clearly seen as evidencelitital patrons fulfilling their promises to clies™?
Moreover, inasmuch as politicians in competitivexderacies have short time horizons, there are more
incentives for them to pursue short-term policiks pork that will win them the next election. As
such, evidence abounds of highly visible publiggets that developing world politicians have uétliz
to win elections, including state farms in Ghand Bigeria®® sugar factories and port facilities in Cote
d’Ivoire,** wells in Pakistari® drought relief programs in Botswa&fand, perhaps most famously, food

distribution programs in post-independence Ifd&@nong others. In all of these cases, however, the

level of visibility is contingent upon the mediah@se coverage of a policy can greatly alter the

9 Robert M. Stein and Kenneth N. Bickers, “Congresal Elections and the Pork Barreldurnal of Politics 56 (May
1994), 377-399.

2 Anandi Mani and Sharun Mukand, “Democracy, Visipiland Public Good ProvisionJournal of Development
Economics83 (July 2007), 506-529.

ZLWhile some authors consider pork merely a tygeivhte good, with club goods as an intermediate/een private and
public goods, | consider the two concepts synonysrinasmuch as they are understood to mean theibditon of a
collective benefit... targeted to a specific electadiatrict;” Golden, p. 200.

2 philip Keefer and Stufi Khemani, “Democracy, Puliiixpenditures and the Poor: Understanding Pdliticentives for
Providing Public Services¥World Bank Economic Observet0 (Spring 2005), p. 12.

% Robert H. BatesMarkets and States in Tropical Africa: The Polifi@asis of Agricultural Policie§Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1981), pp. 114-115.

24 pAzam, p. 234.

% Keefer and Khemani, p. 13.

% Roger Charlton, “The Politics of Elections in Be#ma,” Africa: Journal of the International African Instite, 63
(August, 1993), 342.

27 Amartya SenDevelopment as FreedofNew York: Anchor Books, 1999), pp. 179-180.
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influence it has on voters. Indeed, recent schblprhas shown how both the media and competitive
elections push governments to spend money on clpblgic goods rather than on private go8ds.

However, as political competition decreases, tiessures for redistribution diminish as well,
since politicians have less of a need to curry vétem the public. In states with non-competitive
elections and low levels of press freedom thetieus obviously more of an incentive for politicidns
provide private goods, or “spoil$*to their rivals in order to maintain their suppoks opposed to the
club goods or pork in competitive democracies, patenage primarily consists of politicians offegyi
jobs. In particular, according to Robinson and diter®° the allocation of jobs is useful as it is
reversible, thus getting around the problem of hownsure long-term political support. Indeed, the
problem with pork in this setting is that, oncends been created, it cannot be withdrawn from
ungrateful clients.

Thus patronage in this sense is personalized aralways legal, and as a result usually fails to
have a paper trace. As with club goods, evidehoeirzds, but perhaps one classic example from
Mobutu’s Zaire can suffice here. When the Kabaernment's aptly-named Office of Ill-Gotten
Gains (OIGG) attempted to locate his estimatedifi8ifortune, it only managed to find $4 milliom
his Swiss bank accounts. The rest of the monegdined, had been distributed as patronage, but a
lack of records meant that any attempts of the Ot&@ack down who received what was largely
hopeless!

In summary, according to this logic, leaders in petitive democracies with a free press should
be more likely to employ easily visible types otrpaage, or pork, as they seek to win their next
election, while leaders in states without competiglections and a free media would more likely rel
upon less visible or permanent types of patron&ipeased another way, politicians with high dis¢oun
rates have an interest in employing visible prefeed patronage that could bring them a largeéine-

benefit, rather than a series of more modest lengrgains. Conversely, when politicians are better

2 Timothy Besley and Robin Burgess, “The PoliticebBomy of Government Responsiveness: Theory artbBee from
India,” Quarterly Journal of Economic417 (November 2002), 1215-1451.

# Gandhi and Przeworski.

% Robinson and Verdier.

31 Michela Wrong|n the Footsteps of Mr. Kur&.ondon: Fourth Estate, 2000), pp. 286-288.
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able to plan for the future due to a weak oppasjtiee should expect them to employ less visiblesyp

of patronage like state jobs, tariffs and taxestthey can (threaten to) withdraw from unworthgots.

3. Empirical Evidence from Rwanda and Uganda

Table 1 recapitulates the two institutional stregedisted above, along with examples of what

types of patronage comprise each strategy.

[Insert Table 1 here]

As with practically all of the other empirical Iregure on patronage, | employ here a case-based
approach in order to assess the empirical evideelomd these predictions. Specifically, | exantiree
two case studies of Rwanda and Uganda, with thieoj@explicating exactly how the current regimes
of Paul Kagame and Yoweri Museveni have utilizedgreage to maintain political support. Rwanda
and Uganda have many factors in common which haea Ipreviously been taken to account for
varying types of public policy allocation, includjrihe degree of democratic institutionalization,
poverty levels’® the number of years of continuous democratic ielesf* levels of urbanizatioft the
ratio of the winning political coalition to the ‘setorate,*® and literacy/education levels.In the rest
of this section | introduce the two states and destrate how and why Kagame and Museveni have

chosen different institutional strategies for theaation of patronage. | show how my theory nalyo

%2 Nicolas van de Walle, “Meet the New Boss, Sam@®ld Boss? The Evolution of Political Clientelin Africa,” in
Herbert Kitschelt and Steven I. Wilkinson, ed&atrons, Clients and Policies: Patterns of DemdicrAccountability and
Political Competition(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).

