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ABSTRACT

THE DILEMMA OF DECENTRALIZATION:
A STUDY OF LOCAL POLITICS IN UGANDA

By

Gina Margaret Somodevilla Lambright

Decentralization has recently risen to the top of many governments’ political agendas
throughout the developing world. The stated goals of these programs reflect the idea that
decentralization cultivates grassroots democracy and development by shifting political
power and financial authority to local levels. In Africa, decentralization is also seen as a
remedy for the problems of the centralized political systems adopted by many African
governments shortly after independence. Decentralization necessarily increases the
importance of local political institutions and local elites. The question remains, however,
whether local governments that have historically been poorly funded and politically
marginalized under authoritarian rule can actually fulfill new responsibilities given to
them with decentralization. This research project sheds light on this important question
by identifying factors that contribute to good performance among local governments in
Uganda. Uganda provides an excellent case in which to explore these issues given its
adoption of a comprehensive decentralization program beginning in 1993. This study

combines two principal research strategies. First, I created an aggregate dataset that
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allows me to examine my hypotheses across 45 local governments in Uganda. Second, I

—T

conducted in-depth research in three Ugandan districts to explore the impact of different
explanations for performance in these three districts.
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Other studies of institutional performance, most notably Putnam’s work in Italy
(1993), point to societal factors, such as social capital, civil society and political
participation to explain differences in performance. I argue, however, that political
variables are critical to understanding differences in local government performance. The
central government in many countries continues to play an important role in local politics
even after decentralization. I supplement existing explanations for performance by
identifying the various ways in which central-local relations and features of the local
political context affect the performance of local governments. I distinguish between

administrative linkages that offer opportunmes for critical mstructlon and mentormg by

the center and polmca] lmkages that may provxde the center w1th mcreased opportunmes

for »m.ecldlmg mto local govemment affairs. Political linkages include varying levels of
district support for the center and central government support to districts.

I present evidence to show that central-local relations matter for successful local
government performance. I find that political linkages between the center and Uganda’s
districts influence the performance of district councils. District support for the central
government is positively related to council performance. Opposition to the center has
costs that are often paid locally. The influence of central government support to districts
on performance is less certain and depends on existing levels of support for the center
among local populations. There is little evidence, however, that tighter administrative
linkages are associated with better council performance. Contrary to existing literature,
societal factors, such as participation or the density of civil society, are not found to be

important influences on council performance. Yet, there is some evidence that local

governments perform better where local elections are more competitive.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Decentralization has recently risen to the top of many governments’ political agendas
throughout the developing world. Many countries have begun to implement
comprehensive decentralization programs, which are intended to promote democracy and
development at the grassroots by empowering local governments (see, e.g. Hyden 1983;
Manor 1998; Rondinelli 1981; Smith 1979; UNDP 1993). Decentralization is defined as:

the transfer of responsibility for planning, management, and the raising

and allocation of resources from the central government and its agencies to

field units of government agencies, subordinate units or levels of

government, semi-autonomous public authorities, or non-governmental

private or voluntary organizations (Rondinelli and Nellis 1986, 5; cited in

Rondinelli 1989, 81).
The popularity of decentralization is problematic given the complexity of this concept.
Decentralization is often imbued with various, and often quite contradictory, meanings
and interpretations. For example, a distinction can be made between horizontal and
vertical decentralization. Horizontal decentralization distributes power among political
institutions within the same level of government, while vertical decentralization
distributes power to political institutions between two or more levels of government
(UNDP 1993; Regan 1995).

One can further distinguish between different types of vertical decentralization.
For example, deconcentration or administrative decentralization merely shifts
representatives of central government ministries to branch offices at the local level
(Manor 1998; Regan 1995; Rondinelli 1981). With deconcentration there are limited

changes in the distribution of power. Local administrators can make few decisions

without consulting the central government ministries. In such circumstances, the central
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government maintains full discretionary power over the decisions of local administrators.
Fiscal decentralization concerns the transfer of limited influence over budgetary and
financial decisions to lower levels (Manor 1998). On the other hand, devolution shifts
full decision making and financial authority to local levels and thus, is often referred to as
democratic or political decentralization (Hyden 1983; Regan 1995; UNDP 1993).
Because devolution limits the extent to which local governments must consult with the
central government in making decisions, it constitutes “the strongest form of
decentralization” (UNDP 1993, 67).

The current emphasis on decentralization by African governments and donors
appears to be a hopeful response to the problems and failures of the centralized political
systems adopted by African countries shortly after independence. Most observers of
African politics recognize that centralized decision-making failed to deliver the promises
of economic development and democracy to countries that pursued such methods.
Instead the result of extreme centralization of political decision-making has most often
been the marginalization and further impoverishment of African populations. Many
observers also believe that centralized decision-making sustained and facilitated
patronage and corruption which are commonly viewed as impediments to economic
development in Africa. The stated goals of recently adopted decentralization programs
reflect the idea that decentralization cultivates both grass roots democracy and
development by shifting political power and financial authority to local levels (Smith
1979; Rondinelli 1981; UNDP 1993). Proponents of decentralization appear quite
optimistic about its impact, arguing that these reforms will lead to efficient, effective and

responsible government. At the same time, some scholars remain cautious or even
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skeptical about the impact of decentralization. In particular, studies of the effects of
fiscal federalism raise concerns about the impact of fiscal decentralization on
macroeconomic performance and reform.'

Decentralization necessarily increases the importance of local political institutions
and local elites. Given the fact that the capacity of most governments in Africa is quite
limited’, one can only imagine the problems facing local governments that tend to be
inadequately funded and often politically marginalized. It remains unclear whether local
governments are equipped to handle new responsibilities and whether the record of local
government performance will be better than that of central governments in Africa.

In African countries and likely other countries with historically strong central
governments, I argue that central governments continue to play a key role in local level
politics even after decentralization. Central governments certainly have plenty of skills
and experience to transfer to local governments in the form of critical instruction. Yet, the
evidence presented in this dissertation suggests that critical instruction is less common
than political meddling by the center, which negatively affects the effectiveness and
certainly the responsiveness of local governments.

As discussed thoroughly in Chapter Three, Uganda provides an excellent case in
which to explore these issues given its adoption of a comprehensive decentralization
policy in the 1990s. A recent study of the extent of decentralization among 30 African
countries characterizes Uganda’s policy of decentralization as among the most advanced
on the continent (Ndegwa 2002). In fact, Uganda earned among the highest scores on the

indices of political, administrative and fiscal decentralization (Ndegwa 2002). District

'See e.g. Prud’homme 1995; Wibbels 2000; and Treisman 1999.
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councils in Uganda are now responsible for decision making and policy implementation
in several important policy areas, including: education policy through secondary school;
health policy especially concerning hospitals in the district; water policy; road policy,
excluding major roads for travel between districts; and agricultural extension (Uganda
1997). Similarly, local administrators are now appointed, supervised and answerable to
locally elected officials. Local councils have also been given the responsibility to
monitor and supervise the activities of NGOs in their areas (Uganda 1997). Moreover,
district councils have substantial financial authority, including the power to “levy, charge
and collect fees and taxes, including rates, rents, royalties, stamp duties, personal
graduated tax, and registration and licensing fees” (Uganda 1997, 35). Thus, it is possible
to compare the performance of Uganda’s district councils and identify those factors that
are associated with good performance. This is the principal aim of this research project.

This dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter Two reviews existing literature
related to local government performance and provides the theoretical framework for the
study. Chapter Three reviews the history of local government in Uganda and describes
the current system of local government. Moreover, the chapter describes the current
political context in Uganda and highlights those features of Uganda’s political system that
likely influence local government performance.

in Chapter Four, I detail the methods used to carry out this research. This project
is divided into two separate inquiries. I created an aggregate dataset to allow me to
explore my research questions across 45 local governments in Uganda. Chapter Four

includes a thorough discussion of the operationalization of key concepts, such as local

2 See e.g. van de Walle 2001, Brautigam 1996, Ndulu and van de Walle 1996.
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government performance, in the aggregate dataset. Secondly, I conducted fieldwork in
three districts in Uganda to explore these issues in much greater detail. A discussion of
the methods of selecting the three case study districts and the methods of data collection
undertaken in these districts is also included in Chapter Four.

Using multivariate analysis, I test the various explanations for local government
performance across 45 district local governments in Uganda in Chapter Five. The results
presented in Chapter Five support some of my hypotheses concemning the expected
impact of central-local relations on the performance of district councils in Uganda.
Equally important, the analysis raises questions about the importance of societal factors,
such as citizen participation or the density of associational life, to explain variation in
council performance.

Chapter Six introduces the three case study districts and thoroughly assesses the
performance of each district. I argue that Bushenyi performs better than either Mpigi or
Lira. Chapters Seven and Eight then evaluate the factors that may explain Bushenyi’s
better performance. In Chapter Seven, I examine how political and administrative
linkages between the Movement government in Kampala and each of the three districts
influence the ability of the district council to perform effectively and respond to the needs
of the local community. Finally, Chapter Eight focuses on society-centric explanations for
performance as well as features of the local political context I hypothesize to be
important, while Chapter Nine summarizes the main findings of the project and suggests

areas for future research.
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Chapter Two: Theory

2.1 Introduction

Proponents of decentralization are quite optimistic about what such policies can achieve.
Improved service delivery and the promotion of democracy and economic development
are common goals of many decentralization programs. The fulfillment of these stated
goals depends on the performance of newly empowered local governments. Yet,
important differences exist in the capacities of local governments to fulfill new
responsibilities and in how well local governments perform under decentralization. Thus,
the principal aim of this project is to explore the factors that influence local government
performance.

Various theories have been put forth to explain differences in institutional
performance, incorporating social, cultural and economic variables. Government
performance is a complicated phenomenon and determined by a variety of different
factors, including political, social, economic, institutional and historical factors. Yet,
many scholars have focused primarily or even exclusively on characteristics of society to
explain local or regional government performance (e.g. Putnam 1993; Crook and Manor
1998). The explanatory power of society-centric variables, such as levels of social capital
and political participation, remains uncertain in the developing world (see discussion
below).

This chapter will review the relevant literature and assess the sufficiency of
existing theories in explaining institutional performance of local governments in Africa

and propose several alternative explanations. Section 2.3 includes several sub-sections
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where 1 discuss the existing theories of institutional performance and present my
suggested alternatives. Section 2.3.1 discusses structural explanations for@_grfonnancg
while Section 2.3.2 discusses@:iety—centric explanations. | In Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4, I
lay out my central arguments regarding the expected influence of central-local relatiohg
and%cal politic%on institutional performance.

In Section 2.3.3, I argue that it is important to remember the center and the
influence of central government officials over political and administrative matters
throughout the country, even at the local level. Central governments and presidents, in
particular, have dominated politics in Africa. In Uganda and throughout Africa, central
governments continue to wield considerable political power and influence despite
decentralizing reforms. Central government leaders also continue to exert considerable
personal power despite recent trends toward democratization and efforts to increase the
power of political institutions. Ignoring the continued influence of the center, despite
decentralization, potentially ignores the most important and influential set of political
actors in these countries.' Central governments—their power, influence, political
strategies and present and historical relationships with local governments—are vitally
important to the success of local governments and decentralization in Africa. I agree
with scholars, such as Tendler (1997) and Hommes (1995), who see a crucial and
continuing role for central governments following decentralization. Certainly central
governments do have a great deal to offer local governments given the central

government’s previous experience with policymaking and implementation and the

! As will be discussed below, I recognize that central and local governments most often do not act as
unitary political actors, but instead contain numerous actors with diverse interests, goals and strategies. I
attempt to disaggregate both central and local governments and consider the varying relationships different
central government officials may have with local governments.
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concentration of human resources and skills in the center. However, the record of central
governments in Africa raises serious concerns about their ability and willingness to
mentor local governments and share the knowledge and experiences that may improve
local government performance rather than use such relations to further their own political
goals. Thus, I argue that the political motivations of the center must be considered and
the possibility exists that linkages between the center and local governments may be used
to further the political interests of the central government at the expense of local concerns
and priorities.

In addition, I argue in Section 2.3.4 that we must also consider local actors and
the political arena in which they operate in order to fully understand local government
performance in Africa. Decentralization is about the shifting of political resources and
power to local administrative and political actors. Consequently, their actions, ideas,
attitudes and strategies have significant impacts on local government performance.
Examining political dynamics at the local level and across levels of government is crucial
to understanding how local governments, situated between society and central
government, actually perform. The practice of politics at the local level, including
patterns of political competition, meaning of local elections and viability of other
mechanisms to hold local leaders accountable, determine when influences from society
are able to penetrate and direct political decision making within local political

institutions.
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Theoretical Contributions
This study contributes to the literature on decentralization in several important ways.

the findings of this study provide an accurate and realistic interpretation of the

factors that may hinder the process of decentralization in Africa and may pose barriers to

the achievement of the goals of many of these policies. Much of the academic and policy
literature tends to be overly optimistic about the potential benefits of decentralization and
portrays decentralization as the solution to many of the problems of governance and
service delivery in developing countries. This study problematizes decentralization and
recognizes that the process of decentralization operates differently in different contexts.
My discussion of the role of the center and the potential influence of tight central-local
linkages highlights the importance of the political context in which decentralization is
adopted and some of the very real roadblocks to successful decentralization in Africa.

is study is important because it provides a careful analysis of the

constraints facing society in its efforts to check the power of local leaders and thus,

highlights the potential weakness of societal factors in explaining good-government in

Africa. The explanatory power of @cietal factoa, such as participation and social

——

capital, is mediated by the relationship between thg local area and the center and by the

local political conte:i.l I believe this study furthers our understanding of when and how

society is able to influence local leaders and tempers expectations of changes in
o Shdeaiauey

governance an_d_acryic\e delivery likely to result from decentralization.
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@I believe another contribution is that this project considers the important

role of institutional legacies and the extent to which the operation of formal and informal

institutions influences the outcomes of decentralizing reforms. Many scholars assume
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that mechanisms to hold local leaders accountable, like elections, function as expected.
Yet, this assumption is not necessarily correct. The local political situation and strategies
of the center determine whether these mechanisms of accountability are meaningful,
functional and viable. Similarly, the ways in which certain areas have historically related
to the central government not only affect how local governments in these areas relate to
the center today, but also influence how these local governments operate generally. As
will be discussed in more detail below and in subsequent chapters, local governments in
historically opposition areas bear scars of their opposition status that have important
impacts on local government performance.

My proposed explanations are not intended to be substitutes for existing structural
or society-centric explanations, but instead are intended as supplements to shift attention
to the major political actors and their influence on local governments. In the final section
of this chapter, I will lay out several hypotheses about how central-local relations and
local politics influence local government performance. These hypotheses drive the
analysis carried out in Chapters Five through Eight. I will discuss the conceptualization
and operationalization of government performance and variation in performance among
Uganda’s district local governments more thoroughly in Chapter Four, but I would like to

briefly describe here how I conceptualize local government performance.

2.2  Conceptualizing Government Performance
I conceptualize institutional performance in similar fashion to other scholars who seek to
explain variation in performance of local political institutions, especially Putnam (1993),

Crook and Manor (1995, 1998), and Stoner-Weiss (1997). The concepts I use are quite

10
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similar, although at times my operationalization is considerably different. This study
recognizes that institutional performance is multidimensional and includes both of the
critical conceptual dimensions found in the literature: responsiveness and effectiveness.
Responsiveness refers to the extent to which government output responds to the
expressed needs and preferences of the population. Government effectiveness is the
extent to which policy outputs correspond to previously set targets (Crook and Manor

1995, 1998).

2.3  Explaining Local Government Performance

This section is divided into three main parts. In the first two sub-sections I discuss and
evaluate the adequacy of structural and society-centric explanations for local government
performance in Africa. In the third sub-section I propose an explanation based on

central-local relations and local politics.

2.3.1 Structural Explanations
(9 Level of Economic Development
Various structural factors have been offered as alternative explanations for institutional
performance, including level of economic development and the political and institutional
experience of local governments and officials in an area. For example, Fried and
Rabinovitz, in a study of urban areas in the US, conclude that modernity is the single
cause of good performance (1980; cited in Putnam 1993, 66).
For a number of reasons, local governments in more developed areas are likely to
be somewhat advantaged and thus perform better than their counterparts in less

developed areas. For example, the principal sources and amount of revenue available to

11
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local governments differ according to the structure of the local economy. Increased
economic development provides local governments with a larger resource base, thereby
potentially increasing the flexibility and capacity of governments in more developed
areas. More revenue clearly could lead to better performance, but only if local
governments are able to put the money to effective use, which is not guaranteed.
Moreover, there is still the issue of revenue collection and collection of available revenue
is also not always guaranteed. In fact, the ability to raise money is itself an indicator of
performance (Olowu and Smoke 1992). Nevertheless, the financial and human resources
of local governments in developed areas are likely to be greater than what is available to
governments in less developed areas.

The level of economic development in an area also affects the “incoming
workload” of the local government (Hatry et al. 1979, 1981). The authors use the term,
“incoming workload,” to draw attention to the necessity of categorizing the level of
difficulty of local government tasks based on circumstances beyond their control. They
argue that “For most services, the time and effort required by a government to achieve a
specific level of output will be greatly affected by the degree of difficulty of the incoming
workload” (Hatry et al. 1979, viii). Thus, councils in economically depressed areas will
likely face much more arduous tasks than councils in areas where the standard of living
and amount and quality of infrastructure are already quite high, and may perform poorly
as a result. Similarly, Evans argues that a principal characteristic of successful states is
that they are selective in the tasks they undertake (1992). In contrast, he argues that most
states in developing countries are not at all selective and attempt tasks they have no

capacity to fulfill (Evans 1992). This reasoning seems quite applicable to the

12
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performance of many local governments, especially local governments that are faced with
difficult problems and lack the capacity to fulfill these tasks, but also do not have the
luxury to bypass such problems through careful selection of the tasks they feel capable of
handling.

