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Abstract:
The effects of economic and political reforms otrguaage in Africa remains unclear. In particular
there is much disagreement about whether or nattsiial adjustment programs and democratization
have helped to make patronage less pervasive inaifipolitics. Here | examine the case study of
Uganda, which has received much praise for itel@gale economic and political reforms since the
late 1980s. However, at the same time Ugandalbaegperienced a near explosion in the number of
districts (the highest level of local governmegting from 39 to 80 in less than a decade. | erarai
variety of potential reasons why these districtghhhave been created, and argue, through thefuse o
both qualitative and quantitative analysis, thatrdit creation has functioned as a source of pate.
Specifically, | show that President Museveni’s goweent has created new districts as a means to
compensate for other patronage resources lostghnaiorms, and that new districts have helped him
to continue to win elections. This paper thus ttutes the first rigorous demonstration that the
creation of new sub-national political units canstitute a form of patronage, and suggests thaesim

processes may be currently taking place acrossafri
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For God and My Country
National Motto of Uganda

For God and My Stomach
Name of Restaurant in Gulu, Northern Uganda

The consequences of economic and democratic refamrpatronage and clientelism in Africa
have been a source of much debate in recent yé€arghe one hand, more optimistic scholars have
argued that these reforms have led to a declibetimthe supply and demand for patronage, inasmuch
as the fiscal crises and structural adjustmentrarog of the 1980s limited the supply of patrondge a
the center, while the democratization that sweptctimtinent in the early 1990s lessened demand for
patronage as voters increasingly evaluate candidatpolicy differences rather than clientelistiers
(Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-Boadi 2005; Lindberd ®lorrison 2008). On the other hand, however,
most scholars have remained pessimistic and ahgdiéfrican leaders have been able to circumvent
these reforms and maintain patron-client relatisrisch they then have been able to utilize in bgyin
off voters at election time (Van de Walle 2001; Whekon 2003). In particular, according to this
school, African leaders have been able both tahsse reforms to their own benefits, for instance
through selling off privatized state-owned assetpdilitical cronies, and develop their clientetsti
networks through the allocation of jobs in the oa&bi civil service and armed forces.

Alongside these reforms many African countries havereasingly experimented with
decentralization programs as a means to furtherceethe scope of leaders’ abilities to allocate
resources. Indeed, both donors and governmedéveloping countries has been seen decentralization
as a palliative for a large number of governanoblems, and as such many countries have instiéguted
wide variety of reforms that have devolved the ion of various public services to lower levels of
government. As with the other aforementioned re&ra mini-cottage industry has sprung up to
analyze decentralization policies, with a large am@f controversy over their outcomes (Bardhan and
Mookherjee 2006; Treisman 2007).

Within this literature, however, there has beettelito no focus on one important aspect of

decentralization, namely the creation of new suienal political units. This has been an espegiall
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prominent trend in the developing world, wheregbgernments of such countries as Benin, Burkina
Faso, the Democratic Republic of Congo, India, ivedea, Nigeria and Vietham, among many others,
have created a slew of new units since the 199@sthere has been very few attempts at explaining
this trend, especially in Africa, and those thasekave ascribed it to a variety of factors sush a
gerrymandering, the desire to improve service @ejivchanges in the nature of centre-local tragsfer
and ethnic conflict management, among others (#jtkdofman, and Kaiser 2005; Malesky 2009;
Mawdsley 2002; Suberu 1991). Furthermore, nonthede studies have attempted to draw wider
inferences from their case studies that may appbwénere.

As such | hereby take one country, Uganda, aseastady to see both what underlying motives
lie behind the creation of new units in one Africauntry and how widely applicable these motives
may be in other contexts. Uganda is a particulgdgd case study for this examination for two
reasons. First, Uganda’s economic and politicllrres have attracted a great deal of praise since
President Yoweri Museveni assumed power in 198€gulRrly cited as one of Africa’s few “donor
darlings,” Uganda’s structural adjustment prograut &ide-ranging political reforms have been held
responsible for its high economic growth rates stathle governance over the past two decades. In
particular, the process by which power has beenrdemmtrated and devolved to five levels of local
government has been called “one of the most fathiag local government reform programs in the
developing world” (Francis & James 2003: 325). ldwer, despite the lavish attention given to these
reforms in the scholarly literature, there exisiso& yet no analysis of sub-national political unit
creation under Museveni’s rule.

A second reason to examine Uganda here is itsmegtreture of unit creation, whereby the
number of districts (the highest level of sub-nagilcgovernment) has gone from 33 in 1990 to 80 and
counting today, or more than any country in thelavower this time period. The country recently
surpassed Thailand to hold the spot of fourth erigh of the world’s largest number of highestdev
sub-national political units per stdtand, as demonstrated on Table 1, has far morestidével sub-

national units (and far fewer people per unit) taag other large African state.



[Insert Table 1 here]

| thereby employ Uganda as an “extreme case” ehatiional political unit creation, whereby it
may be paradigmatic for what is happening elsewimettee developing world and where the logic of
unit creation may therefore be clearer than inrathees (Gerring 2007). In this paper | thus engodo
number of plausible reasons behind district creaimd conclude that, while several of them havessom
element of truth, the most important explanatiorthis use of new districts as patronage. More
specifically, | ascribe the rise of district creatiin the 1990s to the consequences of Ugandals dua
economic and political reforms and the resultaetite find new sources of patronage. In this sense
argue that district creation in Uganda, while exieecan be seen as paradigmatic for other states in
developing world which have similarly undergoneoreis that have cut the supply of government
patronage without instituting any fundamental clestg the “redistribution syndrome” from which so
many of these states suffer (Azam 2007). As viéhfailures of structural adjustment, the failufe o
decentralization programs to curb patronage thas ad existing evidence that top-down reform
processes cannot hope to improve governance stegatuAfrica on their own.