¥ Kitschelt and Wilkinson; Stokes, “Political Cliefism.”

3 philip Keefer, “Clientelism, Credibility and thekcy Choices of Young Democraciegyierican Journal of Political
Science51 (October 2007), 804-821.

% Ethan Scheiner, “Clientelism in Japan: The Impurésand Limits of Institutional Explanations,” ireHbert Kitschelt and
Steven |. Wilkinson, edsPatrons, Clients and Policies: Patterns of Demoicraiccountability and Political Competition
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).

% Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, Alistair Smith, RanddVptSiverson, and James D. Morrothe Logic of Political Survival
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003).

" Keefer and Khemani.
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explains how both leaders have allocated patromagealso explains patronage variation under

previous regimes in both countries.

3.1. Background Information on Rwanda and Uganda

As indicated in Table 2, Rwanda and Uganda are grtiwpoorest countries in the world, with
low literacy and urbanization rates and high lewa#lpoverty. Both countries are land-locked and
blessed with high-quality farmland suitable for\giog coffee, historically both country’s main exfor
with concomitant higher population densities thapaf their other neighbors. Presidents Kagame and
Museveni have a remarkable amount in common as Belh men were raised in southwest Uganda,
attended the same secondary school in Mbararactlidaéft Uganda for Tanzania in 1978 to fight
against Idi Amin’s regime, and fought together agaMilton Obote’s regime in the early 1988s.
After joining Museveni’s government as the heachditary intelligence in 1986, Kagame started his
own rebel movement of Rwandan exiles, the Rwanddand®c Front (RPF), with whom he invaded

Rwanda in 1990 and took Kigali in 1994.

[Insert Table 2 here]

Both Kagame and Museveni took power as the leardeebel armies which had fought against
regimes that targeted the formerly dominant etlgnaups in each country, namely the Tutsi and
Baganda, as part of their counter-insurgency giege After overthrowing the previous regime, both
Kagame and Museveni formed broad-based post-comfticernments and initiated processes of
democratization, beginning with local elections@side the creation of a constitutional commission
designed to solicit views of the public on the dagor a new constitution. Once the new constngi

had been approved by their parliaments, Kagamé/asaéveni set up presidential and parliamentary

3 Colin M. WaughPaul Kagame and Rwanda: Power, Genocide and thenBaraPatriotic Fron{London: McFarland &
Company, 2004), p. 12.
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elections under majoritarian rules (in 2003 and6l9@spectively), which they and their parties
overwhelmingly won. In both cases the new constiis mandated for the first time significant
minority representation in the parliament, espécfar women but also for youth and the disabid.
Post-conflict reconstruction in both countries,vaadl as efforts at post-genocide reconciliation in
Rwanda and successful HIV/AIDS policies in Uganua/e drawn large amounts of praise and aid
from donors and visits from US Presidents Clintod Bush. As such both leaders were for a while
dubbed members of the “new breed” of African leadleat were supposed to lead Africa to a new era
of democracy and developméfit.

Yet despite holding a number of elections, bothntoes have authoritarian tendencies and
therefore fit into the recently-created categor{seimi-democracies” or “anocracie®-"In both cases
opposition politicians are regularly arrested and/i¢r remains in a small series of concentric groups
within each government: in Uganda power rests @ Banyankole ethnic group (10% of the
population), and within it in the hands of the Bahisub-group, while in Rwanda Tutsis (14% of the
population) dominate in the government, with mavever concentrated in trekazu(little house) of
Ugandan-born Tutsi€. In other words, in the terminology of Bueno desdeita et al*’ the size of

both Kagame and Museveni’s “winning coalition” imal in comparison to the size of their

“selectorates,” which in both cases is synonymoitls thie electorate.

3.2. Thelnstitutional Logic of Patronage in Rwanda and Uganda

39 Rwanda’s 2008 elections saw 56.25% of its parliaany seats go to women, the first time in worlstéiy women have
comprised an elected majority of a national paréam

%0 J. Oloka-Onyango, "New-Breed" Leadership, Conflaosid Reconstruction in the Great Lakes Region fot#& A
Sociopolitical Biography of Uganda's Yoweri Kagiaseveni,”Africa Today 50 (Spring 2004), 29-52.

*I This fact is reflected in similar scores for bottuntries in the most recent Polity IV datasetsratscores between -5 and
5 qualify as anocracies. Rwanda had a scorefodrd 2000 to 2002 and has had a score of -3 sifi08,2vhile Uganda’s
was -4 between 1993 and 2004 and has been -1Z)0& Rwanda and Uganda have also had almosathe Breedom
House scores since 2000.

“2 An Ansoms, “Re-Engineering Rural Society: The biis and Ambitions of the Rwandan Elitéfrican Affairs 108
(April 2009), 289-309; Elliott D. Green, “Ethnicignd the Politics of Land Tenure Reform in Ugan@afnmonwealth and
Comparative Politics44 (November, 2006), 370-388.