For the reasons discussed above, level of economic development is likely to be an
important factor in understanding quality of local government performance. Yet, I argue
that differences in development, while important, do not explain all of the variation in
performance. Politics also matters and thus, I include level of economic development as
an important control variable to allow me to explore the impact of political variables on
performance across districts at similar levels of economic development.

Institutional design is a common explanation for performance. Like Putnam
(1993), this study holds institutional design constant and is thus, better able to explore the
impact of other explanatory variables on performance. Today districts throughout
Uganda are governed by a uniform system of local councils at various levels. Despite the
constancy of current local government institutions, political institutions in the pre-
colonial and even colonial period varied across different parts of Uganda. This historical

variation in institutions must be explored as a possible explanation for good government.

Institutional Legacy

Findings from a variety of research strands point to the importance of political and

institutional experiences or legacies and suggest that the experience of local political

institutions and local leaders may influence performance of current political institutions.?

? See Bratton and van de Walle 1994, 1997 for a discussion of the impact of institutional legacies on
democratization in Africa and see van de Walle 2001, 2002 for thorough discussions of the impact of

13
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For example, Stinchcombe’s “liability of newness” thesis raises attention to the
importance of time and experience to the success of organizations (1965). Stinchcombe
argues that younger organizations are more likely to fail and die than their older
counterparts, while older organizations may benefit from institutional learning over time,
which may increase capacity to solve existing problems (1965). Thinking about newly
decentralized local governments, Stinchcombe’s thesis suggests that areas with a longer
history of autonomous local political institutions and therefore, greater experience may
perform better than those areas where local political institutions were only created with
decentralization. In many African countries the extent to which different communities
practiced some form of self-government and exercised autonomy varied considerably
during both pre-colonial and colonial times. The liability of newness thesis suggests that
such differences may be important in understanding why some local governments
perform well following decentralization while others do not.

Pre-colonial political structures certainly varied across different communities.
Political institutions in some areas, such as the former kingdoms of the inter-lacustrine
region, tended to be more centralized or bureaucratic, thereby more closely resembling
the political institutions characteristic of modern forms of local government. Similar
differences existed under colonialism. The extent to which colonial powers left pre-
colonial governance structures in place, thereby reinforcing and maintaining the
institutional legacy, or eliminated these structures and consequently began to erase local
institutional history, is also important to understanding the performance of local
governments today. For example, the Kingdom of Buganda in central Uganda had a

lengthy experience with hierarchical government structures and local level chiefs, while

institutional legacies on economic reform in Africa.
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still giving local populations some control over their lives prior to the arrival of British
colonialism. This may affect the way in which the local councils are viewed, but more
importantly, how the policy of decentralization is understood in these areas. Wunsch
notes that establishing local leaders and institutions through which decentralization can
be implemented is not costless (2000). He suggests, therefore, that relying on existing
institutions reduces the costs associated with empowering local governments (Wunsch
2000). Taking a similar approach, Englebert argues that differences in economic
performance of African governments is explained by the extent to which post-colonial
political institutions are incompatible or ‘“clash™ with previously existing institutions
(2000, 7). I agree with both Wunsch and Englebert and expect that local areas with a
political institutional history that more closely resembles the political institutions that are
being used for local government today may have an easier time with decentralization than
their counterparts who lack such an institutional history.

The importance of institutional legacies and political experience is enhanced
when one considers the difficult process of reforming political institutions. For example,
studies in public administration and public policy, in particular studies of the US
bureaucracy, have traditionally described the extremely slow process of change and
learning that occurs within large organizations. Scholars argue that large organizations,
most notably government bureaucracies, are characterized by “bureaucratic inertia” and a
“stickiness of institutions”, indicating a resistance and perhaps inability to change (see
e.g. Downs 1967). New ideas, innovations, and technologies are believed to filter slowly
through such organizations as organizations learn, evolve and improve extremely slowly.

Thus, decentralization and the ideas of self-governance and autonomy intertwined with

15
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such reforms are likely to move more slowly and meet more resistance in areas with no or
only limited historical experience to use as a reference. For example, in their study of the
role of NGOs in the provision of social services in post-communist Hungary, Osborne
and Kaposvari argue that the use of informal, personal relationships to allocate resources
was a legacy from life under the communist regime (1998). This is an extremely
important point because it shows that policy changes do not necessarily change culture or
institutions overnight and once embarked along a path, institutional changes are difficult
and almost always slow (North 1991). Thus, the performance of political institutions
appears to be at least partially determined by the performance of the institution

historically.

2.3.2 Society-centric Explanations
@ Participation

As noted above, much of the literature conceming successful local government
performance focuses on characteristics of society as the most important explanatory
variables. For example, many scholars contend that decentralization increases
participation at the local level. Citizen participation in decision making, made possible
with decentralization, is assumed to be the trigger to improving government performance
(Korten 1980; Esman and Uphoff 1984; Montgomery 1988; Rondinelli 1981; Smith
1985; UNDP 1993; Crook and Manor 1998). Participation in decision making
theoretically improves performance because it enables local populations to oversee the
activities of their local government and hold government officials accountable. But the

evidence that participation improves performance is not clear. First, the evidence is
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mixed as to whether decentralization even increases citizen participation—the proposed
trigger to better performance in society-focused explanations. Even if new opportunities
for citizen participation do emerge following decentralization, it is not evident that such
participation will be meaningful, but instead only serve as a consultative device, while
important decisions continue to be made or controlled by political elites (Hyden 1983;
Bienen, Kapur and Riedinger 1990; Slater 1997). Research in Nepal indicates that
political elites envisioned decentralization as a way of permitting local participation
without opening up the political system to multiple parties (Bienen, Kapur and Riedinger
1990). This seems highly likely in Uganda given the NRM government’s stringent
denunciation of political party activity in Ugandan politics.

Questions can even be raised about the nature of citizen participation at the local
level within Western democracies. It is unclear whether community participation or
activism is an important influence on local government performance within these
countries. For example, research indicates that citizen participation in much of Western
Europe and the United States, has been declining steadily for several decades (e.g.
Lijphart 1997; Stanley and Niemi 1995; and Teixera 1992).> In fact, Morlan’s research in
seven developed countries confirms the often-cited finding that voting, the simplest and
most common mode of participation, is universally lower in local elections than in
national elections (1984)." It is certainly not guaranteed that citizens are eager and willing

to participate simply because the opportunity exists.

? There is still some debate about the observed decline in participation in developed countries. Some
scholars report conflicting results. See Norris 1996 for a discussion of these issues.

* See also Lijphart 1997 for a discussion of the impact of low voter turnout generally and in midterm,
regional and local elections.
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The role of participation in improving government performance in developid\
countries is also unclear. Participation in African countries may likely follow the patterns
established in Western democracies where citizens with higher standards of living and
education tend to participate much more frequently.” While Bratton, Lewis and Gyimah-
Boadi find no evidence of social distinctions in electoral participation in Ghana, they
report differences based on gender and level of education for other forms of participation,
such as contacting political leaders (1999).° Evidence of a class or gender bias in voting
and other modes of participation has important implications for political representation
and whose interests are reflected in policy outputs, and also raises questions about the
influence that participation may have on overall local government performance, but
responsiveness of local governments in particular.

Even when participation does increase as a result of decentralization, the impact
on local government performance may be limited or even nonexistent. For example,
Ayee finds in Ghana that decentralization provided the anticipated outlets for citizen
participation (1996). Yet, participation only increased demands for development that
local governments were unable to meet due to insufficient administrative and financial
capabilities. Blair also examines the extent to which decentralization policies in six
developing countries increased participation among previously marginalized groups and
enhanced popular control over government action by holding local leaders more
accountable to local interests (2000). He finds some evidence of increased participation,

but few, if any, changes in the actual empowerment of marginalized groups or in the

5 Lijphart reviews an extensive literature that finds evidence of class bias in participation in which more
educated and more well-off individuals participate at much higher rates than others do (1997). While
voting tends to be less unequal than other forms of participation, such as contacting legislators, Lijphart
notes that the systematic class bias remains (1997).
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distribution of benefits resulting from local government decisions (2000). Similarly, in a
study of the effect of decentralization on institutional performance in four developing
countries (two Asian and two African), Crook and Manor find that decentralization did,
in fact, result in greater popular participation in all four cases (1995, 1998). Yet, they are
unable to make the link between increased participation and their dependent variable,
improved institutional performance, based on their evidence (Crook and Manor 1995,
1998).

A great deal of existing literature on political participation, as well as more recent
studies of participation rates in newly democratizing countries, reveal that populations in
different countries may differ in the extent of participation and in the forms of
participation that tend to be most common. It seems reasonable, therefore, to expect the
impact of participation to also vary in different contexts. Where local governments are
subject to important political influences from sources other than society, 1 expect the
impact of citizen participation and the influence of society to be less significant in
understanding variation in local government performance. For example, in her study of
the impact of decentralization on voter participation, Meguid finds that instead of
increasing participation, decentralization in Western European countries is associated
with a general decline in voter engagement (2002). Meguid finds evidence of differential
effects of decentralization—Ievels of participation differ across contexts and in particular,
the individual characteristics of voters matter (2002). The attitudes and behaviors of

voters affiliated with regionalist parties, such as the Scottish National Party in Scotland,

% Bratton, Lewis and Gyimah-Boadi report that more highly educated men were much more likely to
contact political leaders than women at any level of education (1999).
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are more strongly influenced by decentralization than are those voters who are part of a
mainstream nationalist party (Meguid 2002).

This is extremely important when considering how decentralization may affect
public participation in Africa. I would argue that an area’s relationship with the center
certainly matters. I would expect participation to vary across areas with different levels of
support for the center. Participation in local elections and local government may vary
whether someone sees themselves as a supporter or an opponent of the central
government. Individuals in opposition areas may welcome decentralization as a way to
express and pursue their political interests. In such cases, voters who do not identify
closely with the ruling national party may see decentralization as a single opportunity to
influence the government and thus, may in turn participate at higher rates than others do.
On the other hand, citizens in opposition areas may participate less than those in
government political strongholds, which might suggest that local governments in
opposition areas are subjected to less public scrutiny and less accountable for their

actions.

L{ Civil Society and Social Capital
In addition to theories about the positive effect of citizen participation on government
performance, other research, most notably Putnam’s study of the performance of regional
governments in Italy, focuses on civil society and social capital, in formulating
explanations of institutional performance (e.g. Putnam 1993; Boix and Posner 1998;
Widner 1998). Social capital is often indicated by higher levels of trust among

community members as well as a more active civil society, measured by the density and
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variety of voluntary associations that exist within civil society. Putnam finds a strong
correlation between the performance of regional governments in Italy and his cultural
variable, civic community—which combines measures of social capital and the density
and activism of civil society.

The characteristics of the decentralization process in many developing countries
raise doubts about the power of explanations based on civil society activism. In many
developing countries, Uganda included, decentralization programs are top-down
programs, in which the initiative for the policy came from the central government and
donor community and not from below. Such circumstances prompt Manor to conclude
that decentralization can succeed without an active civil society at the local level. The
current situation in many decentralizing countries seems to offer some preliminary
support for his argument (1998). In many of these countries, individuals, citizens and
organized interest groups are unable or unwilling to actively oversee the work of local
governments. In some respects, it appears unwise to set expectations so high about the
effect of participation by citizens and civic associations in countries with long histories of
authoritarian rule and exclusion of such groups from any real political involvement.

Despite the increase in funding to and activity within civil society, the pluralist
model of organized interest groups competing with one another in order to gain access to
political leaders and thereby influence political decision making does not accurately
depict the political reality in African countries.” First, I believe that there are reasons to
doubt whether linkages between local governments and civil society exist as would be

necessary for societal factors to explain variation in performance on their own. In

” For a more thorough discussion of the pluralist model of policymaking, see Dahl 1956, Truman 1955, and
Bentley 1908.
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Uganda and other countries with political regimes with little tolerance for opposition,
political leaders attempt to co-opt and control civic organizations (see e.g., Tripp 2000;
Dicklitch 1958) rather than cooperate to achieve similar goals. In fact, Tripp, in her
analysis of women’s organizations in Uganda, strongly argues that associational
autonomy, not cooperation with local government officials, is necessary for these
organizations to be successful and achieve established goals. Tripp’s case studies
provide examples of instances in which local council officials actually blocked or
undermined the activities of local women’s organizations (2000).

Second, I question whether linkages that do exist between the private and public
sectors produce the expected improvements in institutional performance. I agree with
scholars who recognize that civil society is not homogeneous and not always seeking
communal goods, such as better government.

As Young points out, the boundaries of family, civil society, and state tend to be
blurred in Africa unlike the situation in Western democracies (1994; cited in Yoder
1998). Yoder suggests that the state and family occupy so much of the space available
for political action that there may not be enough room for civil society in Africa to
function and produce results that might be expected from civic activism in Western
democracies (1998).

Moreover, interests groups in Africa tend to be weakly organized and
inadequately funded to finance the difficult and expensive task of effectively lobbying
government for change (van de Walle 2001, 28-29). The effectiveness of organized
interest groups is further limited by the political reality in most African countries. As van

de Walle points out, interest groups in nondemocratic regimes must operate outside the
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electoral process in order to express their preferences (2001, 30). He notes that for
interest groups in Western democracies “only a minimal degree of mobilization is enough
for an interest group to unseat an elected official” (van de Walle 2001, 30). Yet, in
Africa’s “nonelectoral regimes...preferences cannot be expressed through the ballot, and
interest groups are less likely to have influence unless they can mobilize their members
for strikes, demonstrations and other shows of strength” (van de Walle 2001, 30).
Despite political reforms that have dramatically reduced the number of nonelectoral
regimes on the continent, I believe van de Walle’s point remains relevant even in those
countries that regularly hold elections. For example, Dicklitch, citing Molutsi and Holm
(1990), notes that “Even in multiparty democracies that are considered success stories
like Botswana, civil society is relatively weak and NGOs are often co-opted and
dominated by government” (1998, 98). These problems are likely to be heightened in
nondemocratic or only weakly democratic environments.

For example, Grindle also doubts the applicability of the pluralist model to
developing countries and points out that in most developing countries the policymaking
process tends to be quite closed with decisions made by the executive or a narrow group
within the executive branch (1989). Such a process would certainly limit the access and
ability of interest groups to try to influence government decisions. Likewise, van de
Walle argues that African states are much more autonomous than the application of the
pluralist model would lead us to believe (2001). Rather than being captured by societal
interests or subject to multiple competing demands, African states are relatively
autonomous and able to make decisions free from societal influence. Grindle and van de

Walle describe policymaking at the national level, although their observations are
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certainly relevant, perhaps more so, to the local level where fewer organized interests
groups exist and the likelihood is enhanced that executive will hold monopoly rights in
decision making.

There is also a tendency to idealize civil society within the decentralization
literature and to assume that individuals and actors in civil society are motivated to serve
the public interest rather than their individual or personal interests. Even if NGOs are
able to gain access to government and influence policy, the extent to which such groups
truly reflect the views and needs of the general population remains a concern. The ability
of NGOs and civic associations to represent the interests of African populations is
exaggerated and made worse by the tendency within the literature to view these
populations as homogeneous with similar needs and problems. Recent debates within the
literature on civil society raise questions about the extent to which social actors and
groups within civil society are truly democratic.® For example, Fatton, Jr. notes with
concern the tendency for the literature to be overly optimistic about what the resurgence
of civil society can do for the growth of democracy in Africa (1995). He explains that
“civil society is not the all-encompassing movement of popular empowerment and
change portrayed in the reveling and exaggerated celebrations of its advocates. It is
simply not a democratic deus ex machina” (Fatton, Jr. 1995, 72; quoted in Yoder 1998,
489).

Such organizations may represent the views of a narrow, often elite group and
push for particular benefits for group members rather than demanding accountable and
responsive government. Thus, it remains uncertain whether linkages between NGOs and

the local councils will improve or positively impact local council performance. Chabal
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and Daloz argue that the increase in numbers of civil society organizations has less to do
with the effectiveness and influence of such organizations and more to do with the
realization by political elites in Africa that resources are now channeled through such
organizations (1999, 22). Like the resources of the state, the resources now going to civil
society have become useful tools through which state elites can achieve personal goals
(Chabal and Daloz 1999). Tendler further notes that proponents of decentralization
exaggerate the extent to which civil society seeks to curb rent seeking tendencies and
points out that often the activities of civic associations may reinforce such tendencies
(1997, 157).

In order for linkages to positively affect performance, it matters which groups are
linked to local government and for what reasons. In his discussion of “embedded
autonomy”, Evans carefully emphasizes the importance of characteristics of the particular
group with whom the state links (1992). While there are benefits to state insulation,
isolation from societal interests robs the state of necessary information and intelligence
that exists in society, which could prove useful to the fulfillment of state goals. Evans’
solution to this problem is “embedded autonomy” which emphasizes a particular blend of
careful and controlled state linkages with select groups in society combined with a certain
degree of state insulation to enable the state to carry out its decisions (1992). Yet, the
group’s interests and goals matter. Groups that may gain access to the state may not act
with the broader goals of the state in mind and instead promote decisions that advance the
narrow interests of the group or the group members. Evans’ notion of embedded
autonomy requires that groups must have appropriate goals and must be able to be

reshaped by the state as necessary.