Below | first give a brief introduction to the ptitial economy of Uganda since 1986, with
special attention to its decentralization reforbefpre exploring each of the potential reasonsrigehi
Uganda’s burgeoning number of districts. After mgka qualitative case for patronage as the most
plausible reason for district creation, | then eugeries of logistic regressions and examine electi
data, both of which strengthen my argument. Fmaitonclude with three broad implications of the

paper.

Economic and Political Reform in Museveni’'s Uganda
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Uganda’s post-colonial history has been notoriotistyultuous, most prominently due to the
misrule of Idi Amin in the 1970s and a brutal ciwidr in the early 1980s. After President Museveni
came to power in Uganda in January 1986, he andilimgy National Resistance Movement (NRM)
initially attempted to alleviate the country’s widgnging economic problems without donor support,
but inflation rates of over 300% forced him to ttwra Structural Adjustment Program (SAP) in 1987.
Placated with a large increase in donor aid, thé&/INj®vernment lost its initial distrust of market
reforms and adopted such SAP reforms as the denaiwd the Ugandan shilling, the privatization of
over 90 large parastatals like the Uganda CommieBaiak and the Kampala Sheraton Hotel, the
elimination of the state marketing board monopadesr coffee, cotton and produce and the reduction
of tariff levels to some of the lowest in AfricadRikka & Collier 2001). Additional reforms incled
the repeal of Amin’s Land Reform Decree (which hatlonalized all land in 1975) and the reduction
in the sizes of the civil service from 320,000he tarly 1990s to 256,000 by 2007 and the army from
100,000 to 45,000 over the same period (Governwiddganda 2007).

These reforms have thus led to a sharp reductidmeiavailability of the central government
rents which had previously provided politiciansass Africa with patronage resources (Bates 1981).
As aresult Uganda has been consistently beendaskene of the top four most “economically free”
states in Africa in the Heritage Foundation’s anml@bal rankings, which assign positive scores to
low levels of government expenditure, inflatiomifts, taxation, restrictions on foreign investmeand
state regulation of finance and laoMoreover, Museveni’s reforms (alongside a seggtalis boom
in world coffee prices in the mid-1990s) are citedproducing an average rate of 6.2% GDP growth
per annum between 1986 and 2000 and a reductitwe imbsolute poverty level from 56% in 1992 to
35% in 1999. This happy marriage of “Washingtom&smsus” policies and real growth and poverty
results has thus been seen by many as one ofgh@aints for the Wolfensohn-led World Bank in the
1990s (Mallaby 2004).

Simultaneous to these economic reforms were palitoes such as the creation of a new

constitution, which was adopted in 1995 after asfitutional Commission made extensive tours and
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solicitations throughout the country over a penbthree years (Moehler 2007). During this process
Museveni oversaw the restoration of four of Ugaeda/e traditional kingdoms, which had been
abolished in 1967, as cultural institutions; hevatsstituted a system of quotas across all levkls o
government for women, persons with disabilitiesl #e youth. While Museveni controversially failed
to re-introduce multi-party politics until 2005,shgovernment did set up competitive elections to a
Constituent Assembly in 1994 and ParliamentaryRunedidential elections in 1996, 2001 and 2006, all
of which were largely assessed as free and faiinteynational observers.

Another reform was the introduction of the Localu@oil (LC) system of local government,
which had initially begun as a local support systenthe NRM while it fought against the Ugandan
government in the early 1980s (Kasfir 2003 lections to village-level councils (LCIs) begar1987,
alongside indirect elections to parish (LCII) thgbudistrict (LCV) councils; by the mid 1990s the
central government had both created a system ofaegnd direct elections at the local level and
reassigned local government power from centrallyeamted technocrats to locally-elected politicians.
Further reforms that decentralized both financeision-making and power over local public land to
district governments meant that, by the late 198@grict leadership positions had become quite
powerful within their jurisdictions (Green 2008)s with other reforms, the LC system has thus draw
large amounts of praise from the outside worldsmach as it offered lessons to other African states
how to detribalize rural administration (MamdanP&® and how to combat HIV/AIDS successfully
(Allen & Heald 2004).

As these reforms accelerated Museveni’'s governsiemlly began to create new districts in
1990 and 1991. He was not the first Ugandan peesith undertake this task; previously in 1974 Idi
Amin introduced ten provincial governments and atawubled the number of districts from 19 to 37
in a clear example of the prebendalistic practomamon to Africa at the time (Jgrgensen 1981; Van
de Walle 2007). In response to Amin’s policiesMheseveni-appointed Commission of Inquiry into
the Local Government recommended in 1987 a reviexisting districts, which, it claimed, “would

undoubtedly result in a large number of the newdated districts losing their existing status”raesyt
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were financially unviable and unnecessary (Ugar@8¥1121-123). However, no such review took
place, and, as Table 1 demonstrates, Musevenisrgment continued to add districts in 1994, 1997
and 2000 before announcing the creation of 24 nistriats in 2005, the largest ever increase in
Uganda’s history. Thus, despite increasing concern from donors atimufeasibility of the new
districts (Namutebi 2007, USAID/Uganda 2001), Ugandw has 80 districts, or more than twice as
many as when Museveni took office and more than tiomes as many as when Amin took office in

19718

[Insert Table 2 here]

In the next section | thus examine four potentedsons behind this trend, namely 1) the
improvement of service delivery, 2) ethno-lingustonflict management, 3) the inability of the caht

government to resist local demands for new distrighd 4) patronage and electoral politics.

1. The Improvement of Service Delivery

The standard reason for creating new sub-natiamgd in developing countries is to improve
service delivery and developmental outcomes, asiaele rhetoric from Nigeria and Vietnam, among
others (Akinyele 1996; Malesky 2009). In Ugandgjde 179 of the 1995 constitution allows for the
creation of new districts based on “effective adstration and the need to bring services clostrdo
people.” Indeed, Uganda’s very high populationiglorate mean that its population/district ratio is
still higher today than it was in the late 1970=e(3able 2). Moreover, local councilors have often
praised the creation of new districts as effectiv@romoting service delivery, even among those
districts that have only recently created. Fotanse, Amuru district leaders in northern Uganda
claimed that, only a year after Amuru district Hen created, the advantages of a new district has

been obvious in more boreholes, schools and roadidatter coordination and easier monitoring
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among government officials (interviews with Omad®?2; Seraphine 2007). More generally NRM
cadres like Ofwono Opondo have claimed that distrieation and development have gone hand-in-
hand in Uganda, in that “Uganda is more developeédy than 25 years ago when it had only 39
districts or indeed four decades of only 18 disdti¢Oguttu & Opondo 2007).