3 Bueno de Mesquita, Smith, Siverson, and Morrow.
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Despite these similarities, however, Kagame andaveisi have employed strikingly different
strategies of patronage allocation. These suppasedsistencies, however, can be explained by the
institutional constraints of each country’s pokfiand economic endowments. | now return to the tw
sets of institutional choices detailed above, léramining how each president has utilized paty@na

to his advantage.

3.2.1. Geography

Above | concluded that rulers that were unconceaieit political threats from the periphery
but were concerned about potential rebellions ftbencenter would tend to allocate patronage in
peripheral areas, and vice-versa. Uganda, despibal threats of secession from southern political
leaders in the 1960s and northern politicians todaye recently, does not have a serious history of
secession or peripheral rebellion that has threatére centel Indeed, the various rebel movements
that have erupted in Uganda’s periphery have d#dao threaten the center, with the one partial
exception of Alice Lakwena’s Holy Spirit Movemetd,which | return later. Much of this peripheral
weakness in Uganda is due to the fact that nonggahda’s major indigenous ethnic groups have
politically or numerically powerful brethren in mgiboring countries.

On the other hand, however, Uganda has a longriiistacentral instability, with five coup
d’etats overthrowing regimes since independencerebler, the one Ugandan rebel movement that
successfully overthrew the regime in Kampala was@&eni's National Resistance Army, which was
based in central Uganda rather than its periphévare recently, President Museveni has faced
numerous threats from within his ruling NationalsBé&ance Movement (NRM) party, most notably
from his former personal doctor, Colonel Kizza Bgsi, who broke ranks to run against Museveni in
the 2001 and 2006 presidential elections. Thusveald expect to see the peripheral allocation of

patronage in Uganda.

“4The one exception here, namely the Tanzanianiowa$ Uganda in 1978 was, of course, a counteasion in response
to Amin’s invasion of Tanzania.
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Rwanda is quite different from Uganda in this respm that, with the exception of Juvenal
Habyarimana’s coup d’etat in 1973, it does not heavestory of rebellion from the center. It does,
however, have a history of being surrounded by éeemtent on overthrowing the regime in Kigali.
As opposed to Uganda, all four of Rwanda’s neighlhawe significant Tutsi and Hutu populations due
to migration and refugee movements. Indeed, Rwartdstory of foreign invasions and enemies
started only one year after independence, whem@xitss launched two failed invasions from Burundi
in 1963, the second of which reached as close asil&2 from Kigali before being repelled; a week
after the second invasion Rwandan Tutsi refugeé&iganda launched another failed attempt. More
recently, of course, Kagame and the RPF invadechBRavcom Uganda in 1990 and took Kigali after
the 1994 genocide. The RPF’s success lethteeahamweavho committed much of the genocide to
flee across the border to the Democratic Repubblicango (DRC); their presence there supposedly
prompted Rwanda’s subsequent invasion of the DRfowever, relations between Kagame and
Museveni over their joint invasions of the DRC salito the point where the Rwandan and Ugandan
troops fought each other in the Congolese city ishKgani in 1999-2000. At the same time many
interahamweeformed as the Army for the Liberation of Rwa@hIR) and invaded the provinces of
Gisenyi and Ruhengeri in northwest Rwanda, onlgdaepelled by the Rwandan army after fierce
fighting. This long history of invasion from thredferent neighboring countries, the threat of RLI
and its successors, the presence of a hostile b&iginly 80 km from Kigali, and Kagame’s own
successful history in leading an invasion of Rwafiden Uganda in 1990, all suggest that Kagame
would be concerned about the allocation of patrenagperipheral Rwanda that might fall into the
hands of his enemies. In other words, we wouldeekfp see more centralized patronage in Rwanda

and more peripheral patronage in Uganda.

3.2.2. Visibility
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The logic above suggested that rulers in competitigmocracies with a free press would
employ more visible patronage, or pork, in ordemia elections, while their counterparts in less
competitive states with fewer press freedoms walltatate patronage less visibly. Here again we see
a marked contrast between Uganda and Rwanda, wiaied very different histories of political
competition. The nature of each country’s socahposition has much to do with this difference:
some 85% of the Rwandan population is Hutu, makipgssibly the most ethnically homogenous
country in Africa’® Uganda, on the other hand, has a claim to the ait the most ethnically
fractionalized country in the worf@ with the largest ethnic group, the Baganda, ooigprising some
17% of the population. Similarly and just as intpat in many ways, Rwanda has been dominated
since colonial times by Catholics, who currentlg@amt for 57% of the population, with the resthed t
population splintered among a number of differetigious groups. Uganda, on the other hand, has
historically been split between Catholics (curnga% of the population) and Anglicans (36%ith
the latter assuming national power after indepece@manks in part to British support.

Thus it is no surprise that Rwanda has had a pogpendence history of single-party
dominance; its sole multi-party election took plddfore independence in 1961, when the Hutu
Catholic PARMEHUTU party secured 77.7% of the vdtewever, even before independence Uganda
was politically split between the Protestant UgaRéaple’s Congress and the Catholic Democratic
Party, which had fierce electoral battles in tihgt tiwo post-independence elections of 1962 an6.198
In the latter case the election was largely assuméé stolen by Milton Obote, whose brazenness in
doing so launched Museveni’s ultimately successellion. More recently we can compare each
country’s first post-constitutional election, whieyeMuseveni received 74.3% in 1996 while Kagame
got 95.1% of the vote in 2003; in each countryistfmulti-party legislative elections, the NRM

received 57.8% of the seats while the RPF coalitoeived 73.8%.