§ See e.g. Fatton, Jr. 1995; Patterson 1998; Yoder 1998.
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The other component of these societal arguments focuses on attitudinal variables
believed to be representative of social capital, such as levels of generalized trust. Yet, the
relationship between these attitudinal variables and responsive and effective local
government remains unclear in Africa.’ Previous research has found little evidence of the
same relationship in the African context (Widner 1998). Widner tests the relationship
between social capital and institutional effectiveness in two African countries, Botswana
and Uganda, yet finds no relationship. In fact, Widner finds that “norms and behavior
typically included in the concept of social capital do not cohere in the two African
contexts the way they do elsewhere in the world” (1998, 37). Booth and Richard reach
similar conclusions in their study of civil society, social capital and democracy in Central
America and find that the measures of civil society and social capital do not always
produce the expected impact on democratization and, in fact, the impact of social capital
and civil society varies somewhat across context (1998).

Scholars, such as Crook and Manor, who focus on participation hypothesize that
higher levels of individualized forms of political participation, such as through voting or
contacting local government officials, increase accountability of local politicians, thereby
increasing local government performance. Similarly, scholars studying the effects of
civil society and social capital hypothesize that higher levels of social capital, commonly
indicated by higher levels of generalized trust and a dense network of voluntary
associations, should force local leaders to be more accountable and increase performance.
In addition to testing my principal hypotheses, which will be discussed below, I will test

these alternative hypotheses. The operationalization and measurement of these concepts

® See Boix and Posner 1998 for a discussion of problems in specifying the mechanisms through which
social capital impacts government performance generally.
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will be discussed at length in Chapter Four. I expect, however, that measures of political
participation, civil society activism, and social capital, will be less important in

explaining differences in local government performance in Uganda.

2.3.3 Explanation based on Central-Local Relations

Arguments for Central Government Involvement and Cooperation

Explanations for local government performance focused only on characteristics of society
have questionable explanatory power in developing countries where society-focused
variables—e.g. participation, civil society activism, and social capital—may not have the
expected impact on government performance. Alternatively, I propose that society-
centric explanations be supplemented by explanations which consider the political
context and dynamics that shape local governments in developing countries.

As noted above, some scholars raise concern about the capacity of local
governments to fulfill all that is required of them following decentralization. In most
cases, local governments are ill prepared for success. Given the limitations and
inexperience of most local governments, Hommes argues that “the paradox of
decentralization is that it demands more central government and more sophisticated
political skills at the national level to guide the process...” (1995, 331). Manor makes a
similar argument and points out that while the World Bank sees benefits of
decentralization arising from competition between levels of government, it is, in fact,
cooperation between levels of government that leads to the benefits of decentralization
(1998). Tendler also argues that the assumption that successful decentralization demands

a unidirectional transfer of power and funding from the central government to local

27



governments is false (1997). She argues instead that successful decentralization demands
a continued and important role for the central government. For example, the successful
municipal health program in Brazil was not purely a product of decentralization and local
control, but more the response of mayors and constituents to the inducements and
penalties from the central government (Tendler 1997, 149). In important respects, the
central government took power away from the local governments, although these actions
ultimately strengthened the capacity of the local government to carry out its new
responsibilities (Tendler 1997). In each of the cases studied by Tendler, the central
government did not perform fewer tasks following a reform to shift power and
responsibility to local governments, but carried out new and different tasks, such as
taking on responsibility for hiring and firing municipal health workers. Through
decentralization, central governments enable local governments to make choices
regarding policies for their area, while, at the same time, the central government needs to
maintain some role in the process to ensure appropriate choices are being made and that
decisions are being implemented. Quite often in newly decentralized countries, central
governments must be primarily responsible for holding local leaders accountable as
society has not yet adopted this important role. For example, in their study of the
determinants of local government success in Africa, Olowu and Smoke argue that central
government oversight can help ensure good performance (1992).

Central governments in Africa have historically performed quite poorly and the
problems of the state in Africa have been well documented. African governments are

described by many scholars and donors as corrupt, even predatory.'® The political

1 See e.g. Evans 1995; also see Chabal and Daloz 1999 for a discussion of the political logic and uses of
corruption in Africa.
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strategies that these governments have historically employed to maintain power, such as
patronage and clientelism, are considered counterproductive to development efforts and
seen by some as contributing to the economic crisis that devastated many African
countries since the early 1980s (van de Walle 2001). Despite this, there is still reason to
believe that central governments have something to share with local governments that
could be beneficial to local government efforts to fulfill their new responsibilities. Most
African governments have monopolized political and administrative responsibilities since
independence and provided very little opportunity for policymaking or even
implementation at lower levels of government. Over four decades of experience provide
a wealth of knowledge upon which local governments could draw. Local governments
can learn from the previous successes, and most especially, from the mistakes made by
central governments during this time. Moreover, there has been tremendous donor
investment in building and improving the capacity of the center during the last few
decades. Despite donor pressure to shrink the size of the state, donors have also
commonly targeted resources for capacity building projects. These experiences and
lessons can and should be shared with local governments as well. While critical of central
government oversight of local governments, Ribot recognizes that good performance by
local governments requires that central governments fulfill their roles and responsibilities
(2002). He argues that local government performance is “as much a function of central
government and donor accountability as local capacity per se” (2002, 11). Similarly,
Onyach-Olaa and Porter’s findings based on research in Uganda suggest that the
activities of central government continue to be important even after decentralization

(2000). They argue that it is “...increasingly evident that local government performance
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is greatly dependent on and is actually constrained by the inability of central government
agencies and their donor partners to deliver on their mandated responsibilities” (Onyach-

Olaa and Porter 2000, 3; quoted in Ribot 2002).

Administrative versus Political Linkages

Linkages between central and local governments do not always produce the cooperative
relations that are believed to enrich local government performance, nor are they always
motivated by benign reasons on the part of either actor. In fact, the nature of these
linkages ultimately determines whether tight linkages between central government
officials and local elites improves or undermines local performance.

To understand when interactions and “tight relations” between the central and
local governments will yield cooperation and thus, better performing local governments,
it is necessary to disaggregate the central government into different sets of actors.
Attributing a single set of motives to the central government is problematic.
Governments are not uniform and even actors with purely political interests can have
quite varying motives. It likely matters whether contact is between the President or
another representative of the central government and the local government, or between
representatives from a ministry, such as the Ministry of Health, and the local government.

Therefore, I distinguish between political and administrative linkages.

Administrative linkages

Administrative linkages describe interactions or contact between central government

officials and local governments for policy related or administrative matters. For example,
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government ministries in many developing countries, like line ministries in Uganda, are
obliged to “inspect, monitor, and where necessary offer technical advice, support
supervision, and training within their respective sectors” (Uganda 1997). Ministries in
countries with decentralized governments are not supposed to control local governments,
but merely supervise and inspect their activities. A ministry that is particularly
aggressive in its role as supervisor and inspector can have a tremendous impact on
improving the performance of local governments within a particular policy area or sector.
Likewise, many ministries organize training workshops to pass on knowledge specific to
the delivery of a particular service from those with experience to the new staff at the
district levels. Ministries vary according to how they reacted to the decentralization
process and consequently, how they have worked with local officials to transfer policy
responsibility to local governments.

While it seems likely that such administrative linkages positively influence the
ability of local governments to do their jobs well, assessing this relationship is far from
straightforward. The potential benefits of contact between central government ministries
and local governments are likely to vary depending on the reason for the contact. For
example, ministry officials may be responsible for training local government officials on
the latest policy tool, but may also be responsible for intervening in local conflicts or
crisis situations. In some instances, a ministry official may be called in to investigate
allegations of corruption or mismanagement. In these latter examples, ministerial
involvement is still likely to positively impact performance, but differently than when

ministry officials go into a well functioning local government to train or monitor.
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While I recognize that the relationship between central government administrators
and local governments is not devoid of politics, such relations tend to be driven less by
politics than by established administrative procedures. A great deal of what central
government administrators offer local governments in the way of mentoring, training or
supervision is offered universally or uniformly across local governments. Yet, there is
the possibility that linkages may vary. Some local governments will have more frequent
contact or “tighter linkages™ with ministries. Such variance may result from differences
in the demands for central government involvement or assistance, or differences in the

willingness of local governments to utilize or accept ministerial advice.
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As noted above, the relationship between central and local governments is not purely
administrative and also encompasses important political dimensions. Yet, many African
leaders have shown a commitment to the use of patronage to gamner political support.
This distinction draws attention to the fact that political linkages or contact for purely
political purposes do not positively, and may even negatively, affect the performance of
local governments.

The political relationship between central governments and local governments has
two important dimensions, each I would argue with different impacts on local
government performance. First, political linkages can be seen in the level of support, for
example electoral support, provided by an area to the central government, e.g. support for
the ruling party or political organization. High levels of support for the center within an

area might indicate tighter linkages between the center and the local government in that
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area. Second, political linkages between these two levels of government can be seen in
the nature and level of support provided to an area by the central government, e.g.
ministerial positions or financial resources. Tighter political linkages are reflected in
greater central government support to an area. Although I am disaggregating political
linkages and looking at district support to the center and central government support to
local areas, in many instances the two are inextricably linked. Areas that are politically
friendly to the center are likely to benefit considerably when the central government is
allocating resources, whether in the form of ministerial positions or government funded
projects. While this is often the case, it is not guaranteed."'

The level of support within an area for the central government may have no or
only a limited effect on the work of local governments, except as it may increase the
resources from the center. But there are also reasons to expect that local support for the
central government may enhance local government performance, apart from merely
increasing goods and services received from the center. For example, local governments
operating in areas that support the center will not face the substantial challenges faced by
their counterparts in opposition areas, and likely perform better as a result. In many
African countries, opposition to the central government or the party in power takes the
form of armed conflict or insurgency. Thus, local governments operating in opposition
areas are likely to face the constant threat of violence and must deal with the
humanitarian and social problems that result from prolonged insecurity in an area.
Similarly, local leaders in these areas may feel compelled to reject any ideas or policies

that originate in the central government based solely on political opposition. Supportive

'! For example, Treisman (1999) argues that central governments may pursue a political strategy of shifting
resources to regions where political opposition is concentrated, i.e. those areas that may likely challenge the
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local governments may, thus, receive more of the benefits of administrative linkages
precisely because they are open to suggestions or advice from the center. Local
governments in opposition areas may also spend considerable amounts of time and
resources wrangling with the central government over political or even policy related
matters and thereby have fewer resources and time to spend on substantive issues.
Finally, such governments may be able to use political opposition as an excuse for bad
governance, directing residents attention away from local problems and issues by
focusing on the poor relations with the center.

The political relationship between central and local governments is also
characterized by central government support to different parts of the country. Central
government support to local areas may impact local governments in a couple of ways.
First, benefiting areas may grow dependent on the center for resources and services. In
such cases, local governments may pay little attention to service delivery. Reliance on
the center may focus the energy of local government officials on nurturing and protecting
its relationship with the center, rather than concentrating on building local capacity or
fulfilling the needs of their constituents. Where the political strategies of the center are
focused on the distribution of patronage resources, vestiges of central government
support to a local area may prove even more harmful to the functioning of local
governments. Patrimonial or neopatrimonial patterns of political interaction are likely to
be replicated at the local level, thus affecting and corrupting decision making processes
and the allocation of resources by local government officials. Where patronage is
common and additional resources from the center are viewed as a reward for political

support, local government officials in areas with low levels of electoral support for the

center or attempt to secede, in an effort to buy political support.
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ruling party may feel extremely vulnerable. Local officials in such situations may seek at
all costs to prove their loyalty to the center despite the political views and wishes and
development needs of the people they have been elected to represent. The political
strategies and motivations of the central government in allocating resources to local
governments, including the prevalence of neopatrimonialism, will be discussed at length
in the next section.

The dilemma of decentralization in Africa is that in order for decentralization to
be successful local governments need central government guidance and oversight, at least
initially until local populations take on the task of forcing leaders to be accountable for
their decisions and actions. Yet, the political needs of central governments in most
African countries are such that linkages between central government and local
governments serve only to undermine the performance of local governments and
undermine the policy of decentralization.

With the expected impacts of administrative and political linkages in mind, it is
possible to conceptualize central-local relations as following three patterns: cooperation,
central dominance, or local autonomy. While the pattens will be discussed and
considered to be distinct, it is understood that relationships are highly variable and
central-local relations may evolve across time, perhaps even rapidly in response to a
particular event, and they may vary across activities and actors. For example, local
government officials may give in to central government control in a particular area, say
education, while challenging the central government in other areas. This

conceptualization provides an analytical tool that is useful in not only understanding the
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different forms that central-local relations may take, but also understanding the impact of

different forms on local government performance.

Three Patterns of Central-Local Relations

Cooperation

First, central and local governments may work together, hand in hand, to fulfill the needs
of the population. Such cooperation between the local government and central
government is perhaps the ideal relationship and likely to have the most promising
impact on local government performance. Cooperative relations between these two
levels of government loosely resembles Evans’ concept of “embedded autonomy”
(1995).'2 Evans describes embedded autonomy as a situation in which the state is
autonomous enough from society to able to implement its own decisions, but connected
enough to benefit from the vast experiential and informational resources within society
(Evans 1995). The decisions and policies of the state are influenced by society, but the
state is not captured. Moreover, the state exerts influence over society and has the
capacity to reshape societal preferences and activities.

Applying the concept of embedded autonomy to the study of central-local
relations would suggest that central and local governments are tightly connected, but
these linkages are used constructively to enhance local government performance. A
cooperative relationship between these two levels of government implies an equality of

influence or a healthy balance of center and local influence. Local governments would

121 recognize that Evans uses the term “embedded autonomy” to describe relations between the state and
society. Yet, I contend that it is possible to use this concept to understand relations between levels of
government. In doing so I consider the descriptive features of embedded autonomy and analyze the extent
to which these features describe the relationship between the central government and different local
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be autonomous from the central government and thus, have significant decision making
control and influence over policy decisions, but these decisions will be informed and
influenced by the knowledge and experience within the central government. In such
instances, well-developed linkages between the central and local governments, either
formal or informal, will provide information and oftentimes resources to local
governments. Through such linkages, the central government can transfer the skills and
knowledge essential to the successful delivery of goods and services that local
governments are responsible for providing following decentralization. Such a situation
would include central government training of local government officials, mentoring and
guidance of local governments on policymaking and implementation strategies, and
monitoring and oversight of how local governments perform certain functions. Yet at the
same time, local governments must be able to influence the center. Local preferences,
needs and also experiences should inform and adapt the policies, guidelines, and the
allocation of resources at the center. For example, policy guidelines would be mutually
agreed upon and based upon the experiences and preferences of both levels of
government.

As noted above, I argue that administrative linkages are likely to positively
influence performance. In situations of cooperative relations between central and local
governments, contact between the two levels of government over policy related matters is
frequent and central government officials contact local government officials for training,
guidance, mentoring and even monitoring purposes. Feedback is also an important
feature of cooperative central-local relations, in that local governments not only receive

valuable feedback from ministry representatives, but are also able to express their

governments.
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opinions, reactions and preferences to the ministry as well. Finally, cooperative relations
certainly entail some political linkages between the center and local governments. Yet,
local governments maintain leverage and bargaining power. Thus, I expect cooperative
relations to emerge where popular and elite support for the central government within a
district is high, or at least moderately high, and the dependence of a local government
upon the center is low. The latter may be indicated by limited central government

support to the area.

Central Dominance

Another possibility is central government dominance over local governments, despite
decentralization policies intended to empower local governments. Formally within a
decentralized system, local governments retain substantial decision making authority and
perhaps even financial responsibilities.  Yet, in practice, central government
representatives may exert tremendous control and influence over local governments, and
thus, weaken them considerably. Central dominance runs directly contrary to the logic of
and justifications for decentralization. As such, many of the goals of decentralization are
not met when central government officials, regardless of whether administrators or
politicians, exert too much control over local councils. Olowu and Smoke warn against
the problem of too much central government control, especially if such control appears
arbitrary or as a form of political manipulation (1992). Excessive central government
control can undermine administrative and economic efficiency of local government
provision (Smoke 1989 cited in Olowu and Smoke 1992). More importantly, however,

central government control can undermine the extent to which local politicians are
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accountable or responsive to local residents. Local politicians may instead serve the
interests of the center. In such cases, the influence of society to direct and improve
government performance is certainly diminished. Makumbe finds evidence of central
dominance and argues that the tendency with decentralization in Africa has too often
been excessive control of local governments by the center (1998).

Central dominance may take the form of more traditional hierarchical control by
the center or it may be exerted through more informal channels, such as strategies of
political co-optation. In the former situation, local governments may be forced to follow
strict and detailed policy dictates and guidelines provided by central government
officials. Hierarchical control is often exerted by central government line ministries that
were previously responsible for service delivery and may retain substantial policymaking
responsibilities, as is the case of Uganda. Officials in line ministries may intentionally or
even unintentionally subvert the legal authority of local governments by the restrictions
they place on local government actions or the limited policy options and tools they make
available to local governments. For example, Ribot notes, with respect to environment
and natural resources management, that decentralization in most African countries has
been done through a constitutional clause (2002). Yet, often the specific powers to be
decentralized are qualified through legislation or executive branch decree (Ribot 2002).
Ribot notes that decisions about the allocation of powers for environmental management
are made by “ministerial or administrative decree” in a number of these countries

(2002)."* While frequent contact between central government administrators or ministry

1 According to Ribot , the powers for environmental management allocated to local governments are
determined by executive branch decree rather than specified in the constitution in the following countries:
Mali; Cameroon; Senegal; Gambia; Burkina Faso; South Africa; and Zimbabwe (2002, 7). This is not the
case in Uganda where decentralization is included in the 1995 constitution.
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officials is believed to enhance local performance, if central administrative involvement
is excessive or if local governments do not have the ability or opportunity to adapt central
government programs to meet local needs, control from the center is likely to result in
poor performance by local governments.