Of course, if the creation of new sub-nationalitpal units were necessary for economic
development, we would have seen much more otltardeveloping world. Yet, there is little evidenc
from successful “developmental states” that theamy relationship between sub-national politicatl u
and economic development. For instance, by ontynadfive new provincial-level regions over the
past half-century China has seen its populationrggpon increase from 23.2 million in 1960 to 40.3
million today. Moreover, as already noted, Indaaésis seen a large increase in the number ailits s
national political units since the late 1990s; hegreunder Suharto’s rule (1967-1998), Indonesia sa
prolonged economic development but no expansidghemumber of its sub-national political units
(Fitrani et al. 2005). Thus, despite the addittdnrseven new provinces since 1999, Indonesia’s
population per province has increase from 5.2 afilin 1967 to 7.1 million today.

Similarly, while it is possible that some new digs in Uganda have been created in order to
improve service delivery, there is no concrete enc® that new districts have on the whole been
created in deprived areas or that their creatianbemefited citizens. One way to measure public
service delivery across Uganda is to examine didegvel measurements of the UN’s Human Poverty
Index (HPI), which incorporates data on accessafe water, access to health services and literacy
rates, and the Human Development Index (HDI), whgcbased in part on school enrolment, life
expectancy and expenditure and income per caph®bRJ1999; 2005). Binary logistic regressions
using HPI data from 1996 and HDI data from 199%m@slictors for the creation of new districts in
1997 and 2000, however, produce no significanttegdater in the paper we show that the sametresul
obtains for districts created in 2005). Usingghme data, we can also compare the change in ldPI an
HDI data over time to see if performance in the déstrict and the older but smaller “mother” distri

improved compared to other districts in Ugandat again, a series of OLS regressions confirms that
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district creation in 1997 and 2000 had no effectloanges in HPI (1996-2003) or HDI (1995-2004),
whether or not one controls for district populatard siz€.

Indeed, when pressed upon this issue, districtelsaoften admit that the creation of new
districts creates as many logistical and admirtisggroblems as it solves. In following the piple
that district headquarters are to be located irgdwgraphical middle of a district, district offscare
often located far away from any sizeable town fage, thus making district officials commute long
distances over unpaved roads to their offices hackby spend less time in their actual offices. (I
Amuru district in northern Uganda, this meant cortingi from Gulu, a 90-minute drive away
[interviews with Omach 2007; Seraphine 2007]). ®onportantly, important files and documents
often linger for years in mother districts befdney are separated and sent along to the new distric
headquarters. For example, Kiboga district (noetstvof Kampala), which was created in 1991, still
had not received all of its relevant land offidesdifrom its mother district in 2001, accordingt®
district land officer at the time (interview witrellanda 2001). Considering that local governments a
well as donors have been complaining about thed@gms for years (USAID/Uganda 2001), it strains
plausibility to suggest that the central governniettampala has been unaware of these issues when

deciding to create new districts.

2. Ethno-Linguistic Conflict Management

Arguments for decentralization and the creatiameo? sub-national units are often based on the
management of ethno-linguistic conflict (Treism&@02), as seen for instance in the examples of India
and Nigeria (Mawdsley 2002; Suberu 1991). In Ugantide Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of
Local Government, Vincent Ssekono, has similarBiraked that the creation of new districts has
enabled ethnic minorities who were formerly margaeal to obtain their own district. One example
comes from northwest Uganda, where the Aringa ettiraup were formerly an ethnic minority within

Arua district before the creation of Yumbe distirc2000 allowed them to speak their own language a
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council meetings (interview with Ssekono 2007 )artitity could potentially explain a good number of
districts in Uganda, whose constitution officialgcognizes 65 indigenous ethnic groups and which in
one recent data set was declared the world’s ntlesically fractionalized state (Alesina et al. 203

However, Ssekono’s explanation falls flat for tveasons. First, there is no evidence that
ethnicity has played a primary role in the creatbnew districts over the past two decades. ©#th
districts created over Museveni’s reign, only 12017% have led to a minority ethnic group becoming
a majority in either the new or the mother distti¢h other words, while ethnicity could explain ssm
one-quarter of the districts created since 198&t shill leaves three-quarters of the new districts
unexplained.

Secondly, far from alleviating ethnic tension apdirsing development, it is clear that the
creation of new districts has led in many casasd@eased levels of ethnic conflict. For instartbe,
demands of many ethnic minority inhabitants of Kakedistrict for their own district in the late 9®s
led to a reaction from the Batoro ethnic eliteha tlistrict, who were worried both about losingtcoin
over local resources as well as the future viahilitthe local Toro kingdom if the new districtéused
to support the kingdom financially. Tensions between the two sides grew so highabagrding to a
local newspaper, “people [in the region] are evanirg themselves for a possible war,” which
subsequently led to intense talks between varioligng and security leaders from Kampala and local
leaders (Mwenda and Mugisa 1999). Similarly, tleofo district of eastern Uganda is currently
dominated by members of the Japadhola ethnic gréggsuch, a number of minority Itesot residents
in Tororo county have petitioned the governmenttf@ir own district. While the Commission of
Inquiry appointed by the central government agteexteate the district, it failed to assign therent
district capital, which is split between the twbrmt groups, to the new district. The rift ledetbinic
divisions in the February 2006 parliamentary rageereby the candidate supported by the Itesot
escaped a petrol bomb attack at his residencerih@gy to have the Ugandan army deployed in town
in August and October 2006 after rumors that Itteslot extremists were planning on burning down

the district headquarters (interview with Tanna200
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3. The Inability of the Central Government to ResisLocal Demands