% James D. Fearon, “Ethnic and Cultural Diversitydnuntry,”Journal of Economic Growit8 (June 2003), 195-222.
“ Alberto Alesina, Arnaud Devleeshauwer, Willianaskerly, Sergio Kurlat, and Romain Wacziarg, “Fiamlization,”
Journal of Economic Growtl8 (June 2003),155-194.

47US State Department 2009 Report on InternatiorRus Freedonhttp:/www.state.gov/g/drl/rls/irf/2009/index.htm
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Another measure of political competition is theunabf regime change and the length of rulers’
tenure?® and here again Rwanda and Uganda differ. Rwanutaés recent political succession, namely
the resignation of President Pasteur BizimunguQO002 was peaceful; in all it has had only three
extralegal regime changes since independence7Bdéd 1994 (twice). Uganda, however, has had no
peaceful political transitions since independemnd#) six extralegal regime changes in 1971, 1979,
1980 (twice), 1985 (twice) and 1986. The resulhéd Uganda’s presidents have only lasted in effic
for a mean of 4.7 years and a median of 1.7 yedniée Rwandan presidents have lasted in office for
9.6 and 10+ years, respectivély.

Finally, there is also a large contrast between ilaaand Uganda in their levels of press
freedom. Rwanda has one of the lowest levels egpfreedom in the world: the government has
regularly suspended newspapers and radio broadeastisiding the BBC Kinyarwanda service —and
has routinely arrested and expelled numerous &wiforeign journalists, respectively. With onheo
daily newspaper — the government-New Timeswhich is published in English and has a circolati
of only 5000 copies per day — and one televisiatiagt, Rwandans have remarkably little access to
information about their government and are thugldced to respond to visible patronage. In cehtra
Uganda has a moderately high level of press freed@wmmparison to other African countries: its two
most popular newspapers have a combined circulatiatb,000 copies per day, and several other
magazines, newspapers and television stationsudtisiped or broadcast in a variety of languatjes.

Thus, as a result of Rwanda’s relative lack oftmall competition and press freedom compared

to Uganda, we would thus expect to see more vigiteonage in Rwanda than in Uganda.

3.3. Patronagein Current Rwanda and Uganda

“8 Gandhi and Przeworski.

9 Kagame’s time in office currently marks the medianure for Rwandan presidents.

%0 Reporters without Bordel@®RWB) has consistently lowered Rwanda’s globaluahnanking from 107 in the world in
2002 to 15% in 2009, or the fourth-worst in Africa. Ugandawever, has consistently been ranked in the upgiéoh
African countries in RWB'’s rankings. For more $e¢#p://en.rsf.org/
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| now examine the actual use of patronage in coppeary Rwanda and Uganda to see if it
conforms to my theoretical predictions. To rechfyyedicted that patronage in Rwanda would be
centralized and relatively invisible, while in Ugkmit would be peripheral and visible. As | nowsh
the evidence conforms very well with these prediddi as it also does regarding the changing nature

patronage over the length of Museveni’s reign irakgp.

3.3.1. Rwanda

Patronage distribution in Kagame’s Rwanda has hatgeen focused on central government
jobs, both in the cabinet and the legislature, padicularly in the Senate (the Upper House of
Parliament). Rwanda’s 26 Senators serve for gegat terms; of these twelve are elected by proainci
councils, eight are appointed by the Presiden¢tstire the representation of historically margneali
communities,” four are appointed by the Forum ofitieal Organizations and two are elected by
university staff. Kagame has used his power tooeppo the Senate an opposition presidential
candidate in 2003 from the opposition Party forgeess and Concord as well as the former vice-
president of the Democratic Republican Movement BjBnd son-in-law of the interim President of
Rwanda during the 1994 genocide. Since 2005 that€s President has been the chairman of the
opposition Social Democratic Party (PSD) which nese 12.3% of the vote in the 2003 parliamentary
elections, while one of the two Vice-Presidenthésformer President of the Liberal Party (PL) whic
received 10.6% of the vote in the elections. Irilere are seven non-RPF members in the Senate,
comprising 26.9% of the seats, a far cry from tf8&opposition candidates received in the 2003
presidential election. As regards the Chamberegudes (Rwanda’s Lower House of Parliament),
MPs are elected according to a closed-list propoali representation system with one national

constituency, with the selection of MPs thus dop@drty leaders in Kigali rather than by votets.

*1 Alexander Stroh, “Electoral Rules of the Authaiiié Game: Undemocratic Effects of Proportional iRepntation in
Rwanda,”Journal of Eastern African Studie$ (March 2010), 1-19.



17

Moreover, Rwanda’s 2003 constitution has institudilized power-sharing across political
parties by stipulating both that the President &pdaker of the Chamber of Deputies must be from
different political parties (Article 58) and that party can control more than 50% of seats in the
cabinet (Article 116). These provisions, whilespstibly designed to prevent future conflicts, ndyo
allow for the allocation of cabinet posts to oppiosi party members, but, by stating this openlghim
constitution, greatly increase the credibility aidgame’s offers of patronage redistribution. Adighe
Speaker of the Chamber of Deputies is the leadéheifCentrist Democratic Party (PDC), while
opposition members in the cabinet include the cufPeime Minister, Minister of Youth and Internal
Security Minister, among others. In addition, thare allegations that the government fraudulently
increased the proportion of the vote received ByRBD and PL in the 2008 parliamentary election in
order for the two parties to maintain themselvesvalthe 5% minimum threshotd.