A lack of local capacity has often been given as the leading rationale for central
government involvement in local government activities even after decentralization. Ribot
doubts the motivations of the center in such instances and argues instead that claims of
limited loc;al capacity really mask conflicts between local and national preferences and
reveal central government unwillingness to relinquish control or allow local populations
to pursue their own objectives (2002). This is certainly possible, although one cannot
deny that the capacity of local governments in Africa is extremely limited and, as I have
argued, I see a need for central government involvement as long as relations between the
central government and local governments remain cooperative.

As noted, central dominance may also be exerted more informally and through
established political linkages in the form of co-optation or political meddling in local
affairs. Tight political linkages may provide the center with mechanisms through which
to co-opt and control local political institutions and officials. For example, high levels of
central government support to an area are likely to increase local dependence on the
center or at least the political importance of the center. Similarly, such support may
provide opportunities for central government political control and co-optation of local
officials. For example, Bratton’s research on Zambia revealed that the allocation of
resources from the center to districts quite often reflects efforts by the center “purchase

political control” (1980, 24). On the other hand, high levels of district support for the
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center are less likely to open doors for political control and may instead indicate that the
center already has sufficient control over local political institutions and leaders in the
area. At times the central government may try to hijack local governments for its own
uses. Informal control may be exercised through formal organizations, such as political
parties, or through more informal institutions, such as patronage or clientelistic networks.
Co-optation or political influence may even occur through influential politicians, such as
the President or his appointed representatives. Clearly a situation of co-optation would
have few positive effects on local government performance, and may instead be quite
harmful.

Moreover, co-optation implies that the central government needs the support of
local government officials. If this is the case, central government officials will probably
be less interested in overseeing or monitoring the general developmental activities of
their newly co-opted local institutions. Instead central officials will tend to focus their
supervisory attention more narrowly on how local governments fulfill the political goals
established for it by the center—e.g. inducing the public to vote a certain way, etc.

Of the two possible forms central dominance may take, traditional hierarchical
control by central line ministries may be less harmful to local government performance
and to the provision of the goods and services. While policies decided upon in the capital
will not always match the needs of local populations, it is still possible that goods and
services will be provided and may be provided in an efficient manner. On the other hand,
co-optation can be much more harmful to institutional performance. Co-opted local
governments may focus on appeasing the center rather than local populations. Such

strategies may emphasize patronage or clientelism in order to increase political support
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for the center among key or strategic populations rather than an allocation of resources
based on need. Regardless of the nature of central dominance, excessive central
government control or oversight weakens local governments and erodes their legitimacy
in the eyes of the local population, further weakening local government performance
(Ribot 2002).

In his study of decentralization in Zimbabwe, Makumbe finds that the central
government’s influence and control over local governments damaged the public’s view of
the local governments (1998). Equally alarming, the power of the center serves to erode
the relationship between local governments and their communities. Makumbe notes that
local people in Zimbabwe have not resisted unacceptable policies from the center for fear
of repercussions from the party or from the central government (1998). In this case,
citizens are not working to check the power of their local governments precisely because
of the powerful center. Local governments may choose or be forced to submit to central

dominance for a variety of reasons, which will be discussed below.

Local Autonomy

A third possible pattern of central-local relations is what I will call local autonomy.
Local autonomy describes situations in which local governments successfully challenge
the center or simply ignore and subvert directions that have been given to them by central
government officials. Local governments may challenge the center openly, as was the
case when the governor of Okinawa in Japan told the national government in Tokyo that
the US base in the area had to go (Smith 2000), or local officials may silently work

around the central government. Local autonomy occurs when linkages, whether
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administrative or political, between the central and local government are weak or
nonexistent.

Weak administrative linkages between these two levels of government may result
from the fact that central government officials are simply incapable of fulfilling a
mentoring role due to limited capacity and resources. It could also be the case that
central government officials are simply uninterested in mentoring local governments.
There are a variety of reasons why a central government may not attempt to exert
political influence or control over a local government, or political linkages between the
center and local governments may be weak. It may be that the center feels certain about
the level of political support in a particular area, and thus, the need to exert such control
or influence is lessened. Lastly, local autonomy may be an indication of the weakness of
the central government and the strength of local actors. I argue, however, that full
autonomy from the center is unlikely in countries with a history of centralized political
power. It is much more probable that local governments are only able or seek to
challenge or subvert the central government in certain areas and not others.

The impact of local government autonomy from central control or guidance on the
performance of local institutions is uncertain. Local government officials may base their
decisions and actions on their own preferences or the preferences of the people they
represent. Decisions about whether to challenge or cooperate with the central
government may be based upon the political needs of local leaders and the political
desires of the local community. The extent to which local officials act according to their

own interests or act to advance the interests of the community depends greatly on the
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nature of the relationship between the local government and society and the dynamics of

local politics, which is explored more fully in the following section.

2.3.4 Explanations based on Local Political Context
The motivations and decisions of local leaders will certainly be influenced by the extent
to which local leaders are downwardly accountable to voters through elections or other
mechanisms of accountability, the level of political competition at the local level, and the
meaningfulness of local elections. How do voters view local elections? How competitive
are local elections? What are the principal sources of cleavage? Do elections serve to
sanction poorly performing leaders and reward those who perform well? Local politics
influences how local governments use any independence gained from the center. Local
politics determines whether local elites, once empowered, serve the broader public
interest, or as some scholars argue, instead respond to particular interests of groups at the
local level with the ability to influence local politics (Slater 1989; Bienen, Kapur,
Riedinger 1990).

In his study of rural development in Zambia, Bratton advances a similar argument
and noted the political and material importance of local politics and local leaders (1980).
Bratton notes that the implementation of policies from the center in rural areas is often
quite different from what was envisioned by political leaders at the center (1980, 7). He
contends that local leaders have considerable influence over the distribution of resources
and thus, their political interests certainly matter (Bratton 1980, 8). I agree with Bratton
and expect that the political needs and motivations of local leaders and also constraints on

their behavior are important to understanding the performance of local governments.



Thus, examining the nature of local politics and identifying some of the key determinants
of local political dynamics is crucial to understanding the activities and performance of
local governments, especially when local governments are only weakly linked to the
center.

An examination of the local political context necessarily turns our attention back
to the relationship between local state structures and society, and turns our attention back
to some of the society-centric explanations discussed above, such as the levels and nature
of citizen participation and involvement in local government. The extent to which society
actively participates and attempts to hold local leaders accountable critically influences
whether local government freedom from central control results in good government. Yet I
argue that we must examine local politics in the context of central-local relations and
recognize that linkages between a local government and the center certainly affect the
relationship between that local government and the community.

As discussed above, there are a variety of reasons to be suspect of the extent to
which local leaders are, or are at least perceived to be, subject to the control or influence
of local populations. As noted above, participation has not necessarily increased with
decentralization. Remmer and Wibbels cogently point out that much of the literature on
decentralization in the west assumes that citizens are knowledgeable about the activities
of the newly empowered local governments and are able to assign responsibility for
performance, whether good or bad, to a particular level of government (2000). Much of
this literature takes as a given the fact that local populations will be willing and able to
force accountability from local governments and local leaders. Manin et al. explain that

“Governments are ‘accountable’ if citizens can discern representative from
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unrepresentative governments and can sanction them appropriately, retaining in office
those that perform well and ousting from office those incumbents who do not” (1999,
10). Yet, this is not always the case. Manin et al. conclude, based on a study of elections
in developed countries, that citizens “just do not know enough” to tell the government
what to do and judge what it has done (1999, 23). Certainly this problem is likely to be
heightened in Africa, especially rural Africa, where citizens are less knowledgeable and
have more limited access to information about the activities of local government. Quite
often citizens are unaware of the powers and responsibilities of elected leaders at
different levels of government. Nevertheless, along with the new powers granted to them
with decentralization, local governments and their activities tend to receive greater media
attention following these reforms. Increased reporting of local government activities
should enhance the ability of communities to check the behavior of their local

representatives, at least to some extent.

Political Competition and Meaning of Elections

Elections are commonly viewed as the principal mechanism by which citizens can hold
their leaders accountable and a necessary, albeit insufficient, component of democratic
governance. The transitions to democracy that occurred throughout the developing world,
including parts of Africa, during the 1980s and 1990s brought elections back onto the
political landscape. Since 1990 there has been a rise in the number of contested,
multiparty elections held in Africa (see e.g. Bratton and van de Walle 1997). Regularly
conducted elections are believed to provide an important link between citizens and

political leaders and offer citizens the opportunity to express their opinions regarding the
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performance of elected leaders. Citizens can reelect political representatives who are
performing well, and can sanction poorly performing leaders.

Still there are reasons to doubt the effectiveness of local elections to actually
sanction poorly performing leaders. For example, the return of elections, even multiparty
elections, in Africa has brought little in the way of vertical accountability and almost no
horizontal accountability at the national level (van de Walle 2002). The infrequency of
elections also limits the power that communities have in sanctioning poor performers in
the local government.  Mathew argues, however, based on his research on
decentralization in India, that elections have been successful mechanisms of
accountability (2002). He notes that since decentralization there has not been a single
year without an election in at least one level of local government in India. Yet, this has
not been the case in many decentralized countries, such as Uganda where citizens have
only had two opportunities to vote for local council officials, in 1998 and again recently
in 2002.

Moreover, voters certainly face difficulties in obtaining information necessary to
evaluate the performance of their elected officials (see e.g. Manin et al. 1999). Given
such difficulties and information asymmetries, the Tiebout model of local governments,
which posits that citizens are mobile and can “vote with their feet” to choose the
community where the services offered most closely match their individual preferences
and willingness to pay through taxes for these services, is not relevant to the situation in

most developing countries (Tiebout 1956; discussed in Stevens 1993).'* It is unlikely

* Inman notes that the conditions of the model are particularly stringent and thus, unlikely to hold outside
urban metropolitan areas within the United States (2000). He describes the conditions of the model that
must be met for the model to predict when governments services will be efficiently provided (2000, 12).
The list includes: 1) goods provided by governments are congestible—not public goods; 2) the supply of
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that citizens in African countries are informed enough and mobile enough to truly be able
to exercise the option of voting with their feet. Moreover, there are likely to be social
and cultural constraints against mobility that further inhibit Africans from moving from
community to community until they find the area with the mix of services they desire.

Elections must also be fair and genuinely competitive if they are to be effective
instruments for holding leaders accountable. Higher levels of political competition are
often associated with better and more responsive government. For example, Coppedge
argues that political competition leads to better outcomes and cites the example of
Venezuela, where he argues political competition led to more responsive government
(1993). Similarly, research on local elites in South Africa found that conflict between
local elites had a positive impact on development in the area.'” The presence of conflict
increased competition among elites and in fact, appeared to spur political elites to work
hard to provide development projects for the area.

In many African countries, elections at any level are not truly competitive and the
quality of many elections in Africa tends to be quite low, despite recent moves toward
democracy across the continent. For example, Diamond classifies the regimes in 43 of the
48 sub-Saharan African countries as ‘“hybrid regimes”—where democratic political
institutions coexist with authoritarian features (2002). In fact, 21 of these regimes are
considered “competitive authoritarian™ or “hegemonic electoral authoritarian” (Diamond
2002). Competition is limited intentionally in many of these countries, such as those with

one-party or even a no-party system, as in the case of Uganda. Yet, even in countries

new communities is perfectly elastic; 3) households are fully informed about the attributes of different
communities; 4) households are mobile; and 5) there are no spillovers across communities (Inman 2000,
12).

15 Oral communication with Fikeni 2002.
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where competition is not formally restricted, the rules of the game are often structured or
manipulated in such a way as to favor a single dominant party. Levitsky and Way note
that in such regimes “incumbents frequently abuse state resources, deny the opposition
adequate media coverage, harass opposition candidates and their supporters and in some
cases manipulate electoral results” (2002, 53).

The weakness of the majority of political parties in Africa’s new multiparty
systems further limits competition and has reinforced the pattern of a dominant party
system. In other instances, however central government or party officials seek to use
elections as a mechanism of control. For example, Beck discusses the various ways in
which Parti Socialiste (PS) in Senegal maintained control of local governments through
electoral rules that increased the power of the PS in the outcome of these elections
(2001). Central control over local elections in Senegal resulted in the deconcentration of
power within the PS rather than decentralization and increased the relevance of upward
accountability, rather than downward accountability to voters (Beck 2001). Yet, Beck
further argues that upward accountability does not preclude the possibility of downward
accountability if there is political competition at the local level (2001). This was the case
in Senegal where competition ensured some degree of local control over the election
process and local leaders once elected.

In the absence of genuine competition, it is questionable whether elections are
actually a meaningful way to hold leaders accountable. It seems likely that only
competitive local elections would allow citizen participation to affect local government
performance in the expected ways. The existence of political opposition appears to be

crucial. Moreover, research seems to suggest that where participation is not meaningful
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or an effective tool for getting individual or group needs addressed by the local
government, future participation is unlikely to increase and may even decline from
existing levels despite decentralizing reforms. For example, Scarritt associates the
decline in voter turnout for the 1992 local elections in Zambia with the trend of declining
effectiveness of participation during the one-party state from 1973-91 (1996).

There are reasons to be suspect about the degree of competitiveness of local
elections in Uganda. As discussed further in Chapters Three and Eight, the no-party
system that gives the Movement an unfair advantage in electoral contests, central
government efforts to manipulate and interfere in LC elections and even electoral
malpractice and violence all work to reduce the competitiveness of local elections in
Uganda.

As discussed above, Morlan finds that the “sharpness of societal cleavages”
influences citizen willingness to participate (1984, 469). I agree with Morlan and expect
that the presence of a politically charged societal cleavage in a local area will increase
political competition and, thereby increase the importance of local elections and the

interests of citizens in local politics.

Political Strategies of Local Leaders

In the absence of a particularly strong and active local community, or when participation
and elections are not truly meaningful, the interests of local leaders become increasingly
important in understanding how local governments perform without involvement from
the center. The experiences of most African countries certainly provide little reason to be

optimistic regarding the motivations of politicians and the extent to which serving and
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representing the needs of their constituents is an important determinant of decisions made
while in office.

Much of the literature in Africa, which highlights the neopatrimonial nature of the
regimes in Africa, recognizes the desire of politicians to stay in office, but points out just
how differently they pursue that goal based on the political context in which they exist.
The nature of politics in Africa suggests that politicians may act in ways to promote their
own personal or political interests rather than serving the public good. For example, in his
examination of the reasons for the persistence of the economic crisis in Africa, van de
Walle argues that:

The absence of a development project is not due to extensive kinship or societal

pressures on decision makers, however, but to the lack of discipline, vision and

patriotism of a ruling elite that has always viewed its own material enrichment as
the primary objective of political power

(2001, 124).

Neopatrimonialism and the tendency for politicians to engage in “personal politics”
(Clapham 1982) affects local government performance in several important ways. First,
personal politics results in ineffective and unresponsive government. Corruption and
misallocation of scarce resources ensures that local governments will be unable to meet
the goals that might have previously been established and will certainly be unable to meet
the demands of the majority of its constituents.

Schatzberg’s recent study of political legitimacy in Africa identifies some of the
cultural characteristics of African society that support and perhaps encourage
patrimonialism (2002). He notes the predominance of metaphors of father and family in

political discourse in Africa and argues that “power in middle Africa has much to do with

‘eating’ (in both literal and figurative senses) as well as other forms of consumption”
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(2002, 26). African communities, according to Schatzberg’s analysis, recognize that a
“father-chief” will “eat” while in office, although he contends there are socially
determined limits on the amount leaders can consume, especially at times of economic
hardship in the broader community (2002). Bayart (1993) similarly describes “the
politics of the belly” and notes that the struggle for power in Africa is in essence a
desperate struggle for resources that can then be allocated to political supporters.'®
Chabal and Daloz make a similar argument, but contend that representation in Africa is
purely instrumental, where citizens evaluate political leaders based on what the individual
can do or did for the community (Chabal and Daloz 1999). Politicians lose legitimacy
when they lose access to resources to be used for redistribution and thus, are no longer
able to provide (Chabal and Daloz 1999).

Much of this work suggests that neopatrimonialism has an extremely long history
in African political culture. For example, in his analysis of traditional political culture
among the Kanyok people in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Yoder finds that
Kanyok myths indicate that the origins of politics and political power are linked to utility
and the ability of an individual to provide to the people (1998, 497-98). Yet, there is
certainly evidence that political culture in Africa is not immutable. For example, Yoder
also finds evidence of values that would be extremely supportive of democracy alongside
the values that support and encourage patronage politics (1998). This suggests that,
despite persistence, there is evidence of cultural change. Some of this change results
directly from the reforms that are being adopted at both the national and local levels. For
example, Beck sees the tax revolt in Touba as indicating a major change in state-society

relations where clientelism and patronage from the center is declining and instead local

16 See also Joseph 1987 and Sandbrook 1985.
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governments are using tax revenue to provide services, rather than alloca

\
\

patronage resources provided by the center (2001). \

On the other hand, recent work by both van de Walle (2001) and Chabal and
Daloz (1999) highlights the adaptability of neopatrimonialism, which is extremely
important in the current climate of ongoing political and economic reform throughout
Africa. Both of these studies point to various ways in which patrimonial strategies have
been adapted to new political realities. I expect the same with decentralization.
Politicians at both the center and local levels will most likely figure out how to maintain
existing patronage networks or reform these networks to operate within decentralized
systems.