One of the overriding themes in discussions ofAfrecan state is its inherent weakness,
whereby governments are incapable of controllimgy tierritory or citizens. More specifically, Adan
politicians are seen to be at the whim of local @edpheral social forces, who thus determine
government policy (Migdal 1988). Employing thiggio, a majority of those scholars who have
discussed district creation in Uganda ascribe th&central government’s inability to resist local
demands; (Rubongoya 2007: 110), for instance, sléivat Museveni has been “prone to giving in to
popular demands for the creation of more distfittsOn the surface this analysis appears plausible,
inasmuch as Ugandans recognize the benefits ohgateir own district and are very vocal in
expressing their desires. Indeed, these pressiters take unusual forms of protest, as seen when
residents of Nakaseke district paraded with thddskdfithose who had been killed and buried in the
district during the civil war of the early 1980&e¥y have also turned violent, most notably in the
aforementioned cases of the split-up of Kabaraodtridt in 1999-2000 and Tororo district in 2006,
among others.

However, the idea that district creation has beered primarily by local demands cannot be
sustained for two reasons. First and foremostNREl government has been able to resist a varfety o
other local demands over the course of its reigmgtmotably in regards to the kingdoms of southern
Uganda. While he allowed the restoration of BugarBlinyoro, Busoga and Toro kingdoms in the
early 1990s, President Museveni halted the resboraf the Ankole kingdom on the grounds that it
was divisive and unpopulaf. Despite continued support for the Ankole restorsamong a section of
the Banyankole population (Uganda 2003: 248) ahb#ous legal standing for denying the restoration
(Oloka-Onyango 1995), the Ankole kingdom nonetletesnains a fiction. Similarly, leaders of the
Buganda kingdom have been demanding the restoratitreir former federal state ever since the

kingdom was restored in 1993, with an overwhelnmsogport of the Bugandan population. Again,
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despite continued and possibly increasing popuippart for federalism (locally known &slero) in
Buganda, the NRM government has so far refuseddaiasce to the kingdom’s demands (Uganda
2003). Certainly the ability of the central govaent to resist demands from leaders of the most
numerous and economically powerful ethnic grouphie country suggests that it could resist the
creation of new districts if it so wanted.

Secondly, if district creation has been driven fitostow we should be able to explain a sudden
popularity for new districts in the 1990s at thedbevel. We should thus be able to find a peditor
fiscal change of policy that led to this increagskdnand, something akin to the way the 1970
modification of the Distributable Pool Account ingdria started sending 50% of federal transfers ove
to states regardless of their size and therebyiboigd to the explosion in demands for new federal
states (Suberu 1991). As regards Uganda, therandagsd been a significant change in local
government budgets over the past decade, inasnsuttie dormer main source of local government
revenue, the Graduated Personal Tax (GPT), wasedduvom 10,000 USh to 3000 USh per year in
2001 and eliminated completely in 2005. Yet, aed@ Table 2, district creation predates any ghan
in local government budget structures, with 12rditst created in the 1990s. Moreover, upon its
abolition the GPT was replaced with an increasadsfier of conditional grants from the central
government, which are tied to social servicesditecation and health and thus, unlike in Nigerna, a
dependent on district size and population. Inothards, the logic of state creation in Nigeriseaft
1970 does not apply to Uganda.

Rather, the incentives for demanding a new diskrdste been constant throughout President
Museveni’s reign, as they are elsewhere. Newidistare akin to what in the United States might be
called “pork,” inasmuch as their benefits go tareah group of people but their costs are spread out
across the entire population (Stokes 2007). ABespeut by (Olson 1982) in his analysis of special
interest organizations, the creation of pork isljkto encounter little opposition at the natiolesiel
since its cost per capita is so low that those pdnofor it have little incentive to organize colieely

againstit. As to be expected, in Uganda theafoseating a district per citizen is very snaland, as
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long as there is no institutional barrier to cneguiilistricts across Uganda, all Ugandans havestttiee
potential to benefit from a new district in thewm area. This logic does not, however, explain why
there should have been such a sudden rush in thbarwf new districts since 1997, and therefore

cannot be the primary factor behind district cr@ati

4. Patronage, Job Creation and Electoral Politics

Critics of decentralization have long noted thg tmat decentralization reforms have opened up
possibilities for local elites to capture decemted governments and employ public resources as
patronage, defined here as the allocation of nateenefits for political support. Indeed, onelwd
more well-known studies analyzing this process araththe decentralization of education funds in
Uganda, where rural elites captured the fundsdalétriment of local schools and used them ingtead
support local patronage networks (Reinikka and Ssem2004). Similarly, despite their intentions to
the contrary, decentralization reforms have alsenberiticized for allowing national politicians to
create and extend their patronage networks intadhbatryside (Crook 2003). In particular there has
been discussion about the explosion in the numidigeria’s local government areas (LGAS) — the
country’s second highest level of local governmefrom their initial number of 301 in 1976 to 744
today. More specifically, there have been accaratthat the Nigerian federal states have created
LGAs for patronage reasons, although it would s#eahthe creation of LGAS has been also tied up
with the same reasons for state creation notededfov

Indeed, there is strong evidence that Presidenéeius has used the creation of new districts to
create “a raft of new jobs, each one a patronag®rymity” (Mwenda 2007: 31). This ongoing
creation of new patron-client relationships carséen as part of the same dynamic that has le@to th
ever-increasing size of the cabinet and the Padmvhereby potentially dangerous opposition
leaders can be brought under the government pandithereby neutralized. Indeed, as (Goetz 2002:

558-559) notes, the creation of new districts hasnbespecially beneficial to women at the
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parliamentary level, since, as noted above, eaetdistrict brings with it a new Woman MP; the resul
is that Woman MPs as a percentage of all MPs wating rights have gone from 14.0% in 1996 to
25.0% in 2008. This gender-biased patronage hagame unnoticed in Uganda; for instance, in a
Parliamentary debate on new districts one MP ajmdest the “many more Women Members of
Parliament and jobs for the unemployed” (Parlianeéiiganda Hansard, 20 July, 2005).