One could, of course, argue that the oppositiotiggarepresented in government have little
popular support and are only allocated positiorsder to allow Kagame to pretend that his regisne |
broad-based, despite the fact that he banned timeMi2R opposition party in 2003. Yet of the three
original opposition parties other than the MDR whigere allocated cabinet positions in the 1993
Arusha Agreement, the leaders of all three — theFPIC and PSD — have seats in the Senate or cabinet
today. Moreover, Kagame has successfully boughtnoifvidual MDR members with offers of
positions in the cabinet and Senate, includingesurPrime Minister Bernard Makuza, former Prime
Minister Pierre-Célestin Rwigema and former Forditinister Anastase Gasana. Finally, Kagame has
also integrated former rebel leaders like Paul Rkabije into his army after their surrender wita th
same ranks that they held in the bush.

Indeed, while increasingly utilizing patronage oppoities in Kigali®> Kagame has
simultaneously reduced the amount of patronagé&enperiphery. In 2002 he cut the number of
districts, the second-highest level of local goveent, from 154 to 106 before making even sharper

cuts across all levels of local government in 200&re specifically, Kagame’s government reduced

52

Stroh, p. 9.
3 Kagame's government created three new minismi@908; it also proposed a constitutional amendrime2®10 which
allocated sole power over the appointment of membENational Commissions and parastatals to theiéent.
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the number of provinces from 12 to 5, districtgrird06 to 30, sectors from 1536 to 416 and cellmfro
9135 to 2148; it also cut the number of vice-maysmsdistrict from three to two.

Finally, Kagame’s provision of central governmgtis have been relatively invisible as well,
with very little public focus on patronage as a neet garner votes. For instance, in 2003 Kagame r
his presidential campaign on non-distributive isdike security, stability, reconciliation and eoamc
recovery>* Similarly, the 2008 parliamentary election simifafocused on general government
achievements such as stopping “the genocide, dBbgilthe country, promoting unity and
reconciliation, providing for the genocide survigpmcreasing overall healthcare [and] promoting
regional integration®® The election was notable for the paucity of caigpabosters, restricted
campaign finance expenditures and a general lacaimation about party programs, all of which

served to leave voters relatively uninformed atspecific government policie§.

3.3.2. Uganda

In recent years Uganda has seen a very differatesyof patronage than in Rwanda. While
Museveni has, like Kagame, used central governmpesitions as a source of patronage, he has not
allocated them to current or former political rivddut rather political allies. Since his rebel slay
Museveni’'s base has been among the Bantu-speakioglgs of southern and western Uganda,
specifically the Baganda of central Uganda anatms Banyankole ethnic group in western Uganda.
Under his rule it is these two groups which havenbenefited in Kampala: to take a recent snapshot
of the cabinet as an example, of the nineteen samiusters in 2004, eleven were from the west and
five were from Buganda, with only two from the Nomnd one from the Eagt. Indeed, two of

Museveni’s three Vice-Presidents and three ofdus Prime Ministers have been Baganda, while five

> Waugh, pp. 88-198.

%> European Union Election Observation Mission, “Reljsuof Rwanda: Final Report” (Kigali, 2008), p..26
%% |bid., pp. 25-26.

" Richard Mutumba, “Issues in Parliamenkfie Monitor Aug. 31, 2004.
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out of six army commanders, as well as two of tihed Inspector Generals of Government responsible
for fighting government corruption, have been westes.

However, Museveni began his reign very differentigsmuch as he enjoyed an overwhelming
amount of support across much of the country thanksge part to his relatively successful effats
post-conflict reconstructiorf. At the time Museveni faced an unusually strotmglenovement called
the Holy Spirit Movement from northern Uganda, whieached less than 100 kilometers from
Kampala in 1987 before it was finally defeated hg government army. Thus, with little political
competition alongside peripheral threats to Musésepower from the HSM and other rebel
movements, my patronage theory suggests that Mosexeild have employed a centralized and
invisible patronage strategy at the time. Trufotm, for most of his first decade in power Museven
led a broad-based government that included the apgaaosition leader and chairman of the Democratic
Party as a member of his cabinet up to 1995 aldegsther leaders from the Conservative Party and
the former UNRF rebel movement. Moreover, he dmilyl failed to create new patronage
opportunities in the countryside, despite callafi@government-appointed Commission of Inquiry for
the creation of new districts in 1987 and from mchsts for the restoration of the five ethnic
kingdoms abolished in the 1960s.

Yet Museveni’s broad-based support began to narroine 1990s as political party leaders and
even former rebel army allies like Besigye stattetirn against him in Kampala. With no non-NRM
and only one or two non-Bantu ministers and arnfigerfs left, Museveni instead shifted towards other
forms of patronage to rule over Uganda. In Banéas he restored four of the five ethnic kingdoms
just in time for the 1994 Constituent Assembly tets?® while the kingdoms were not granted the
political powers they held in the 1960s and und¢orgal rule, they were rather allowed to exist as
cultural institutions. In the non-Bantu areasafthern and eastern Uganda which had never haal larg

ethnic kingdoms, Museveni focused on the creatibmesv districts (the highest level of local

%8 Nelson Kasfir, “The Ugandan Elections of 1989: BovwPopulism and Democratization,” in Holger B. seam and
Michael Twaddle, edsChanging UganddOxford, James Currey, 1991), p. 255.