While neopatrimonial rule is antidemocratic in that it is based on arbitrary
decision making and the private appropriation of public goods, van de Walle argues that
there are differences in neopatrimonial rule across countries (2002). For example,
clientelism persists even in democracies, such as Western democracies and even the
longstanding Africa democracies of Botswana, South Africa and Mauritius, but it occurs
“within increasingly tighter boundaries” and no longer constitutes a system of rule (van
de Walle 2002, 69). In the less democratic states in Africa, clientelism and patronage
occur unbounded (van de Walle 2002). I expect to that the importance of neopatrimonial
rule will also vary across areas within a country.

Bratton and van de Walle argue that there are three institutions that may be
capable of undermining neopatrimonialism in Africa, and these include the legislature,
judiciary, and civil service (1997). Their argument draws attention to the importance of

horizontal accountability in democratic governance (O’Donnell 1994; 1998) and the
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positive ways in which checks on the power of the executive may improve overall
governance. It seems likely then that local governments may be less apt or less able to
pursue personalistic or patrimonial strategies in areas where the legislative branch of the
local government is strong enough to actually check the power of the executive.
Similarly, a stronger, more professional local administration may be able to perform the
same task and thus, foster better government at the local level. The extent to which local
legislative councils are equipped and powerful enough to hold executives accountable
certainly varies across countries in Africa and within countries. The institutional
framework may provide some indication of the level of horizontal accountability. Yet,
this study holds the institutional framework constant and finds that the power of the
legislature vis a vis the executive still varies.

As discussed above, central governments in Africa often practice neopatrimonial
rule and thus, I expect that when central-local relations are based upon personalized rule
and the distribution of patronage resources to secure support, the same sort of practices
will be reproduced at the local level. Given that local governments relate differently to
the central government, they may be influenced differently by central government
tendencies to resort to personal rule. Local governments outside of the network may be
able to escape these anti-democratic and anti-development influences from the center,
while local governments that relate to the center in a personalized way are also likely to

rely on similar strategies when relating to their constituents.

24 Hypotheses

In this dissertation, I test the following hypotheses:
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Ceteris paribus,
HYPOTHESIS 1: I expect that tighter administrative linkages between central
and local governments will positively affect local government performance.

HYPOTHESIS 2a: I expect that district support for the central government will
have no impact on local government performance.

HYPOTHESIS 2b: I expect that central government support for districts will
negatively affect local government performance.

HYPOTHESIS 3: I expect local governments to perform better where there is
greater political competition for local elections.

HYPOTHESIS 4: I expect local governments to generally perform better and be
more responsive when politics at the local level is less personalized and local
leaders are less inclined to resort to patronage or patrimonialism to gain or
maintain political support.

In addition, I will include control variables to test the following alternative rival

hypotheses based on the existing literature on local government performance:
Ceteris paribus,  (* ¢ W
HYPOTHESIS 5: I expect local governments in economically developed areas to
perform better than local governments in less developed areas.

HYPOTHESIS 6: I expect older, more experienced local governments to
perform better than their newer counterparts. Similarly, I expect local
governments to perform better in areas where traditional political structures more
closely resembled the current local government structures. Finally, I expect local
governments to perform better in areas where colonial administration was carried
out through political institutions that resembled indigenous institutions rather than
those imposed from the outside.

HYPOTHESIS 7: I expect local governments to perform better when local
populations are active participants, such as through voting or contacting local
government officials.

HYPOTHESIS 8: I expect local government performance to be better in areas
where civil society is vibrant and actively linked to local governments.

HYPOTHESIS 9: I expect local governments to perform better in areas with a

greater reserve of social capital that may facilitate relations between local
governments and their constituents.
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Chapter Three: Decentralization in Uganda: Opportunities and Constraints

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the historic and current state of local government in Uganda,
paying particular attention to the details of decentralization reforms instituted by the
Movement government since the mid-1990s. In addition to providing a history of local
government in Section 2, Section 3 provides a thorough description of the process and
features of decentralization in Uganda. Section 4 then describes the current political
context in which Uganda’s decentralization policy exists and offers some analysis of
ways in which features of the broader political system may affect prospects for successful

decentralization and well-performing local governments.

3.2  History of Local Government in Uganda

This section briefly describes the history of local political institutions in Uganda focusing
on both the pre-colonial and colonial periods. Any discussion of pre-colonial political
institutions in a nation as ethnically, linguistically and culturally diverse as Uganda is
certain to neglect important features and differences or characterize common trends
across communities with too broad a brush. My effort to describe differences in
traditional political institutions in different parts of Uganda is certainly victim of both
errors. Nevertheless, looking at the nature of political institutions before colonialism
enables us to understand the changes that accompanied colonialism in different areas and
to evaluate the extent to which current local political institutions resemble these

traditional institutions that existed before colonialism.
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3.2.1 Pre-colonial Political Institutions

One of the first things to note with regard to traditional political institutions in Uganda is
the tremendous diversity that existed. A second and important point is the extent to
which what came to be commonly viewed as the traditional political systems for a given
society often bore little resemblance in many areas to what had existed before the British
arrived in Uganda. The role of the British in reformulating “traditional institutions” in
different parts of Uganda, what Kabwegyere calls the “artificial tribalization of Ugandan
societies” will be discussed in greater detail below (1995, 19).

Scholars tend to agree that environmental conditions, such as the primary
economic activity of an area, had a large impact of the type of institutions that developed
within a society. As such there is some geographical variation between societies in
which political authority took the form of a centralized or bureaucratic state and those
societies in which political authority was on a much smaller scale and much more diffuse,
even decentralized and egalitarian.

Many of the examples of “stateless societies” in pre-colonial Uganda existed in
northern and eastern Uganda among the Nilotic and Nilo-Hamitic peoples (Burke 1964).
Within this group of stateless societies, there was still variation in the methods of social
and political organization. Burke describes the political organization in such societies,
“The unit of authority was generally an integral part of the kinship, or other segmentary
system, and authority over people was determined not only according to shared territory,
but on kinship and other non-spatial lines as well” (1964, 11). The Langi in what today

constitutes Lira and Apac districts provides an example of a stateless society.
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In the early 16™ century, Karugire notes that groups throughout northern Uganda
began to establish simple political systems organized around the clan. He states that, “In
this system of political and social organisation, each clan managed its own affairs, settled
disputes between its members and recognised no other authority beyond this unit” (1980,
8). In such societies, the tradition of a single, all-powerful chief did not exist. For
example, Karugire contends that despite the creation of larger political organizations or
states among some societies in northen Uganda, such as in Acholi following or in
response to the Luo migrations of the latter half of the 16™ century, the “fundamental
philosophy upon which Luo political organization rested” was never abandoned (1980,
11). He argues that the societies continued to pursue “the belief and practice that all
important decisions affecting the community could only be arrived at, not by a single
person, but by the consensus of the elders representing the different clans constituting the
particular community” (Karugire 1980, 11). He notes that even when more structured
forms of political organization did emerge, the leader “acted as a spokesman for the
elders among whom he was primus inter pares—he himself being a clan head of his own
clan and hence its spokesman” [emphasis in the original] (1980, 11).

Karugire perhaps overstates the degree to which these societies embraced
egalitarianism and shunned individual leadership. For example, Tosh, in his analysis of
clan leadership in pre-colonial Langi, notes that many important “areas of Lango life
were conducted in a very egalitarian spirit” (1978, 65). In particular, he cites the example
of the wang tic, which is a communal work group (Tosh 1978). Yet, he also cites two
examples in Langi society in which individual leadership was quite important: dispute

settlement and the organization of military activity (Tosh 1978, 65).
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The second group of societies are those which were ruled by centralized and often
highly specialized political systems. These kingdoms found in southern and western
Uganda contrast sharply to the smaller stateless societies described above. Buganda and
Bunyoro were the two largest kingdoms in Uganda during the period before colonialism.

13

Kabwegyere contends that the populations of these two kingdoms “...may have
numbered millions at the height of their power” (1995, 19). The political institutions in
Buganda have received considerable attention since the British first arrived in Uganda in
the late 19™ century and were astonished at the level of sophistication of the kingdom’s
hierarchy of chiefs and sub-chiefs. Karugire describes Buganda as having “developed the
most efficient bureaucracy in pre-colonial Uganda™ (1980, 11). Fallers explains that “By
the middle of the 19™ century the kingdom was governed by a corps of chiefs who owed
their positions largely to the personal grace of the Kabaka', who might appoint, dismiss
and transfer them at will” (1964, 6).

Diversity in the political organizations certainly existed even among the societies
described as kingdoms. For example, in Ankole, which today includes districts such as
Bushenyi and Mbarara, there was also a network of chiefs to carry out and enforce the
authority of the Omugabe®. Yet, Karugire notes that because the principal economic
activity in Ankole was cattle there was less of a need for an administration as centralized
as existed in Buganda (1980, 24). The system of administration that developed in Ankole
was somewhat “loose”, however rulers ensured that administrative agents had a stake in

the economy in an effort to hold the system together (Karugire 1980). As such the

requirement that an individual must own cattle in order to hold public office soon

! Kabaka refers to the king of the Buganda Kingdom.
2 Omugabe refers to the king of the Ankole Kingdom. The Ankole kingdom was commonly called Nkore
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emerged. Doomnbos even questions whether one can describe Nkore as a single political
system and argues that the agriculturalist Bairu and the politically powerful Bahima
cattle-keepers appeared to be distinct groups rather than a united kingdom (1978). In
fact, he argues that

...except for the cardinal fact that there was a Bahima-based political

organisation operating in their immediate surroundings, the Bairu’s

position may in fact not have been altogether different from that of the
nearby Bakiga (in the adjacent Kigezi District) where such central political

institutions did not exist (Doormbos 1978, 48).

In fact, Doomnbos argues that the political system more closely resembled two types of
political organization, rather than “a system in which Bairu and Bahima were basically
united in a mystical identification with [Nkore’s] kingship” (1978, 51).

Despite the varying degrees of centralization, the kingdoms in southern and
western Uganda differed dramatically from nonkingdom areas. And yet, several of the
societies characterized as kingdoms did not fully take shape until the arrival of the
British, such as Busoga and Ankole, which were both formed or consolidated from
several smaller kingdoms with British assistance and pressure. Again Ankole kingdom
provides a telling example. Kabwegyere describes how the British brought independent
kingdoms, such as Igara, Buhweju, Buzimba, into Ankole kingdom (1995). Quoting
historian B.H.F. Morris, Kabwegyere explains, “Thus by 1901, ‘...the district was nearly

twice the size of the Omugabe’s traditional kingdom of Nkore as it had existed in 1898”

(Morris 1957, 10; quoted in Kabwegyere 1995, 29).

3.2.2 Local Government during the Colonial Period

at this time.
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British interest and activity in Uganda began in the 1860s and 1870s. By the 1880s
traders with the East African Company and missionaries, representatives of both the
Church Missionary Society and the Catholic White Fathers, were operating in the area of
what is today Uganda, although most of the activity at this time was concentrated in
Buganda Kingdom. Uganda was formally declared a British Protectorate in 1894 and a
treaty was signed with Kabaka Mwanga of Buganda Kingdom.

In 1900 the British signed another important agreement with Buganda Kingdom.
The 1900 Agreement recognized the political institutions of the kingdom, in particular
the role and leadership of the Kabaka concerning the governance of Buganda, and left
these institutions intact. The agreement formally made Buganda “a state within a state,”
thereby assuring the preeminence of Buganda relative to other regions (Uziogwe 1982).
Burke contends that the special status awarded to Buganda Kingdom by the 1900
Agreement has influenced the development of local government in other parts of the
country and especially complicated the “integration of the constituent districts into a
unified nation state” (1964, 13). The political implications of the concessions Britain
made to Buganda in the 1900 Agreement resurfaced during the negotiations over the
most appropriate constitutional arrangements for an independent Uganda and have
continually posed a challenge to central-local relations in the country. Every post-
independence government in Uganda has struggled to resolve the Buganda issue.

Outside of Buganda Kingdom British control at this time was quite limited. The
subsequent extension of British authority relied heavily upon assistance from the
kingdom. Burke describes the process as involving “a combination of Baganda

mercenaries and administrative agents, localized military forces, and agreements with
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petty chiefs and clan leaders” (1964, 13-14). He notes that “the Baganda, who were the
first to adopt Christianity and to sign an agreement with the English, became, in effect, a
favored tribe and a privileged junior partner of the British in the subjugation of the
remaining portions of the country” (Burke 1964, 13). Uziogwe similarly describes the
situation as one of “Buganda imperialist expansion” (1982, 9). At times this process
entailed increasing the size of Buganda kingdom to the detriment of its neighbors, such as
when the British gave Buganda several counties that had been part of Bunyoro kingdom.?

As noted above, the British were highly impressed with Buganda’s centralized
political system consisting of various layers of hierarchy. Where such a system did not
exist, as in the stateless societies of northern and eastern Uganda, “an administrative
system patterned on that which the British had first observed and learned to admire in
Buganda was super-imposed over the traditional polities” (Burke 1964, 13). Baganda
agents were sent to serve as chiefs and administrators in these areas and thus, the colonial
state was viewed by many as merely an extension of Buganda (Uzoigwe 1982).
Governance through the institution of African chiefs was established permanently and
formally in the 1919 Native Authority Ordinance. The ordinance constituted a
formalization of a process that had been ongoing for several decades—the establishment
of the Buganda model of government throughout the protectorate. While the British
policy of indirect rule prompted the practice of using existing traditional political

institutions for colonial administration, in areas where institutions were not as the British

3 The Lost Counties issue refers to four counties from Bunyoro that were given to Buganda from the
British. The British took the counties from the Kingdom of Bunyoro after its defeat. Throughout the
colonial period and after independence Bunyoro lobbied for the return of their lands. The Lost Counties
issue was politically contentious because both Buganda and Bunyoro felt that the lands were rightfully
theirs.
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expected or where they felt existing institutions were not adequate, the policy of indirect
rule became more of “an indirect style of indirect rule” (Burke 1964, 34).

Fallers’ classic study of the evolution of political institutions in Busoga highlights
some of the conflicts inherent in Britain’s policy of indirect rule and the pressure to
transform traditional political institutions into examples of modern bureaucracy. He
describes how colonial administration in Busoga was carried out through traditional
political institutions and yet throughout the colonial period “administrators have
attempted to modify the indigenous political institutions in the direction of a bureaucratic
civil service” (1965, 18). Yet, Fallers notes that the new institutions did not replace older
institutions, but rather the two sets of institutions existed simultaneously, often in conflict
(1965). For example, he notes that the personalism on which authority relations were
based in traditional Busoga persisted in the new political institutions (Fallers 1965).

Numerous scholars note that the chiefs of the colonial administration in those
areas that had not had such positions before held more power than any individual had
held previously. In the kingdom areas, chiefs were still subject to the traditional political
system, and thus, accountable not only to the Kabaka, but also accountable to clan leaders
to a certain extent. This was not the case in the more decentralized political systems
where the position of chief had been imposed from outside. In these areas, colonial
chiefs were not subject to popular accountability and were accountable to no one but the
British colonial administration. Interestingly, the process of removing Baganda agents
and putting in place individuals drawn from the local population was accompanied by

some degree of political chaos in the north (Burke 1964). Burke notes that local
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populations were reluctant to allow a local official to hold the degree of authority to
which colonial chiefs were entitled.

After World War II, there was a shift in British colonial policy and a recognition
that it was the responsibility of the colonial administration to “guide colonies to
responsible self-government” (Ocaya-Lakidi 1982, 301). These policy changes resulted
in changes in the practice of local government in Uganda. For example, the African
Local Government Ordinance of 1949 “aimed to ‘develop local councils and their
functions to enable African themselves to take a greater part in the administration of their
own local services and local affairs generally which affects their community’” (British
colonial government 1949; quoted in Ocaya-Lakidi 1982, 302). For example, the
ordinance provided for a district council with limited power. The councils were granted
the authority to pass relevant by-laws, although any by-laws had to be approved by the
Provincial Commissioner (Ocaya-Lakidi 1982). Moreover, the ordinance provided for
chiefs, although the chiefs continued to be appointed by and responsible to the colonial
administration rather than the people they governed.

A subsequent ordinance in 1955, the District Administration Ordinance,
introduced greater autonomy to local governments in Uganda and consequently gave
district councils more control over the administration of the district and local chiefs
(Burke 1964; Ocaya-Lakidi 1982). The ordinance transferred select services that were to
be provided by local governments and also introduced the graduated tax as a way in
which local governments could finance the provision of these new services (Ocaya-
Lakidi 1982). District councils:

were authorized to carry out as many as twenty substantial services and
functions covering the primary fields of agriculture, veterinary, law and
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order, forestry, famine relief, medical, education, buildings, water
supplies, and local industries (Burke 1964, 40).

Secondly, the ordinance created a District Appointments Board that had the power to
appoint and dismiss civil servants working in the district.

While the ordinance certainly increased the power of local governments, there
were still limits and exceptions to the exercise of that power. Many important activities,
such as the selection of members of the Appointments Board, remained in the hands of
the colonial administration and other activities carried out by district councils were
subject to approval by the Governor or other colonial administrators (Ocaya-Lakidi
1982). As discussed below, this has been an ongoing trend in Ugandan politics. On the
one hand, the center empowers local governments, while simultaneously creating various
mechanisms through which to check or curtail the exercise of that power.