Yet the creation of new districts has not onlyatee jobs in Parliament. While the creation of a
district does not entail any new sub-district posi, it nonetheless leads to a significant nunatber
new posts at the district level. First, a whole/iset of technical and administrative staff mustibed,
including six executive secretaries, a Chief Adstiative Officer (CAO), Resident District
Commissioner (RDC), deputy CAO, deputy RDC, andsarlat Auditor, Clerk (and Assistant Clerk),
Community Based Services Manager, Education Offieagineer, Extension Coordinator, Finance
Officer, Director of Health Services, Informatiofffi©er, Inspector of Schools, Land Officer, Natibna
Agricultural Advisory Services Officer, Personneffi@er and Planner, among others. Second, the
payroll must include a new district chairperson amgw set of district councilors representing spec
interest groups such as women, the youth and #abldid, which in total average out to around 13 per
district. The result of all of these new jobsla district level is a cascading effect as lowgele
officials are promoted upwards, thereby creating job openings at all levels of local government.
Indeed, when asked about the benefits of distrézteon, sub-county councilors in Nakaseke pringaril
answered by noting the new jobs and promotion®tal citizens who had formerly been unemployed
by the previous Luwero district administration éntiew with Bushanda 2007; Sekesi 2007).

Moreover, district creation has also led to thatiom of non-governmental jobs. First, due to
the aforementioned policy that district capitals &rbe created in the centre of districts, newvidis
are a boon to local construction firms who are eygdl to create the district headquarexsihilo.
Secondly, as many donors in Uganda have incregdmgracted directly with district administrations
since 2000, the creation of new districts hasdedbinors setting up offices in the new districtitap

and thereby both creating new jobs and, througlgésupport of conditional grants to the districts,
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adding to potential local patronage opportuniti®alford 2006). Finally, NGOs have also increased
their presence in new districts; in Nakaseke cdarenoted the added presence of both World Vision
and the Adventist Development Relief Agency in igatar (interview with Bushanda 2007; Sekesi
2007).

The use of districts as patronage also fits wéd apolitical history of Museveni’s Uganda, and
explains why they began to multiply in the 1990Qstially Museveni was able to buy off opposition
through the creation of a broad-based governmdnthancluded such rivals as the then President of
the Democratic Party Paul Ssemogerere, as SecqnatyorRrime Minister from 1988 to 1995. Yet as
Museveni moved towards reintroducing national éestand eventually towards the re-introduction of
political parties, he began to reduce the numbepgpbsition cabinet ministers in fear that theyldou
use their positions to build up support against (@asfir 1998). Furthermore, as noted above, this
period also coincided with the implementation dfelialization and privatization reforms, which
endeared Museveni to donors but simultaneouslycestiinis ability to use patronage to buy off
potential opponents.

These reduced patronage opportunities were, howeoentered in part through district
creation as the number of new districts annountéus five years prior to national elections greamf
five (1996) to sixteen (2001) to twenty four (2006hdeed, the increasing number of new districts,
coupled with Museveni’s diminishing electoral sugpwer the years, fits in well with the literatune
patronage that suggests the more vulnerable aminent politician is, the more likely he/she isdtyr
upon patronage to win votes (Stein and Bickers L9%4is literature also suggests that politiciams
states with competitive elections are likely tmelite patronage at election time in what are termed
“political business cycles” (Block 2002; Pepinsk30Z), and again the evidence from Uganda fits the
theory very well. Indeed, in 2000 and 2005 Musé&saovernment created new districts just a matter
of months before presidential elections the follagwear, while in the presidential elections of@99
and 2006 Museveni promised to create new distites the election if citizens voted for him, leagli

to the creation of six new districts in 1997 areleh new districts in 2006, respectively. Muse'geni
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use of new districts as an election ploy sits aswheg his other election year promises and changes,
including both the aforementioned promise to redhedevel of graduated tax in the 2001 campaign
and its abolition only months before the 2006 ébectas well as the creation of a Constitutional

Review Commission four weeks before the March 2881

A Quantitative Test

The above qualitative evidence suggests thatictistreation in Uganda has been driven by
patronage. If this explanation is indeed the bast we should be able to test it quantitativetguigh
the use of a series of logistic regressions, witridt creation as a binary dependent variabls.l do
not have a full set of data for the districts ceeldtefore the 2002 Ugandan census, | only anake h
the 24 districts whose creation was announced0 20@f Uganda’s fifty-six districts in 2001, sigte
were later split in 2005 or 2006 into 24 new detsj | therefore code these 16 districts as 1 hed t
other 40 as 0. As we would assume that there woellsome relationship between district size and
splitting — whereby the larger ones would be mdely to be split up — | have controlled for both
district size Knf) and districtPopulation, with data on each from (Uganda 2002); | have also
controlled for districAge as we would also hypothesize that the older thiich, the more likely it is
to be split®> To assess whether districts were created forldewent purposes, | use data from
(UNDP 2005), which lists both the human povertyex@Pl) and a human development inded(,
measured on an inverse scale) per distfict.

Operationalizing my patronage thesis is more difficas it means being able to create an
independent variable that captures where Museveunidihave chosen to create new districts. There
are basically two competing theories of where pmdihs most likely to target patronage, namely the
“core” and “swing” voters theses, whereby politigaarget core political party supporters and swing
voters, respectively (Stokes 200d7)l can test both of these theories through thefistectoral data:

in the first case, | have created a variablegeveni Vote) that measures the percentage of the vote in
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each district allocated to Museveni in the 200 Ejolential election; if the “core” voter thesis @i@ect,
its coefficient should be positive. To test thevitsg” voter thesis | have introduced another vdaab
Marginality, which measures how marginal the district wak@&2001 electiof® if correct, we would
expect it to be negative (as a perfectly margimsttidt would have a value of zero).