¥ The restored kingdoms were Buganda, Bunyoro, Busog Toro. The one kingdom Museveni did not resias his
own, Ankole, ostensibly because it was not poputat, possibly also because a restored traditiomaj kould be
technically superior to all Banyankole, includinguséveni.
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government), despite his aforementioned earliectahce. In complete contrast to Kagame, Museveni
has created 64 districts since 1990, or more nghalsi-level sub-national units than any other agunt
in the world®® These have been concentrated in non-Bantu aféggnda and have been consistently
created around election times: in 2000 and 2005eMers created districts only a matter of months
before elections the following year, while in tH#9%6 and 2006 campaigns he promised to create new
districts after the elections. As expected, votensew districts have responded by voting more for
Museveni than the Ugandan average across all éieegons’

These two types of patronage — the restorationmgdoms and new districts — have been
peripheral in location. Almost by definition thewm districts have been in the periphery, with amig
of the 64 districts created in an urban area. Klingdoms have brought many new jobs to rural judrts
central and western Uganda: even the Buganda kmgadtose capital is in Kampala, has used funds
donated by rich Baganda to restore its variouscealand shrines across rural Buganda. Each distric
has also brought a whole slew of new jobs to rugdnda, including more than two dozen technical
support positions, a new set of district councileqsresenting special interest groups, and jolisan
construction and donor industries. As Uganda’'tridis are not represented in Kampala (with the
exception of Women MPs from each district), Musevens does not face the risk of creating clients
that could eventually overthrow hiff.

The kingdoms and new districts have been verylasibwell. The restoration of the kingdoms
in 1993 drew international attention, and each #org has focused on local development projects

within its area. Uganda’s decentralization progtaas brought prominence to local governments by

% Inasmuch as the kingdoms and the districts craaddr Museveni “incorporate potential oppositiorcés, investing
them with a stake in the ruler’s survival,” theg éinus highly comparable to the use of partisaislemres by autocrats
analyzed by Gandhi and Przeworski, p. 1280. Thereal difference here is that | claim that theddoms and districts are
themselves form of patronage, rather than a means to cpttenage as in Gandhi and Przeworski. The efedtef
however, is the same.

®1 Elliott D. Green, “Patronage, District CreationdaReform in Uganda,’Studies in Comparative International
Development45 (2010), 83-103. While Museveni has also egpdrthe number of ministries and presidential asgis
since the 1990s, these posts are both few in numisemparison to those created through the regtirggdoms and new
districts, and remain largely targeted towardsfeilow Banyankole. Cf. Giovanni Carbondp-Party Democracy?
Ugandan Politics in Comparative Perspect{Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2008), pp. 66-67.

%2 The expansion in the number of Parliamentariamstdithe Women MPs from the new districts has ryevabught
Uganda into line with other countries: with onelRanentarian per 101,473 citizens in 2010, it happrtionally exactly
the same number as Rwanda (101,380). While bathtdes have proportionally more Parliamentaridiamtthe DRC,
Kenya or Tanzania, they have fewer than Burundizafabique, Sudan, or Zambia.
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reallocating power over public land from the cembethe districts, and regular local elections nteah
leadership positions within the districts, as vikithgdoms, are not decided from Kampala. Moreover,
both kingdoms and districts are not reversibleddetral government jobs inasmuch as the government
has never even threatened to abolish a kingdondistréct. Finally, in contrast to Rwanda, Museven
and NRM candidates have prominently reminded vatéthe restoration of the kingdoms and the

creation of new districts in numerous parliamentarg presidential electiofi3.

3.4. Historical Extensions and Counterfactuals

The point of the “most similar” comparative resdedtesign is to demonstrate that the two cases
are almost identical with the exception of depemndaniable and the crucial independent variable,
thereby isolating and clarifying causalffy.Of course, what this approach suggests is tieasdme
causal explanation should apply when the casesargo similar; in the current context, this would
mean that patronage allocation in Rwanda and Ugstmalad not only conform to the theory developed
above under the regimes of Kagame and Musevenalbatunder previous rulers as well. Here |
briefly examine four previous regimes in Rwanda &lghnda whose allocation of patronage and
subsequent success or failure at maintaining thieesa power clearly demonstrates support of my
theory.

In Rwanda the pre-genocide regime of Juvenal Haioygera was quite successful at allocating
patronage to maintain its hold on power. On the band Habyarimana claimed at least to be
interested in the allocation of patronage to thentxyside, with positive references to agricultanel
the Hutu peasantry in his speecfreddowever, as with Kagame Habyarimana centralizeglgp in
Kigali rather than the countryside, using his ceffevenues to buy off his opposition in Kigali vehil

also channeling large amounts of state resourcétuto elites from his home region of Gisenyi.

8 Carbone, pp. 107-108; Green, “Patronage, DisBieation and Reform in Uganda.”

% John GerringCase Study Research: Principles and Practi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).