By the early 1950s the end of British colonial rule in Uganda was inevitable. To
prepare for withdrawal, the British undertook negotiations with Uganda’s key interest
groups to design the political institutions that would be in place at independence.
Buganda was recalcitrant to accept a subordinate position for the Kabaka, or the kingdom
for that matter, in an independent Uganda. Thus, the period up to Uganda’s
independence in 1962 was marked by an intense struggle between the Protectorate
government and Buganda. Within Buganda there were even attempts to block Uganda’s
independence in order to protect the kingdom’s position (Turyahikayo-Rugyema 1982).
For example, in January 1960, Buganda declared its independence from British colonial
rule, a declaration that received little, if any, response from the colonial government

(Turyahikayo-Rugyema 1982, 255). The following December, Buganda attempted once
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again to secede from the Protectorate government. Not surprisingly, however, the
colonial government forcefully rejected Buganda’s efforts (Mutibwa 1982, 259).

During the negotiations over Uganda’s independence and the political institutions
that should have been established in the country’s first constitution, Buganda pushed for a
constitution that would sustain the monarchy and the political autonomy to which the
kingdom had grown accustomed under colonial rule (Mudoola 1993). As expected,
Buganda forcibly opposed any constitutional arrangements that seemed to indicate that
the role of the Kabaka would be diminished even in the slightest (Mutibwa 1982).
Laying the groundwork for an electoral alliance between itself and the Kabaka-Yekka
(KY) party, the Uganda People’s Congress (UPC) convinced Britain to accede to
Buganda’s demands for federal status under an independent constitution (Mudoola 1993,
25).

The Munster Report, which provided the framework for Uganda’s 1962
constitution, gave Buganda direct control over the affairs of the kingdom. It also denied
the Parliament of Uganda any jurisdiction over Buganda and any proposed legislation
that concerned, even marginally, the kingdom required the approval of the Lukiko®.
(Uzoigwe 1983, 255). Buganda was also granted permission to directly elect members to
the Lukiko and indirectly elect members from the Lukiko to the Ugandan National
Assembly (Mudoola 1993). Like previous agreements between Buganda and Britain,
Uganda’s other kingdoms (Bunyoro, Toro, Ankole, and Busoga) received far fewer

concessions and only a semi-federal status. These kingdoms, quite unlike Buganda, were

* Lukiko refers to the Parliament of the Kingdom of Buganda.
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denied concurrent powers with the Parliament of Uganda and given only minimal control
over affairs within their respective kingdoms (Uziogwe 1983).5

Uganda’s government at independence was formed by a parliamentary alliance
between the KY and UPC parties. The Kabaka held the office of President and four
Baganda held various ministerial posts, thereby legitimizing the independent government
(Mutibwa 1982). The UPC/KY alliance satisfied the needs of both parties. The alliance
provided Milton Obote, the leader of UPC, with sufficient seats in parliament to capture
the position of Prime Minister (Southall 1975). Buganda’s intentions, as with most of its
political maneuverings before independence, sought to protect the kingdom’s position.

The likelihood of any alliance between the UPC and KY at independence seemed
quite low. The UPC sought KY simply to secure its hold on power. These two parties
clung to vastly different visions of how the political situation in Uganda should be
structured. Most notably, Obote and the UPC were not committed to the preservation of
traditional society and traditional rule (Southall 1975). In an effort to limit the influence
of Buganda, Obote began “to rule Uganda as if the Presidency did not exist, and
[Kabaka] Mutesa was practically shut off from major policy decisions” (Uzoigwe 1983,

260).

3.2.3 Local Government after Independence
As noted above, Uganda’s independence constitution provided different levels of
autonomy to different regions, giving Buganda federal status and semi-federal status to

other kingdom areas, while all other regions did not receive such benefits. Doornbos

5 Doornbos notes that Busoga lobbied for “inclusion among these lesser kingdoms” (1978, 13). He notes
that “In the end this was granted with the status of ‘Territory’ and its Kyabazinga on a par with the
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notes, however, that the nonkingdom areas desired positions comparable to the kingdoms
and in fact, all of these areas, except Teso and Karamoja, created a position of a
“Constitutional Head who could perform essentially the same ceremonial functions for
them that the rulers of the kingdoms did” (1978, 13).

The weakness of the center and the consequent power of local governments at
independence, most especially the kingdom areas, created “centrifugal tendencies”
(Uganda 1987). A pattern emerged in which local authorities struggled for greater
autonomy and as described below, the central government sought ways to secure and
maintain its hold on power relative to local authorities and other potential challengers at
the national level. As it happened, efforts by the center to exert its power have over time
taken authoritarian or nondemocratic forms.

Although the constitution provided for greater autonomy for the kingdom areas
relative to the nonkingdom areas, Burke argues that the differences in power between
these two groups was “more procedural than substantive” (1964, 41). Ocaya-Lakidi also
agrees that “these other local (District) authorities differed from the kingdom
governments not in kind, but in degree” and contends that local governments in
nonkingdom areas had similar interactions with the central government (1982, 300). The
principal difference in the relationship between the central government and the kingdom
areas, especially Buganda, and the relationship between the center and local governments
in other areas was that the latter were considerably weaker and thus, less able to
challenge the center, while the kingdoms were better equipped to resist the central

governments’ efforts at control (Ocaya-Lakidi 1982).

hereditary rulers of the kingdoms” (Doornbos 1978, 13).
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Shortly after the UPC gained control of the government, the Local Administration
(Amendments) Bill, 1962 was passed. The legislation began the process of increasing the
power of the center and weakening the power of local governments, a process which
culminated in the complete centralization of power in the 1967 constitution following the
constitutional crisis in 1966, which is discussed at greater length below. Several features
of the Local Administration (Amendments) Bill, 1962 limited the power of local
governments. For example, the law changed the procedures for calling district council
meetings and in effect, made it more difficult for members to call meetings (Ocaya-
Lakidi 1982). Similarly, the law increased the power of the minister responsible for local
government considerably, such as the inclusion of a provision that the minister had the
right to attend and participate in any district council meeting without giving notice or
waiting for a formal invitation (Ocaya-Lakidi 1982). Moreover, the District
Commissioner, who was the representative of the central government in each district, was
awarded the right to attend in place of the minister (Ocaya-Lakidi 1982). Finally, the
minister was given the power to appoint the chairman and vice-chairman of the council in
the event of a deadlock during the election for the positions (Ocaya-Lakidi 1982).

Subsequent legislation continued to increase the power of the center and increase
the ways in which the center could check the power of local governments, most
especially in areas such as Buganda and other kingdoms. Ocaya-Lakidi argues that
through the various pieces of legislation passed between 1962 and 1966, the central
government sought to make local administrations a mere “administrative appendage of

the central government” (1982, 310).
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By August 1964, the UPC/KY alliance had broken down and Buganda’s influence
in the central government was all but gone. Relations between Buganda and the Obote
government deteriorated rapidly, especially after Obote held a referendum on the “Lost
Counties” of Bunyoro. The Battle of the Palace marked the complete breakdown of
relations between Buganda and Obote’s government. The Battle of the Palace erupted in
1966 shortly after Obote unlawfully dissolved the 1962 constitution and assumed
supreme power. Buganda immediately protested Obote’s behavior and demanded a
reinstatement of the 1962 constitution. On May 20, the Lukiko passed a motion requiring
the central government’s immediate withdrawal from Buganda by May 30 (Southall
1975). Obote’s response was to send troops led by Idi Amin to storm the palace of the
Kabaka at Mengo. The Kabaka and several of his ministers narrowly escaped and fled
into exile. Buganda ceased to exist and was parceled into four administrative districts,
each of which was under a state of emergency and the direct control of the central
government (Mudoola 1993). The constitution Obote introduced in 1967 eliminated all
forms of federalism and abolished monarchies and all other forms of traditional rule. The
1966 crisis and subsequent unitary constitution in 1967 reflect the culmination of the
central-local conflict that began at independence (Uganda 1987). By 1967 Obote had
succeeded in his efforts to make local governments simply extensions of the central
government. The Commission of Inquiry into the Local Government System concludes
that with the 1967 constitution:

Not only did the Centre establish effective control over Local Authorities,

it did this in the context of an increasingly dictatorial system that put an

end to all local-level democratic institutions that could give form to local
initiatives (Uganda 1987, 9).
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The center’s power relative to local governments was laid out in the Local
Administrations Act 1967. The act gave the Minister of Local Government
“control...over the number of members of the Council, elections of senior officials of the
Council, elections of the Councils themselves, and the by-laws that they may pass”
(Uganda 1987). Moreover, the act authorizes the minister to take control of a local
administration if “he is satisfied of its inability to function for lack of either staff or
facilities” (Uganda 1987, 9).

Local governments fared even worse under Amin’s dictatorship (1971-79). With
military rule, district councils ceased to exist, and once again, centrally appointed chiefs
served as local administrators. During this time, however, chiefs became more powerful
with fewer, if any, checks on their behavior and use of power. The Commission reports,
“The deterioration in the cadre of chiefs has in turn been a direct consequence of the
erosion of the social base of the political rulers in the country over the same period”
(Uganda 1987, 15). Moreover, the Commission continues that “the tendency was still to
blend absolute powers of a chief with a militarist style of administration, a mixture of
which gave birth to grave excesses” (1987, 15). During the second Obote regime (1980-
85), chiefs were even recruited from among UPC “party sycophants” and functioned

“more as security agents than they did as administrative officers” (Uganda 1987, 15).

3.2.4 Movement Government and Evolution of the Local Council System
As noted above, much of Uganda’s post-colonial history is marked by civil war,
authoritarian rule, and economic decay. The institutional decay under the Amin (1971-

1979) and Obote (Obote I, 1962-1971; Obote II, 1980-1985) regimes meant that political
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institutions no longer provided basic services; rather these institutions engaged in the
extraction of resources from powerless populations (Brett 1994). Moreover, the
dictatorial tendencies of Uganda’s post-independence regimes successfully excluded and
marginalized the majority of the population. Previous political regimes in Uganda used
the coercive instruments of the state to oppress and terrorize their opponents in particular
and the public generally. Uganda’s recent history, however, is best described as a period
of reconstruction. President Yoweri Museveni’s National Resistance Movement
government (NRM and today commonly referred to simply as the Movement)® has
demonstrated a firm commitment to the goal of social, political, and economic
reconstruction. Important among these reforms is a comprehensive program of
decentralization.

The NRM promoted a form of decentralization as early as 1981 during their
guerrilla war against the Obote regime. Decentralization was included as one of the
principal objectives in the NRM’s Ten Point Programme along with other complementary
objectives, such as an expressed commitment to improve governance through citizen
participation and de;rnocratization. The resistance council (RC) system, originally
established during the war in areas under the control of Museveni’s National Resistance
Army (NRA), provides the institutional foundation for Uganda’s current system of local
government and the decentralization policy.

The RCs began as primarily administrative institutions and were originally
organized “to enlist sympathetic civilians in the acquisition of food, recruits and

intelligence for the NRA’s war effort” (Kasfir 1998, 55). Kasfir, quoting Museveni who

¢ I use the names NRM and Movement interchangeably, although I have tried to use NRM for historical
references when the Movement government still referred to itself as the NRM.
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explained that it was only later “...we made them [the RCs] elective”, commends the
NRM for “taking the risk of introducing a degree of democracy while it was fighting a
war” (1998, 55). The NRM shifted the membership and focus of the RCs toward broad-
based citizen participation at the village level and introduced the election of resistance
council leaders to make the councils more democratic. Once elective, the RCs were
responsible for maintaining security and law and order in their area and providing a few
critical services to local residents (Apter 1995). These institutions functioned as self-help
organizations and relied primarily on voluntary contributions from the community in
order to accomplish these tasks (Brett 1994). Nevertheless, in many parts of Uganda
during the war, they constituted the only functioning government.

After seizing power in January 1986, the NRM formalized the RC structure
through the National Resistance Council and Committees Statute of 1987 and RCs were
instituted across the country. Support for the RCs was increased by the government’s
tendency to use the RCs for the distribution of important goods, such as sugar, salt, soap,
and paraffin, especially in parts of the country where RCs had not existed during the war
(Tidemand 1994). The statute was designed to formally transform the RCs into Uganda’s
new local government institutions as well as to empower local communities, secure local
participation in decision making and development, and improve service delivery
(Lubanga 1996, 51). The 1987 Resistance Council Statute represented the NRM’s first
attempt to implement decentralization.

Despite these intentions, the statute failed to empower the new local governments
and instead actually reinforced the power of central field administrators. Several

contradictory features of the statute explain this result. While the RC statute established
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the RCs across the country with locally elected political leaders and gave the councils
“extensive political powers to oversee civil servants and guide the local development
process”, the statute denied RCs any real authority over personnel and staffing decisions
as well as any control over finances (Lubanga 1996, 50). Moreover, district
administrators, directly appointed by the president, served as “the political heads of
districts” rather than the elected representatives of the people within the RCs (Lubanga
1996, 52). While the statute claimed to support decentralization, it denied the RCs any
revenue generating authority. Thus, the 1987 statute was contradictory, claiming to
promote devolution, while in reality empowering central government representatives and
resulting in further centralization. Despite extensive revisions, which shaped the way
Uganda’s decentralization policy looks today, current legislation and the political context
still provide opportunities for the central government to undermine the powers of local
governments.

The failures of decentralization under the 1987 statute prompted the Ugandan
government to rethink its decentralization policy. In 1987 a Commission of Inquiry into
the Local Government System proposed various corrective measures to address the
inconsistencies of the previous statute and to accomplish the primary objective of the
decentralization program: the transfer of real power to the local level (Regan 1995). The
Local Government Statute of 1993 resulted from this inquiry. Decentralization efforts
before 1993 resulted in a type of deconcentration or delegation rather than devolution. On
the other hand, the Local Government Statute of 1993 created the institutional and legal

framework for a more genuine and complete transfer of power, responsibility, and
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resources to the local governments and served as a reassurance of the importance of local
government until the adoption of the new constitution in 1995 (Regan 1995; Apter 1995).

In 1995 the resistance council system evolved into the present structure of local
government, the local council system. At this time, the resistance councils officially
became local councils (LCs). Like its predecessor, the LC system is a five-tiered
hierarchical system of local councils from the village (LC1) to the district level (LCS).
The five levels include: district (LC5); county (LC4); sub-county (LC3); parish (LC2);
and village (LC1). The pyramidal LC structure is designed to aggregate, systematize, and
present citizen priorities to district LCs in order to ensure that citizen demands are
effectively addressed. All persons 18 years and older residing in a village are
automatically members of the village council (LC1). The inclusiveness of the village
councils is designed to enable the community to meet monthly to discuss concerns of an
individual and communal nature. Direct participation at the village level seeks to
guarantee every citizen an opportunity to participate in political decision making. On the
other hand, LCs in the higher levels of the local government system are formed by a
number of elected representatives, including directly elected councilors and a chairperson
who heads the local government and leads the executive in the implementation of council

decisions.” Only the district, sub-county and urban councils are local governments and,

7 The local council at the district level consists of a district chairperson, one councilor to represent each
sub-county, one female councilor to represent each designated constituency (usually a sub-county, but often
a constituency may include several sub-counties), one male and female councilor to represent youth, and
one male and female councilor to represent persons with disabilities. The chairperson and the councilors,
except the youth councilors, are directly elected by universal adult suffrage through secret ballot.

The local council at the sub-county level consists of a sub-county chairperson, one male and female
councilor to represent each parish, , one male and female councilor to represent youth, and one male and
female councilor to represent persons with disabilities. The chairperson and the councilors, except the
youth councilors, are directly elected by universal adult suffrage through secret ballot.

Councils at the county level consist of all of the members of the sub-county council executive committees
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therefore, benefit from the enhanced powers and authority given to local governments
under decentralization. Local councils at all other levels are considered administrative
units and are only minimally affected by the decentralization policy.

Since 1993 Uganda has made considerable progress in the devolution of power
and authority down to local governments. Uganda’s 1995 Constitution and, more
recently, the Local Government Act of 1997 (LG Act) both deepened the policy of
decentralization and substantially strengthened the LCs and ensured a more permanent,
legal basis for their authority. The LG Act of 1997 is based on the provisions regarding
local government in the 1995 Constitution found in Chapter Eleven, and is intended to
implement these provisions fully (Uganda 1997b). For example, Article 176 (2b) states
that:

Decentralization shall be a principle applying to all levels of local government

and in particular, from higher to lower local government units to ensure people’s

participation and democratic control in decision making (Uganda 1997).
Similarly, Article 176 (2c) states that the “system shall be such as to ensure full
realisation of democratic governance at all local government levels” (Uganda 1997).

The LG Act of 1997 confirms that the local governments now hold legislative and
executive powers, serve as the primary planning and budgeting authority in their
jurisdiction, are responsible for supervising, hiring and firing local administrative staff,
and hold revenue generating authority. For example, the chairperson and the executive
committee elected by the council are responsible for overseeing the work of the local

administrators—the implementers of council decisions.

in the county. The councils at the parish level consist of all of the members of the village executive
commiittees in the parish. At the county and parish level, the chairpersons are elected by the councils.

76



3.3  Uganda’s Policy of Decentralization

The 1995 Constitution and the LG Act of 1997 formalized Uganda’s policy of
decentralization. This section will describe the details of that policy and highlight
problem areas as they relate to issues explored in subsequent chapters. While district and
sub-county councils (and their urban equivalents) are the only councils that are
considered local governments, the policy of decentralization initially concentrated on
increasing the resources and responsibilities at the district level. Today the current trend
in Uganda’s decentralization policy is to shift more power, resources and responsibilities
to the sub-county level. This has important implications for the goals of the policy,

especially the goal of greater involvement of citizens in decision making.