Both of these theories could be thought of as dekased, in that the allocation of patronage
is determined by the political leanings of themge However, there is a third, supply-based way t
theorize how patronage might be distributed: if agsume, as with the other two theories, that
politicians wish to maximize the probability thavater “will vote for the incumbent as a resultaof
unit change in net transfers” (Schady 2000: 289)ould be the case that the voters most likely to
respond to patronage are the ones which had rec#ieesmallest amount of patronage in the past. In
other words, what matters here is not whetherargarea contains “core” or “swing” voters, but eaith
how much patronage, relative to other areas, angiwea had previously received. To return to the
Ugandan example, this theory would thus suggesiMingeveni would be most likely to create new
districts in those areas which heretofore benefiteth relatively little government patronage and
would therefore be more likely to respond positvel a new district than other areas.

In our analysis, however, we should first remem@ison 1961: 373)’s classic discussion of
patronage in mid-twentieth century Chicago, whighdthesized that a city boss would only allocate
patronage to city wards “in accord of its margipedduct” if he was first “secure in his position.”
Indeed, what has been clear from Museveni's resghat he has prioritized the allocation of central
government patronage to potential rivals in ordesttore up his position. This strategy, while very
successful in preventing any political instabiliigs however inevitably favored the Bantu-speaking
areas of southern and western Uganda. Specificatyge the early 1980s Museveni’s area of core
support has been among his own Banyankole ethoigogas well as other ethnic groups of western
Uganda; while fighting his guerilla war in the ceriregion of Buganda he also forged an alliandlk wi
the Baganda, the largest and historically the moshomically and politically powerful ethnic gromp

the country, that has continued to the present dayorder to placate westerners and the Baganda
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Museveni has thus kept a regular amount of pat®flag/ing to them via posts in the armed forces,
the cabinet (which includes an ever-increasing remalb “presidential advisors”) and various semi-
autonomous government agencies and ambassadonshijie, mention preferential treatment in the
privatization of state-owned companies (Green 2808enda and Tangri 2005; Tangri and Mwenda
2001). To take arecent snapshot of the cabiret agample, of the nineteen senior ministers @420
eleven were from the west and five were from Bugamdth only two from the North and one from the
East (Mutumba 2004). Similarly, two of Museverlisee Vice-Presidents and three of his four Prime
Ministers have been Baganda, while five of six aommmanders, as well as two of the three Inspector
Generals of Government responsible for fighting egoment corruption, have been westerners.
Finally, some posts have been split between thesetoups: for instance, of the five Ministers of
Finance since 1986, three have been Baganda wlulédave been westerners.

The non-Bantu-speaking areas of the north ancheastthus failed to benefit from patronage in
Kampala'® Moreover, both areas have generally failed toeliefrom the government policies so
praised by donors: while the east has generallyg heglected for the past two decades, the north has
suffered from a bloody civil war between the Ugandemy and the rebel Lord’s Resistance Army. In
this light we would therefore expect, accordinghs third theory of patronage distribution, that
Museveni would target district creation in the ridamtu areas for the purposes of vote maximization.

Thus to test my hypothesis | introducBamtu dummy, whereby Bantu-majority districts are
coded as one and non-Bantu as zero; if | am catreatariable should be negative. The resultsghvhi
can be found in Table 3, clearly indicate thatBaatu dummy is negative and significant after tgkin
into account the control variables in regressiéh Moreover, none of the other independent variables
is significant in regressions 2-5, and both Mhseveni Vote andMarginality variables even have the
wrong sign, indicating that new districts were mideely to created in areas which were non-marginal
and had previously voted for Museveni in 2001. rdgressions 6 and 7 | add other independent
variables to test the robustnes8aitu. AsHDI is highly correlated witkiPI (-0.90) and moderately

correlated witiBantu (0.61), | only includédPI here; adMuseveni Vote andMarginality are correlated
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at 0.54 | include them in separate regressiongyalda the other variablé5.The results again confirm
the significance dBantu, as well as the wrong signs fduseveni VoteandMar ginality (which appears

as significant in regression 7).

[Insert Table 3 here]

Electoral Results

Scholars differ on how responsive voters are tok’pand patronage, with some suggesting that
there are numerous intervening variables that cord@attempts to show a direct relationship between
patronage and election results (Samuels 2002; StelrBickers 1994). Moreover, measuring how
voters respond to patronage and clientelism iscditfdue to all the other factors that can infloen
election results, which is why there is an incnegdody of literature that uses field experiments t
exclude the “noise” that exists in non-experimergeltings (Vicente 2008; Wantchekon 2003).
However, short of obtaining permission from the hidgn government to split a randomized group of
districts just before an election, such experimargobviously impossible to replicate in Ugandat
relying upon already-extant data poses its ownlprojsince, as elsewhere in Africa, data is podr an
often non-existent; additionally, Uganda’s statsia ano-party” state between 1986 and 2005 excludes
analysis of parliamentary data during this period.

With all of these limitations, it is still possibte use presidential and parliamentary election
results to examine how voters have responded toallisreation in Uganda, and the data presented in
Tables 4 and 5 seems to provide some evidencdi#itact creation has indeed been an electoral boon
for Museveni and the NRM. Table 4 shows that \witenew districts rewarded Museveni with more
support than both the Ugandan average across #te 2001 and 2006 presidential elections. Table 5
presents data from the 2006 parliamentary electiwhh again demonstrates more support for NRM

candidates for both directly elected MPs and WoMPBs, whether measured through the total number
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of votes across constituencies or the number ¢$ s&an by the NRM. An analysis of the 2006 distric
elections similarly shows that voters also suppbttte NRM above average in new districts for both

chairperson and councilor elections.