% philip Verwimp, “Development Ideology, the Peasgaind Genocide: Rwanda represented in Habyarim&peeches,”
Journal of Genocide Research(November 2000), 325-361.
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Indeed, despite claims in 1974 that developmentypaolould be decentralized to the communes,
Habyarimana instead increasingly centralized cootrer local government personnel and policy in
Kigali.®® As regards ethnicity, Habyarimana hired many i§ws cabinet ministers, ambassadors and
as senior members of his MRND party. In accordhie theory here, however, Habyarimana allowed
Tutsis no remit in the countryside, with “an almtegal absence of Tutsis from the organs of thalloc
state: [in 1990] there was only one Tutsi preféat,prefect of Butare who was killed in the genecid
and not a single Tutsi burgomastéf.Habyarimana’s loss of control from the late 1980sards thus
had arguably less to do with patronage politice thhad do with the collapse of international eeff
prices, the winds of change blowing through Frahoog Africa, the imposition of a Structural
Adjustment program in 1990, the end of the Cold ¥fat the invasion of the RPF, which consisted of
Tutsi exiles whose allegiance Habyarimana was en@bpurchas&®

In Uganda, Idi Amin’s rule conformed to the Musemaattern of decentralized patronage but,
as his regime had no competitive elections ank& liteedom of the press, patronage was largely
invisible and personalized. While Amin was notasdor almost exclusively appointing his fellow
citizens from West Nile region to top positionghe military and government, he was able to maintai
himself in power by creating three new sourcesatrignage that he could allocate to his politicalls.
First, in 1972 he notoriously exiled the countii&ian community, thereby opening up a great deal of
patronage resources. Rather than centralize #ss&ts by resting them in government hands, Amin
instead quickly redistributed some 3000-4000 forisian businesses within only three months,
thereby creating a new class of businessmen knewineenafutamingiSwahili for “a lot of fat”)*°
Secondly, in 1973 he introduced a whole new praalrieer of regional government, numbering ten
across the whole country, while also nearly dowptivre number of districts from 19 to 37. As under

Museveni these new provinces and districts alloeuin to placate his political rivals and remove

% peter UvinAiding Violence: The Development Enterprise in RtegfVest Hartford, CT: Kumarian Press, 1998), p. 24.
8" Mahmood MamdanWWhen Victims Become Killers: Colonialism, Nativismg the Genocide in Rwan(Rrinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2001), p. 141. Burgstera were the political heads of the communes.

% bid; Philip Verwimp, “The Political Economy of Gfee, Dictatorship and GenocideEuropean Journal of Political
Economy19 (June 2003), 161-181.

% Michael J. Schultheis, “The Ugandan Economy ande®d Amin, 1971-1974 Studies in Comparative International
Developmentl0 (Fall 1975), 3-34.
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them from Kampala at the same tiflehowever, unlike Museveni Amin did not allow forchd
elections or decentralize power, decision-makingsources to these new administrative units, ltlyere
making them useful as patronage posts or “prebematshardly visible or useful to most Ugandans.
Third and finally, in 1975 Amin’s government pass$ieel Land Reform Decree, which nationalized all
land in Uganda and thereby created even more paplsources of patronage. As with the
aforementioned example of Mobutu and the DRC’s imgsisillions, there are almost no records of the
names of the recipients of these three types abpage, which again is indicative of the largely
secretive or invisible nature of patronage allaratunder Amin. In the end Amin’s ability to
redistribute enough patronage to maintain himsgdower lasted until the collapse of the East Afnic
Community in 1977, the US ban on the import of Utgmncoffee in October 1978 and the Tanzanian
decision to counter-invade after Amin sent troop®ess the border two weeks after the US coffee ban.

Another way to test the theory presented here examine counterfactuals or “off-the-path”
behavior by politicians that led to adverse consegas’’ Here again the evidence is strong. As
opposed to Habyarimana and Kagames’s centralizsérayof patronage, Rwanda’s first President
Grégoire Kayibanda did not redistribute resourceki$ political enemies in Kigali. For instance,
Kayibanda completely shut out Tutsis from his goveent after 1964 while allowing Tutsis to gain
access to lower-level jobs, especially in schodlewever, perhaps most important in Kayibanda’s
eventual downfall was his failure to distribute ttahzed patronage to Hutus outside a small circle
from southern Rwanda, who dominated the powerftiesiarketing board TRAFIPRO. Instead,
Kayibanda kept troublesome military leaders likejdie&Sabin Benda and future RPF chairman
Lieutenant-Colonel Alexis Kanyarengwe far from Kigappointing them instead as directors of a tea
factory in Cyangugu and a seminary in Gisenyi, eefipely. Kayibanda'’s final mistake was to create

local anti-Tutsi vigilante committees in 1972-73ase power was quickly usurped by local Hutu

0 Jan Jelmert Jgrgensésganda: A Modern HistorgLondon: Croom Helm, 1981).
71
Boone.
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politicians who, along with the aforementioned tarly officers outside the remit of Kigali, suppatte
Habyarimana’s military coup in July 1973.