3.3.1 Local Governments’ Roles and Responsibilities

Part 1 of the Second Schedule of the LG Act details the powers and services that remain
under central government control. Subsequent parts detail the services that are the
responsibility of district councils (Part 2) and urban councils (Part 3) and also describes
the services that may be devolved from district or urban councils to lower level local
government councils (Parts 4 and 5).

Some of the responsibilities of district councils listed in Part 2 include, but are not
limited to: 1) education services at various levels (secondary and below); 2) medical
services especially primary health care, district hospitals and area health centers; 3)
construction, rehabilitation and maintenance of roads not taken care of by the center; and
4) provision and maintenance of water supplies in coordination with the appropriate

ministry. District councils are also given the task of development and physical planning,
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budgeting, agricultural and veterinary extension services, and community development.
While all of the activities for which district councils are now responsible are not listed
above, those that are listed begin to provide a picture of all that districts must undertake.
Given the diversity of tasks and the immense financial and human resources required to
carry out different tasks, it is not surprising that local governments vary in their capacity
to perform these activities.

As noted above, Part 4 of the Second Schedule of the LG Act authorizes district
councils to devolve responsibility for some tasks to sub-county councils. For example,
community based health care services and smaller health units are the responsibility of
the sub-county council. Likewise, sub-county councils are also likely to be responsible
for the provision of nursery and primary education.

The executive committee is given responsibility for formulating council policies
and overseeing the work of district administrators who are the implementers of council
policies. The executive committee includes the district chairperson, vice-chairperson and
up to five secretaries.® The chairperson nominates the vice-chairperson and secretaries.
The vice-chairperson must be approved by two-thirds of the council, while the secretaries
must be approved by only a majority of the council. Executive committee members are
considered full-time council employees and thus, are expected to work closely with the
district administrators.

Unlike previous statutes governing the local councils, the LG Act gives the
district council power over district employees, although indirect, through the District
Service Commission (DSC). The DSC has the power to hire and fire district employees.

The members of the DSC are “appointed by the District Council on the recommendation
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of the District Executive Committee with the approval of the Public Service
Commission” (Uganda 1997, 44). The existence of the DSC increases the district
council’s power over the administration, although the fact that members are subject to
central government approval weakens this power somewhat. Nevertheless, the fact that
decisions about employment are made at the local level where individuals are most
knowledgeable about the district’s staffing needs is quite significant.

The DSC is also responsible for appointing the Chief Administrative Officer
(CAQ), who serves as the “head of the Public Service in the district and head of the
administration of the district council and shall be the Accounting officer’” (Uganda 1997,
49). The law states that the CAO is responsible to the chairperson and the district
council.

The LG Act provides for the removal of the CAO for the following reasons: abuse
of office; incompetence; misconduct; and physical or mental incapacity. Yet, as in the
case of removing a district chairperson, the procedures are extremely complicated and
time-consuming. Despite these cumbersome procedures, CAOs in Uganda are regularly
investigated for corruption or other abuse of office and occasionally removed from office,
as was the case recently in Lira. Likewise, the council in Mpigi recently voted to
interdict their CAO as directed by the Inspectorate General of Government in early June
due to “abuse of office and misuse of Electoral Commission funds” (New Vision June 13,
2003).

Although the procedures are similar, the removal of a district chairperson has
been less frequent. For example, as described in Chapter Six, Chairman Zimbe in Mpigi

was presented with a petition to remove him from office and threats of censure and yet,

¥ One of the secretaries must be a female and one must be responsible for health and child welfare.
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he persisted to the end of his term in office, often with the mediating help of Movement
officials, however.

Apart from removing a chairperson, the LG Act also provides for other
mechanisms for district councils to check on the power of the executive committee. For
example, the district council must approve executive decisions about appointments of
members to important boards and commissions, such as the District Tender Board (DTB)
and the nominees for the executive committee. Yet, in the day to day implementation of
council policies, the executive committee operates quite apart from the council that is
only required to meet once every two months and often meets less frequently. Thus, it is
often difficult for councilors to follow up on executive decisions. Participation in
sectoral committees does help to increase councilors’ knowledge of the day to day
activities of the executive committee and district administration. Yet, often important
decisions about the use of funds or the delivery of service are made by the executive
committee and/or technicians without council approval. The lack of academic
qualifications for district councilors only serves to exacerbate this problem.

Other mechanisms to ensure accountability of LC officials are the Local
Government Public Accounts Committee and the Internal Audit department, which
districts are required by law to establish. Both are responsible for verifying the proper
use of funds and accounting procedures, however limited funding reduces the
effectiveness of these institutions.

The LG Act also includes procedures for the recall of district councilors, as an
additional mechanism of holding LC officials accountable. Part 2 of the Third Schedule

of the act states that a councilor can be recalled for neglect of duties or actions that are
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not in line with the position of district councilor if a third of the electorate signs a petition
and presents it to the Electoral Commission (EC). Interviews with EC officials, however,
indicate that by 2001 no councilor had been recalled by their constituents. A petition for
recall was presented for two councilors, but the EC reported that the petitions did not go
through.

Uganda’s decentralization policy also increases the revenue that local
governments have at their disposal for carrying out their newly assigned tasks. While the
LG Act provides local governments with revenue generating authority and expresses a
commitment to fiscal decentralization, most local government remains highly dependent
on central government transfers. The LG Act gives LCs the power to levy and collect
various fees (licenses, rates, rents, graduated tax, property taxes), but local revenue
comprises an extremely small percent of district revenue. On average less than 10
percent of district revenue comes from local sources compared to other African countries,
such as Senegal and Swaziland, where over half of the local government budget is from
local revenue (Steffensen and Trollegaard 2000).

In Uganda, the percent of district council budgets made up by central government
transfers ranges from a low of 48 percent in Moroto to a high of 93 percent in Soroti. On
average, LCs depend on these grants for almost three-quarters of their annual budget. The
central government block grants that are transferred to the districts also comprise the
largest pool of resources that the Uganda’s central government controls and allocates that
could be distributed based on politics rather than need. Equally important, is the fact that
conditional grants, which come with strict requirements on planning, spending and

accounting for the funds, make up about 77 percent of the transfers to the districts in
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1998/99. The LG Act makes local governments responsible for formulating, approving
and executing their own budgets (Part 78 of LG Act). However, the budgeting and
planning powers of Uganda’s local governments tend to be constrained by the extremely
small amount of revenue actually at the full discretion of the LCs.

For example, a district receives certain grants for primary health care, primary
education, rural roads, among others and the amount of each grant is determined ahead of
time by the appropriate ministry, with some, albeit limited, consultation with the local
government. Local councils are involved in national budgeting through the annual Local
Government Budget Framework Paper conferences and workshops. This process
involves local governments in ministry planning for a few days a year and provides the
only opportunity for LCs to influence the central government budget process where the
ministries determine the amount of the conditional grants that will be transferred to each
district. Local councils are given their budget ceilings from ministry officials and
presented with the guidelines for planning for that amount. Principally districts make
decisions about the allocation of the services to be provided by a particular grant. For
example, if the district is told that they will receive a certain amount of money under the
School Facilities Grant (SFG), the district decides which areas will benefit, and ideally,
the decision will be based on the need for schools within different areas. Likewise,
districts cannot use the money from one grant for any another use. According to the
present method the ministries use to determine how much districts receive for each of the
different conditional grants, a district council, which may prefer to focus solely on the
improvement of rural roads, is not able, even if requested to do so by the local

population. While some grants, such as the UPE grants, still detail exactly how much of

82



the grant can be used for specific expenditure categories, a Ministry of Finance official
explains that there are positive changes:

It’s an improved step. For example, the PHC grant used to say 10% on

this, 20% on that, 30% on that, now there are no percentages. The

guidelines just say these are the functions or areas you can use the money

for. The UPE grant has not gone so far, but [it] has some flexibility in the

percentages.

A considerable amount of the grants districts receive today are part of the Poverty
Alleviation Fund (PAF). PAF is a program to ensure that funds made available through
Uganda’s participation in the World Bank’s Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC)
Debt Relief Initiative are used exclusively for poverty reducing activities. The funds are
transferred to district and sub-county councils. The planning, reporting and accounting
procedures are quite stringent on paper. These extensive reporting requirements,
however, limit both the extent to which LC officials are out in the field actually
monitoring work being done and the ability of ministry officials responsible for
reviewing these reports to verify information included in each report. Nevertheless, PAF
grants have not only increased the funds available to local governments, but also created
a greater awareness among LC officials of the need to monitor and verify the use of such
funds. There is one PAF grant specifically to provide funds for monitoring projects
funded through other PAF grants and this has certainly increased the amount of
monitoring that is actually carried out.

Nonetheless, the fact that a large percent of district council budgets comes from
the central government exacerbates the problem of establishing downward accountability,

so important to the success of any decentralization policy (Agrawal and Ribot 1999).

Downward accountability refers to the extent to which local politicians are accountable to
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the people they represent, rather than accountable to the political actors above them, such
as central government ministries. The conditional grants distributed to Uganda’s districts
have detailed reporting requirements, which represent an important effort to try to limit
mismanagement or the corrupt uses of these funds. However, districts report and account
for their actions to the sectoral ministry in charge of each grant; local populations at times
have only limited knowledge or control over how these funds are used. There is some
effort through the PAF program, especially among donors, to increase the level of
external monitoring, in particular NGO monitoring, of how local governments utilize
conditional grant resources. Similarly, ministries vary in their efforts, but some
ministries, such as education, have tried to increase the public’s knowledge about how
much the district receives and for what purposes through a requirement of mandatory
public notices.

There does not appear to be much room for discretion in the allocation of these
grants. Each of the conditional grants has a specific and detailed allocation formula and
monthly releases to each district are published in the newspaper and district councils are
instructed to post the amount received in a public place for accountability purposes.
When interviewed, representatives from each of the sectoral ministries that send grants to
the local governments insisted that the formula for each grant is the sole basis on which
decisions are made about how much a district will receive. Similarly, district councilors
in the three case study districts did not complain or accuse the central government of
unfairly distributing such resources.

Initial bivariate analysis is consistent with these responses, and reveals that the

amount a district receives from the central government in the form of transfers is
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positively correlated with the size of the district population.” More heavily populated
districts receive more money. This is not at all surprising given that most of the
allocation formulas take district population into consideration.

Aside from central government transfers, the central government—the Office of
the President, in particular—has considerable resources at its disposal that can be
allocated according to criteria that best suit its purposes. Visits from influential
Movement officials, an important form of political linkage, are often accompanied by
such resources for the district. The informal allocation of resources often based on
patronage needs of the center exacerbates problems of dependence and thus, undermines
council performance. This is explored more fully in Chapter Seven.

As noted, local councils have the greatest power and discretion in decision
making with local revenue, which is unfortunately quite limited. The graduated tax is the
most common source of revenue for Uganda’s local governments, comprising nearly 80
percent of local revenue. There are, however, numerous problems with the district’s
administration and reliance on the graduated tax. The graduated tax is extremely difficult
to administer, assess, and collect. Because assessment and collection is localized, the
process is susceptible to corruption (Livingstone and Charlton 1998). The amount that an
individual is assessed and that is actually collected from him or her may vary depending
on the relationship between the individual being assessed and the assessor or the
individual’s ability to influence the outcome of the assessment by “buying tea” for the
assessor.

The Uganda Local Authorities Association (ULAA) and individual LC officials

regularly complain about the fact that they are not authorized to collect other taxes, such

® Pearson’s correlation coefficient = .820; p value .000.
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as the VAT or income taxes, which they feel would increase the amount of local revenue
they are able to collect and dramatically reduce their dependence on central government
transfers. Agrawal and Ribot point out that an examination of what is not devolved
reveals “the hidden politics of decentralization” (1999). In the Ugandan case, it is quite
telling that the decentralization policy is designed so that LCs are dependent upon the
central government for most of their revenue and their only substantial source of local
revenue is the politically and administratively difficult graduated tax. The move toward
the decentralization of the development budget will likely increase the power of the LCs
considerably, giving them greater discretion of a larger pool of resources to enable them
to be more responsive to their constituents.

The World Bank in coordination with the MoLG began the Local Government
Development Program (LGDP) in 1999. The LGDP has begun the process of
decentralizing Uganda’s development budget—the large portion of the government
budget designated for development expenditure—and systematizing its allocation.
Previously, districts only received money from the central government to cover recurrent
costs, such as teachers’ salaries and operational costs. Districts did not receive any of the
large stock of donor funds designated for development projects. These funds and,
consequently, development expenditure have historically been the responsibility and at

the discretion of the central government.

3.3.2 Central Government’s Roles and Responsibilities

The nature of Uganda’s decentralization reforms follows closely many of the

recommendations of the Commission of Inquiry into Local Government (1987). Due to
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historic problems of central-local relations, the Commission called for a system that
would involve citizens and local governments in planning and service delivery, while
also maintaining a strong center to establish national plans and guidelines and coordinate
activities of local governments to meet these plans. Today the central government
remains strong in Uganda, despite decentralization reforms as the discussion above
indicates. Yet, decentralization is enshrined in the 1995 constitution, which suggests a
degree of permanence. Nevertheless, there are repeatedly efforts by the center to
influence and control local governments, such as through structural features of the LC
system and more informally through actions of government officials, most clearly
exemplified by Movement involvement in the electoral process for LC elections.

While the local governments are more autonomous and powerful than ever in
Uganda’s history, a gap exists between the purported goals of the LG Act and the powers
that local governments are able to exercise in reality. On the one hand, the importance of
the local level as a political arena is indicated by the vigorous struggle in parliament
during the debate on amendments to the LG Act as a significant number of MPs struggled
to carve out a role for themselves in the district councils. Yet, for a variety of reasons,
discussed below, local government are not always fully autonomous, a situation that has
clear implications for their performance, in particular the extent to which they are
responsive to local concemns.

Not surprising functions, such as defense, tax policy, foreign relations, national
standards, and the judiciary, remain under the control of the central government.
Likewise, the central government is responsible for making policy in a variety of social

sectors, including education, health, agriculture, and for “making national plans for the
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provision of services and coordinating plans made by Local Governments” (Uganda
1997, 114). Central government line ministries are also given responsibility for ensuring
that local government activities conform to national policies and meet national
performance standards (Uganda 1997). As such, ministries are directed to “inspect,
monitor and...where necessary, offer technical advice, support supervision and training
within their respective sectors” (67). Section 99 of the LG Act authorizes representatives
from line ministries to carry out activities, such as inspecting local governments’ books
of accounts, as necessary to fulfill monitoring and inspection duties. Finally, the act
empowers ministries to conduct such inspections upon their own initiative or following a
complaint from a member of the public.

These activities of central government ministries constitute some of the clearest
examples of administrative linkages between Uganda’s central government and its local
governments. Interactions for training, technical advice, and monitoring create
opportunities for local governments to improve their performance. Ministries certainly
vary in the extent to which they nourish these administrative linkages. Likewise, districts
vary, often for political reasons, in their openness to ministerial advice or involvement in
district activities. The impact of administrative linkages on the performance of Uganda’s
district councils is explored more fully in Chapter Seven. However, the fact a ministry as
large as the Ministry of Education did not access its share of funds from a grant to
finance monitoring and inspection of local governments raises questions about the extent
to which local councils are linked to the center administratively. Likewise, as far as an
interview respondent from the Ministry of Finance could tell, no local governments had

ever formally complained about the lack of ministry advice, guidance or mentoring.
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In addition to supervision and inspection from the line ministries for each sector, a
variety of other institutions exist to assist the center in monitoring the activities of local
governments in Uganda. For example, the Inspector General of Government (IGG) in
Uganda has been given the responsibility to fight corruption in all levels of government.
Article 225 of Uganda’s constitution describes the mandate of the IGG and states that it
is:

...[T]o fight corruption, promote fair, efficient and good governance in

public offices, promote the [r]ule of [lJaw and [p]rincipals of natural

justice in administration, stimulate public awareness about the values of

constitutionalism and the activities of the office and to supervise the

enforcement of the Leadership Code of Conduct (Uganda 2000c, 1).

The IGG is also authorized to carry out investigations into local government activities
and has been quite active in recent years. In addition to the IGG, the Office of the
Auditor General is required to audit the books of accounts for each local government.
Unfortunately, central government ministries and these other institutions are constrained
not only by limited resources and manpower, but also the sheer distance between the
districts they are supposed to monitor and their headquarters in Kampala.

There are other ways in which local governments in Uganda interact with the
central government. Yet, these linkages are not administrative as just described above,
but political. Political linkages between the center and local government in Uganda are
characterized by interactions between Movement officials or political representatives and
local governments and are not intended solely to train, supervise, monitor or oversee the
local council in service delivery related matters so as to improve their capacity. The

examples of political linkages discussed below and more fully in Chapter Seven are often

intended or have the direct consequence of increasing the Movement’s influence or
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control over a local council or its officials. As noted above, some of the linkages apply
uniformly to all LCs and constitute structural features of the local government system.
Others are more informal and thus, the extensiveness of the linkages varies across
districts.

For example, the existence and role of the Resident District Commissioner (RDC)
is an important way in which the Movement not only monitors LC activities, but also
seeks to influence the councils. The RDC is the central government’s representative in
the district and is appointed by President Museveni. The RDC is responsible for reporting
to the central government any problems or concerns about the performance of LCs in the
district. There have been numerous instances of political struggles between the RDC and
the LCs and political interference in council affairs by RDCs across the country.