[Insert Tables 4 and 5 here]

Conclusion

This paper has suggested that, while other exptarsghave some merit, the recent creation of
new districts in Uganda can primarily be explaibgthe need for President Museveni’s government to
create political patronage. As such, this paper lade three contributions to the literature on
patronage. First, it comprises the first rigorampirical demonstration that sub-national politisats
can be a source of patronage. In addition to hglps to understand the mechanisms of Museveni’s
rule in Uganda, the analysis here also might erpldiy what is taking place in Uganda is extreme but
not unusual across Africa, as there is circumsahatiidence that several governments have used the
exact same strategy as Museveni’s government dpangds of democratization. Indeed, not only is
there circumstantial evidence that politicians utezlcreation of new LGAS as patronage during
Nigeria’'s Second Republic between 1979 and 1988f(g#note 13), but that Africa’s recent wave of
democratization has been correlated with the @eaif new sub-national political units across the
continent. For instance, in Burkina Faso Presidaise Compaoré’s government created 15 new
provinces in 1997, in time for a parliamentary gtacthat year and his successful first re-election
following year, while in neighboring Benin Presidénathieu Kérékou’'s government doubled the
number of his country’s provinces from 6 to 12 899, two years before his re-election. President
Idriss Déby’s government also doubled the numbé&stad’sprefectures from 14 to 28 in 1999, two
years before his first successful re-election. Ahglophone Africa, President of Malawi Bakili

Muluzi’'s government created three new districtsL898, a year before his re-election, while the
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Ghananian government created 28 new districts®3 20d another 28 districts in 2007, in both cases
year before presidential and parliamentary elestiorin Sudan, President Omar al-Bashir tripled the
number of federal states from 9 to 27 in 1994, ywars before his first election. Finally and most
recently, the new constitution of the Democratip&#ic of Congo (DRC) increased the number of
provinces from 11 to 26; while the provinces do exist as yet the constitution came into force in
February 2006, five months before the first rouhdhe country’s presidential elections. As with
Uganda, in all seven cases the Presidents wermivents seeking (re)election and, with the exception
of the DRC, the highest level of local governmérad no official representation at the national leve

Secondly, as with (Horiuchi and Lee 2008), thisgralpas suggested that the “core” and
“swing” voter hypotheses cannot explain the fuliga of patronage distribution policies across the
world. It suggests a new theory of patronage targenamely that the citizens most likely to resgo
to patronage may be those groups which had heretpfeviously benefited the least from patronage.
In the Ugandan context this theory suggests thaavieni has been able to allocate different types of
patronage to different constituencies in ordertoain in power. Indeed, what is remarkable about
district creation in Uganda is that it has argudi#gn more successful than other types of patronage
like new cabinet posts and new parliamentary ctugsicies in maintaining Museveni’s support,
inasmuch as it was only the latter which came imé&ar-universal criticism as wasteful and ineéfnti
in the public solicitations of the ConstitutionadWew Commission (Uganda 2003: 109). The different
reception of these two types of patronage is ihtjguzzling, in that the Olsonian logic noted abov
(that as long as a patronage opportunity can patinbenefit all citizens and its costs are spread
among the entire population, opposition to patrenadl be minimal) applies equally to both types.
However, this anomaly becomes clearer if we remeittia¢, whereas cabinet ministers and MPs can
siphon off their salaries for personal consumptiba creation of a district necessarily brings nydoe
the countryside and thereby benefits locals at teasme degree. Moreover, as districts have sty
in policy formation in Kampala, Museveni’s governmean afford to create new districts in marginal

and even opposition areas without the fear of Iezalers later threatening NRM rule in Kampalas thi
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again marks a contrast to the more ethnically agtbnally biased appointments in the cabinet aad th
armed forces noted above.

Third and finally, the paper demonstrates thanhgtts to eliminate patronage, either through
structural adjustment or decentralization, havesnoteeded in Uganda. Indeed, just as with Uganda,
the governments of Burkina Faso and Ghana weredidyrtouted as “star pupils” by the international
donor community in the 1990s before going on t@@ew sub-national political units just before
national elections. In all three cases structw@djustment programs promoted privatization,
liberalization and devaluation, thereby reducing patronage resources available to leaders jast at
time when they were simultaneously democratizirdydacentralizing their states. If, as noted byn(Va
de Walle 2001), African politicians have been hygtapable of manipulating these economic reform
processes to entrench their power, it would bessta assume that they were not similarly capdble o
using decentralization reforms to create new paigeropportunities in order to win elections ang sta
in power; moreover, evidence from post-reform Reould suggest that this problem is by no means
limited to African countries (Schady 2000). Intfatthe redistribution of patronage is necessary
maintain peace in these countries, then a disnumtfdhis system may lead to civil war, as (Azam
2007) argues has been the case recently in botth &thCote d’Ivoire.

Certainly the analysis presented here would sudigasinore research be done on the creation
of sub-national political units across the devatgpivorld. If Uganda is indeed paradigmatic in this
sense, it is thus possible that decentralizatifmmmes have had mixed outcomes in developing coesatri
not so much because of donor pressures or poorcapphs of public administration theory but
because of the ways local leaders always instruatizatreforms for their own benefit. In countries
like Uganda the links between government reformgatctonage will therefore need to be rethought if

governance reforms are to aid developing countni@sy significant way.
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Table 1: Sub-National Political Units (Highest Levl for Sub-Saharan African

countries with a population of more than twenty milion, by number

(Source: CIA World Factbook, US Census Bureau)
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Country Name of Unit Number of Units Population/tJni
Uganda District 80 378,283
Nigeria State 37 3,563,784
Sudan State 26 1,483,077
Tanzania Region 26 1,555,923
Ethiopia State 11 7,011,545
DR Congo Province 11 5,694,182
Mozambique Province 10 1,945,182
Ghana Region 10 2,347,800
South Africa Province 9 5,397,444
Kenya Province 8 4,692,250




Table 2: District Creation in Uganda
(Sources: (Ocwich, 2005; Uganda, 1987), US Censusr&au)
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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
1980 33 368,115
1990 34 513,412
1991 38 476,474
1994 39 514,256
1997 45 455,718
2000 56 427,786
2005 69 402,843
2006 80 378,283




Table 3: Logistic Regressions
(dependent variable: district split in 2005/06)

(1) (2) Q) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Bantu -2.305* -6.978**  -6.309**
(0.966) (2.345) (2.25)
HPI 0.06 -0.202 -0.117
(0.062) (0.121) (0.093)
HDI -12.379
(7.713)
Marginality 5.194 18.026**
(3.548) (6.633)
Museveni Vote 0.264 9.937