The Obote regime in the early 1960s representnitas example of “off-the-path” behavior
from Uganda. Obote made the mistake of centrgipatronage, most notoriously by abolishing
Uganda’s southern Bantu-speaking kingdoms andgitbnal and district assemblies across the country
in 1967. In his attempt to copy Julius Nyerergamaapolicies in Tanzania, Obote announced the
partial nationalization of some 80 major compaimdss so-called “Move to the Left,” whose rhetoric
indicated that future policies were more likelyinclude the nationalization of land and large-scale
government redistribution of income than the distiion of club goods. Included among these pdicie
was Obote’s notorious “one plus three” electiomosal for the never-held parliamentary elections of
1971, which required putative MPs in a given cduneficy to receive a base amount of support in three
other constituencies in other parts of Uganda &edeby disadvantaged MPs who only had local
support. All of these moves thus threatened Ipaaibnage networks, especially among the Baganda
who stood to lose the most from Obote’s polici€gespite efforts to build an inclusive cabinet and
bureaucracy with citizens from all of Uganda’s tetg, Obote was nonetheless overthrown by Aminin

a widely-supported coup in 1971.

4. Conclusion

In this article | created a typology of patronagea series of institutional choices or strategies
along two variables, namely geography and visipilitshowed how similar regimes in Rwanda and
Uganda have employed quite different strategigstvbnage allocation, with centralized and rel&ive
invisible types of patronage in Kagame’s Rwanda @eripheral and highly visible patronage more
recently in Museveni’'s Uganda. Moreover, | showedv the same logic of patronage allocation

explained a shift over time during the Museveniimegin Uganda, the logic of patronage under

"2 Filip ReyntjensPouvoir et Droit au Rwanda: Droit Public et Evoloiti Politique, 1916-197@ ervuren: Musée Royal de
I'Afriqgue Centrale, 1985).
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Habyarimana’s and Amin’s regimes, and why off-plaghavior in Kayibanda’'s and Obote’s initial
post-independence regimes contributed in both dasteeir fall from power.

| conclude here with three lessons for the stddyatronage. One lesson is that the nature of
patronage allocation can have little to do withmegytype and economic development but much to do
with the different threats to political power acgdsne and space. The evidence here suggests that
geographical factors play a large role in decidiwtgere political leaders allocate patronage, and it
emphasizes the role of competitive elections aedhldia in altering the decision of politicians to
create visible vs. invisible patronage. It thuggests that the level of democracy as measuredliy P
IV and others may not be the most important factexplaining patronage distribution, thereby addin
to a growing literature that suggests that demaesaand non-democracies in the developing world
have fewer policy differences that was previoullgught’®> Further research into the differences
between countries which have varying levels oftmal competition and press freedom alongside
different political geographies might thereforeph& bring their patronage strategies into sharper
focus.

A second lesson is that attempts to develop theofipatronage need to incorporate variations
in threats to political power. The debate overtivBegovernments allocate patronage to swing @& cor
voters discussed by Stokes is thus not very useithiout a discussion of political context, as is
increasingly suggested by the literature. Fominsg, in Uganda neither the core nor the swingvote
hypotheses do a good job at predicting districatioa;* and there is similar evidence that country-
specific institutional factors like executive domnte and center-local ties, rather than the swang/c
voter hypotheses, account for patronage variatimontemporary South Koréa.

Third, the evidence here suggests that a focustlomicepatronage may miss much of the

variation in patronage across time and space. aMtiinic patronage has been prominent in all six

3 Casey B.Mulligan, Ricard Gil and Xavier Sala-i-May “Do Democracies Have Different Public Polici¢san
NondemocraciesJournal of Economic Perspective8 (Winter 2004), 51-74; Michael Ross, “Is Demegr&ood for the
Poor?”American Journal of Political Scien&® (October 2006), 860-874.

" Green, “Patronage, District Creation and Reforrdganda.”

> Yusaku Horiuchi and Seungjoo Lee, “The PresideriRggionalism and Distributive Politics in South Kar”
Comparative Political Studieg1 (June 2008), 861-882.
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regimes examined here, arguably none of the faawripus regimes were overthrown due to an over-
concentration of patronage among the presidentisieigroup, and in contemporary Rwanda and
Uganda the most important political opposition eatty comes from the same ethnic groups as
Kagame and Musevefii. In other words, future research on the role afqueage in regime survival
may wish to examine in more detail how politiciaistribute patronage to citizens from other ethnic
groups rather than continue to focus on the religion of patronage within ethnic groups.

In the end, however, it is important that scholaoatinue to study the nature of patronage
allocation across both time and space in ordeeti@bunderstand how and why governments employ a
variety of patronage strategies. | can only hdyae the evidence | have presented here will help to

move us further towards this goal.

® Uganda’s most prominent opposition leader, KizzsiBye, is a Munyankole like President Musevemi.Rivanda

Kagame’s main opposition has come from other Tetsirnees within the RPF, including those who sughe restoration
of the monarchy. Cf. Sebastian Silva-Leander, tlnDanger and Necessity of Democratization: Tr@éfs-Between

Short-Term Stability and Long-Term Peace in Postd@gale Rwanda, Third World Quarterly 29 (December, 2008),
1601-1620.



Table 1: Patronage as I nstitutional Choice

Institutional Variable Option 1 Option 2
Geography Center Periphery
(Central Government Jobs) (Local Government Jobs)

Visibility Invisible and Reversible Visible and NdReversible
(Private Goods or “Spoils”) (Club Goods or “Pork”)
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