(1574)  (3.87)

Age in 2008 0.059 0.076 0.064 0.072 0.074 0.057 0.047
(0.06) 0.057 (0.058)  (0.059)  (0.057)  (0.08) (0078

Population (Log) 6.495*  5195¢  6.598*  5447*  4.131 10.967* 14.181*
(2.406)  (2.334) (2.702)  (2.285)  (1.935)  (3.892) .06B)

Km? (Log) 1.57 1.399 0.948 1.261 1.865 3.428 0.597
(1.111)  (1.134)  (1.172)  (1.094)  (1.056)  (1.868) .30H)

Constant -42.701% -38.523* -36.793** -38.698** 23179** -71.992* -80.939**
(14.538) (14.52)  (13.443) (13.641) (12.333) (24)80 (29.138)

N 56 56 55 56 56 56 56
Nagelkerke R 0.525 0.422 0.452 0.448 0.405 0.673 0.715

*p < 0.05, ** p <0.01; standard errors in paresbs.
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Table 4: Presidential Election Results for New Disicts
(Source: Uganda Electoral Commission)
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Election Type of District Museveni (%)

1996: New Districts (N=6) 89.2
Ugandan Average 74.3

2001: New Districts (N=16) 72.5
Ugandan Average 69.4

2006: New Districts (N=13) 73.6
Ugandan Average 59.3
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Table 5: Parliamentary and District Election Resuls, 2006
(Source: Uganda Electoral Commission)

Type of District

NRM Candidates (%)

Directly Elected MPs
Total Votes

Proportion of Seats

Women MPs
Total Votes

Proportion of Seats

District Elections®
Chairperson; Proportion of Seats

All Councilors, Proportion of Seats

New Districts
Ugandan Average

New Districts
Ugandan Average
New Districts
Ugandan Average
New Districts
Ugandan Average
New Districts

Ugandan Average

New Districts
Ugandan Average

66.7
51.4

84.6
66.0
61.7
53.1

76.9
71.0

76.9
72.5

9.7
73.6
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! The first three are Russia (83 federal subjedajkey (81 provinces) and the Philippines (80
provinces plus the National Capital Region).

 These numbers are even more striking when oneméers that Uganda’s population has more than
doubled since 1986.

% Uganda has ranked among the top four African sel@ven out of fifteen years since the index was
begun in 1995, including every year since 2004 h@fh://www.heritage.org/Index/

* The LCs were known as Resistance Councils uné519

® The districts were created in two sets, with &grt inaugurated in 2005 and another eleven in 2006.
® In May 2009 the central government proposed thatimn of fourteen new districts; however, as the
parliament had yet to approve the districts byttme this article went to press, | have not incldide
these districts in my analysis here.

” All population data from the US Census Bureau.

8 Regression results available from author.

® Data on district ethnic majorities/minorities weedculated by the author. For this reason weatsm
reject the claim that district creation has beemarily driven by ethnic gerrymandering.

19 while districts do not currently contribute anynéls to the upkeep of the kingdoms, there are
ongoing discussion about the potential creatiom oégional tier system, thereby creating a large
incentive for kingdom governments to prevent dissrunder their nominal aegis from seceding.

1 Also see (Crook 2003; Goetz 2002).

12 While a restoration of the Ankole kingdom may hawe been very popular, in fact none of the
kingdoms other than Buganda held large public sup@mcording to the Uganda Constitution
Commission which measured popular opinion on tlgesti in the early 1990s (Uganda 1992).

13 Each district costs the Ugandan state betweem®86n and 1.3 billion Ugandan shillings in wages
per year (Ocwich 2005; USAID/Uganda 2001). Wittuarent population at 31.4 million citizens, each
district thus costs between 21.8 shillings ($0.G@) 41.4 shillings ($0.018) Ush per citizen parye

14 Despite being created in 1976, the explosion oA&@id not begin until democracy was restored in
1979, when it coincided with a more general exgansi public sector employment, and all new LGAs
were abolished after the military coup of 1983 (B4689). However, there is also evidence that LGA
creation since 1983 has been driven by concernsatieic conflict regulation and that the guarantee
of federal and state funding for LGAs has creatextmtives for Nigerians to demand new LGAS
(Ukiwo 2006).

15 All three control variables, when regressed alane significant at the 5% level or better.

16 Unfortunately | cannot test the other aforemergibhypotheses due to a lack of district-level pglli
data or levels of ethnic diversity.

7| encountered the reverse of the “core” voterith#san interview with former Minister of Local
Government Jaberi Bidandi-Ssali, who argued thaséwani has created new districts in opposition
areas in order to undermine the ability of distritc challenge the centre and build up some fiscal
independence for themselves (interview with BideBskli 2007). Naturally the regressions can test f
both the “core” voter thesis and Bidandi-Ssali’esis with the same variable.

18 As with (Schady 2000), | calculakarginality as Museveni Vote — 0.50].

19 There are some Bantu-speaking areas in eastemddgaost notably the Busoga region centered
around Jinja; as a result the correlation betweantimajority districts and those districts in the
colonially-demarcated North and East regions i2.0.7

20| have also examined two other dummy variableswhppear as significant in (Malesky 2009)’s
statistical analyses of province creation in Vietnaamely whether or not a district borders another
country or was previously split; both variabled taireach significance even before introducing the
control variables.

1 Museveni andBantu correlate at 0.53; all other correlations are GAd below.
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22\While Ghana’s 166 districts are not its highesel®f local government (an honour held by its ten
regions), they are, however, the highest levebcdl government to have elections. | owe thisfgoin
Lindsay Whitfield.

23 For districts created before Museveni took offitd@986, | give 1980 as their creation date as that
was the previous year districts were reorganized.

>4 HDI data is missing from Pader district.

>\/oting data for the 2006 local government electibroken down by political party is unfortunately
poor, so | have not included it in an analysis here