Another example includes the tight structural linkages between the Movement and
LC system. These linkages are partially historical, based on the origin of the LCs and
their role in the NRA’s war against Obote, and partially designed by the Movement
through legislation, such as the Movement Act described below, its electoral support for
Movement candidates, and even through the RDCs stationed in each district.

The political system in Uganda is based at present on a “movement” political
system. The movement system of government is described as a broad-based political
organization. In conjunction with the ban on political parties, discussed below, the
movement system provides Ugandans an opportunity to participate, as all Ugandans are
technically members of the Movement. According to the Movement Act, the LCs and
LC officials are part of the structure of the movement political system. Articles 16

through 19 of the Movement Act 1997 create Movement committees at various levels of
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the LC system (Uganda 1997c). The act stipulates that LC chairpersons and councilors at
these different levels are automatically members of the Movement committee at that
level. Such linkages between the Movement and the LCs raise questions about whether
LCs exist as autonomous political institutions or merely serve as channels through which
the present government can further entrench its power. Dicklitch even contends that the
movement system steers local populations in the direction of central government plans
and policies through the co-optation of local councils (1997). Many Ugandans
themselves do not seem to be clear as to whether the local councils are the same thing as
the Movement or independent and autonomous political institutions.

For example, over 70 percent of survey respondents said that the LCs are the
same as the Movement. Almost two-thirds agreed with the idea that the LCs exist to
promote Movement interests compared to 37 percent who disagreed. Another 70 percent
disagreed with the statement that LCs are independent of the Movement. Interestingly,
respondents in Lira district were most likely to believe that the LCs are independent of
the Movement—46 percent of the respondents in Lira compared to only 30 percent and
15 percent in Mpigi and Bushenyi, respectively. This is likely because multipartyists
have been able to gain representation in the LCs in this district. In fact, Lira is one of a
few districts in which the chairperson is not a Movement supporter. Finally, respondents
were split on whether the LCs will remain when the Movement leaves power. Clearly
confusion exists about the differences between the LCs and the Movement, but responses
likely reflect the political reality on how LCs are able to operate and the influence the
Movement has over Uganda’s local governments in many parts of the country. Yet,

evidence presented in subsequent chapters suggests that the Movement exhibits varying
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levels of control and influence over LCs, which likely has implications for local councils’
ability to respond to the needs of their constituents rather than concerns of the center.

In addition, Movement officials have made many policy decisions that, in fact,
serve to weaken local councils. For example, President Museveni, while campaigning for
the presidential election in 2001, announced ‘graduated tax vacations’ during the
elections and promised to lower the graduated tax rate once re-eclected. His
announcement and promise resulted not only in much lower revenue than expected for all
local councils, but also subordinated the LCs in reality and, most importantly, in the eyes
of their constituents and likely also undermined their autonomy to some extent.
Museveni’s tax vacation and promised reduction in graduated tax rates made it
impossible for LC officials to continue collecting the local revenue they needed to meet
their budget estimates, despite the fact that they have the legal authority to collect this
tax. Councils across the country were unable to collect any revenue for months after the
election as Ugandans delayed payment of the tax until they learned what the new lower
rate would be. For LCs with already limited revenue, a lowered graduated tax rate simply
adds to their burden.

Another set of policy decisions by the center that have weakened LCs and hinders
their performance is the creation of new districts. The creation of new districts is closely
related to the electoral cycle, occurring prior to important elections. New districts were
created in 1993, 1997 and most recently in 2001. In fact, groups within the divided
districts tend to be the ones clamoring for division and the fulfillment of these requests is
part of the government’s desire to increase its electoral support. The division of districts

exacerbates problems of ensuring that all local governments have adequate resources to
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perform their duties. The Commission of Inquiry into the Local Government System
recognized the same problem in 1987. They aptly explain:

In principle, we were hesitant to recommend the creation of new and

additional administrative units, bearing in mind that these would increase

unproductive costs of administration, both in terms of creating an

administrative infrastructure and payment of personnel (Uganda 1987,

122).

Given the linkages between the LCs and the Movement and the government’s
efforts to influence these councils, it is not surprising that generally the LCs tend to be
quite supportive of government decisions and policies. However, this support is certainly
not uniform or guaranteed, as will be explored further in Chapters Seven and Eight. For
example, multipartyists do win seats, prompting Kasfir to conclude that the Movement
does not hold as tight control over LCs as it did initially (1998). Kasfir is optimistic
about the increasing autonomy of the LCs and feels the LCs are evolving into organs of
the states and becoming less organs of the Movement. Yet, he fails to consider
adequately the influence of the Movement Act or the sheer institutional and peer pressure
on the LCs in many parts of the country to support the Movement. For example,
regardless of their own political views, LC officials in many areas were expected to serve
as campaign agents for President Museveni and Movement endorsed parliamentary
candidates. On the other hand, a recent Human Rights Watch report argues that all the
LCs support the Movement, which clearly leaves little room for autonomous action on
the part of the LCs (1999). In reality, the situation is somewhere in between. Most LCs

tend to support the Movement. For some of the LC officials, however, this support is not

genuine, but institutionally induced. The LCS chairperson in a district in central Uganda
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explained that once elected, individuals have little room to maneuver politically, even if

his or her views differ from the Movement or the general public.

3.3.3 Motivations for Decentralization Reforms

Some observers might be prompted to conclude from the preceding description of the
decentralization process in Uganda that the Movement is fully committed to
decentralization and has been since its days in the bush. The Movement has clearly
vocalized a commitment to decentralization and made serious steps toward the
implementation of that stated goal, however, the motivations of the Movement
government for embracing decentralization are quite complex and possibly even
contradictory. Movement support for decentralization is almost certainly motivated, at
least partially, by important political goals that have not been discussed openly. An
exploration of the motives for decentralization is important because the motivations for
reform influence the success of the policy of decentralization and the ability of local
councils to perform well.

The Movement government’s official justification for decentralization couples
political and administrative goals. The government’s stated aims for the decentralization
policy are clearly expressed in the speeches delivered at the official launching of
Uganda’s decentralization policy where:

President Museveni and Minister of Local Government, Jaberi Bidandi Ssali,

talked of giving power to the people to move further on the path to

democratisation; promoting equitable distribution of resources between and
within districts; improving public sector performance through less centralised

decision-making and local political control; increased transparency and
accountability in handling of public funds (Uganda 1993, cited in Regan 1995).
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It would be shortsighted to discount the government’s commitment to the stated goals of
the decentralization policy it designed and implemented. The extensiveness of the
reforms clearly indicates that there is support by President Museveni personally and
among the Movement leadership generally for decentralization and increasing the
opportunities for Ugandans to participate in their government, the development of their
areas, and the delivery of social services.

While the Movement leadership may be committed to its stated goals there are
quite possibly political goals of equal or greater importance. Grindle argues that
“motivations of politicians are complex, reflecting both personal ambition and enduring
political conflicts in their societies” (2000, 198). She notes that “Reform agendas are
best explained as the result of elite projects in which elites were called together in each
case by political leaders to make recommendations about how best to respond to
problems of governance” (Grindle 2000, 198). This description of the reform process is
appropriate to understanding Uganda’s process of decentralization. The Movement’s
commitment to these reforms fits into its overall political strategy and desire to maintain
power, and can be understood as a rational response to a politically difficult situation.

While donors play an important role in Uganda, funding nearly 50 percent of the
annual budget, donor pressure does not fully explain why the government implemented
decentralization initially. International donors, such as the World Bank, and even
bilateral donors with an interest in decentralization, such as DANIDA'?, have actively
promoted decentralization throughout the developing world and in many African
countries, provided the primary motivation for governments in these countries to even

pursue decentralization policies. Governments may undertake decentralization reforms,
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sometimes halfheartedly, in response to pressure or policy conditions attached to loans.
Yet, this has not entirely been the case in Uganda. Donors are certainly encouraging and
facilitating decentralization in Uganda and have provided substantial support to the
MoLG and to individual districts, but I argue that donor pressure did not likely provide
the impetus for the reforms. The impetus for reform lies within the Movement leadership.
On the other hand, donor pressure certainly helps us to understand why the policy of
decentralization looks the way that it does now. Donors in Uganda have clearly shaped
the process and been instrumental in changing the decentralization policy to meet their
design. For example, donors have been instrumental in pushing the Ugandan government
to decentralize the development budget, a key instrument through which the central
government had maintained control of the purse strings in the country.

A rational choice interpretation would posit that decentralization reforms are
undertaken to secure electoral advantage and gain support of key constituents. Thus,
decentralization is best understood as a trade off made by politicians between long-term
institutional changes in exchange for immediate electoral advantage (Grindle 2000, 24).
Yet, there is limited evidence to support this hypothesis in Uganda. For example, in an
interview the Minister of Local Government, Bidandi Ssali, offered an explanation of
why the government chose to decentralize and argued that the decision was based largely
on demand from below. He discussed the potential for conflict if the government had
tried to centralize power at the end of the war. The Minister explained that centralizing
power back into the central government line ministries, as had been the case under the

previous regimes, entailed stripping powers away from the LCs they had enjoyed and had

' DANIDA stands for the Danish Agency for Development Assistance.
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' The Minister argued that conflicts erupted after

grown accustomed to during the war.
the NRM took power and the councils were made subject to ministerial approval for any
decisions they wanted to make. For example, the councils were required to get approval
from the Ministry of Local Government (MoLG) for their annual budgets. After listening
to complaints from several LC officials, the President told Minister Ssali to come up with
a law to introduce in Parliament to put devolution into effect. Minister Ssali contends that
the historical situation in Uganda, in which elected councils exercised some degree of
autonomy and power during the war and were not happy with the prospects of giving up
these powers, differentiates Uganda’s decentralization policy from decentralization
policies in other African countries. @ He explained that “In those countries,
decentralization is a legislative decision, but here elements of the policy were dictated to
the government from the people.”

Minister Ssali’s argument that the Movement had no choice but to move forward
with decentralization suggests that there was grassroots pressure for devolution and that
perhaps the Movement’s decision to decentralize was based on electoral calculation.
This interpretation conflicts with much of the academic work on Uganda’s
decentralization process. Most scholars contend that decentralization in Uganda “has
been a top-down process, largely spreading power without pressure to do so from the
local communities” (Makara 1998, 36). Moreover, scholars, such as Makara, argue that
decentralization ‘“can easily be withdrawn without provoking resistance from the
grassroots’” (Makara 1998, 36). Those who see decentralization in Uganda as a top-down
process focus on the fact that there was little demand from the general population for

such reforms or participation in the design of these reforms. This description of the

' Based on an interview conducted in September 2001.
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reform process closely resembles what Grindle found in the three Latin American
countries where decentralization reforms were also top down in nature, with little public
debate or demand for such reforms (2000). Rather the institutions created to implement
decentralization were the output of influential and elite “design teams” closely linked to
the executive in each country (Grindle 2000).

If there was any grassroots pressure for decentralization, it was most likely to take
the form of informal, individual requests rather than organized lobbying by LCs or other
groups. In fact, Uganda’s local councils had not even organized their lobby group at the
time decentralization was initially introduced. According to the Secretary General of the
Ugandan Local Authorities Association (ULAA), which is the only organization to
promote the interests of LC officials, ULAA did not come into operation until 1994—
after decentralization was already underway—and did not begin “effective operation”
until 1998."

While Uganda’s decentralization process began in the early 1990s, the LG Act
passed in 1997 represents the most detailed and complete version of the country’s
devolution policy. This act was passed shortly before the LC elections in 1998, but after
the politically important presidential and parliamentary elections in 1996. The 1996
elections were important because they served as a mechanism through which the
Movement government could legitimate its authority through a popular election for the
first time since it had come to power by force in 1986. Given that substantial
decentralization reforms followed these elections, it seems unlikely that the passage of the
LG Act was a strategy to gamer electoral support. Similarly, there is little evidence to

suggest that the Ugandan public was at all active in requesting decentralization or even
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aware such reforms were underway; also indicating that the reforms were unlikely to
translate into any immediate or substantial electoral advantage for the incumbent NRM.
The process of instituting decentralization has important implications for citizen
participation and their eagerness to follow up on the activities of the LCs.

The explanation offered by Minister Ssali, which clearly represents an important
part of the government’s official version of Uganda’s decentralization story, focuses on
the possible reaction by LC officials if power was to be centralized again. Despite such
populist validation for the reforms, most evidence suggests that the Government of
Uganda’s decision to decentralize and its commitment to decentralization is based /ess on
the government’s efforts to satisfy demands from interested groups below or likely
beneficiaries, than on fulfilling goals important to President Museveni and groups within
the Movement close to Museveni.

Because the Movement came to power through violent, illegitimate means, the
leaders of the Movement most likely felt a strong need to make their authority legitimate.
Popular or participatory democracy and decentralization through the LC system was one
important way they were able to legitimize their rule and increase support for their
regime (Regan 1995; Kasfir 1998). This parallels Ayee’s analysis of decentralization in
Ghana. Ayee argues that decentralization was simply a tool utilized by the PNDC to
resolve “the legitimacy crisis inherent in military regimes” (1996, 51). Whether
decentralization has increased the legitimacy of the central government in Uganda is
difficult to establish.

There does appear to be a strong correlation between satisfaction with the

government’s decentralization policy and evaluation of the performance of Museveni

12 Based on an interview conducted in November 2000.
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personally. Individuals who gave Museveni a high performance evaluation also tended to
be quite satisfied with the policy of decentralization.> Given the varying levels of
support for the government across regions, it is not at all surprising that significant
differences are found in the average level of satisfaction with decentralization across
regions.' Lira district in northen Uganda expresses the highest level of dissatisfaction
with decentralization at 22 percent compared to only 15 percent in Mpigi (central region)
and 11 percent in Bushenyi district (western region). On the other hand, over 77 percent
of the respondents in Bushenyi were satisfied with decentralization, while just under 70
percent was satisfied in both Mpigi and Lira.

The LC system and decentralization reforms most likely represent President
Museveni’s and the Movement government’s concession toward /imited democratization.
The Movement government is not open or tolerant of full democratization, but interested
only in partial political reform. Decentralization is the most important example of partial
democratic reform in the country. The Movement government made the decision to allow
participatory or popular democracy at the local level in exchange for limited democratic

reforms at the national level and tight restrictions on competition at all levels of politics.

3.4  Political Context
Uganda’s policy of decentralization sits precariously with other features of Ugandan

politics generally, such as the movement system of government and the Movement’s

13 Pearson’s correlation coefficient = .299; p value .000.

" Cross-regional analysis is based on comparisons of survey respondents from three districts. Each of the
three districts included in the survey sample area was chosen based on a number of important criteria, one
of which was region. Lira district was selected from the northern region. Mpigi district was selected from
the central region. Bushenyi was selected from the western region. While each of the three districts is not
entirely representative of other districts in their region on all important criteria, districts within a region
tend to have similar political views and beliefs.
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activities and behaviors. Many features of Uganda’s decentralization policy are
undermined by the political context in which they are being implemented. Nonetheless,
local councils in some areas exert their independence from the Movement and still
manage to perform well.

Uganda is characterized by Diamond as a “hegemonic electoral authoritarian
regime;” indicating that electoral and other ‘democratic’ institutions exist, but they are
“largely facades” because there is little real competition or opportunity for the opposition
to “seriously criticize or challenge the regime” (2002, 26). The Ugandan government’s
intolerance of competition is best exemplified in the persistence of strict regulations and a
practical ban on political party activity in Uganda since the Movement came to power in
1986. The Movement instituted a ban on political party activity shortly after it came to
power. The government initially justified the ban as the only way to avoid the sort of
sectarianism and violence associated with political party competition in the past.
Restrictions on competition are most likely, however, intended to weaken or even
eliminate potential competitors.

While the restrictions on political party activity were renewed with the
controversial passage of the Political Parties and Organizations Act in May 2002, recent
events increase optimism that the Movement may open up the political system to
pluralism. In March 2003, the National Executive Committee (NEC) of the Movement
voted to open up the political space to allow parties to operate, however changes in the
political system were to remain subject to a public referendum (7he East African March

31, 2003).
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The no-party system and the limits it places on political competition have
important implications for decentralization and local government performance, most
important being the possibility that marginally free and fair electoral contests are unlikely
to provide viable mechanisms through which citizens can hold local leaders accountable.
Despite the ban on party activity, as discussed in Chapter Eight, local elections remain
competitive and are becoming increasingly more so in parts of Uganda. It is certainly not
clear what impact open political competition will have on council performance.

Under the current no-party system, competition in all elections, LC elections
included, is based on individual merit, not party affiliation. It is not clear whether this
translates into policy differences or debates about substantive topics that voters can use to
judge alternative candidates. Many candidates, however, are defeated by outside
organized interests, such as the Movement or even organized multiparty interests, which
undermines the validity and effectiveness of the elections. For example, the Movement
worked extremely hard during the last LC elections to ensure that council positions
would be filled with Movement supporters. The Movement Secretariat endorsed certain
candidates over others, violating the rules of its own no-party system which prohibit
candidates promoting or being promoted by political organizations. The Movement also
encouraged some candidates to step aside when a particular local council race included
multiple Movement candidates, thereby deciding which candidate should or could
represent the interests of the population. With endorsement also came logistical support,
especially financial resources, from the Movement Secretariat for Movement approved

LC candidates to use to fund their campaigns. Given the rules against party support,
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candidates without the backing of the Movement usually lacked substantial resources to
finance adequately his/her campaign.

Given the Movement’s involvement in the recent LC elections, a local election
monitoring group in Uganda, the NEMGROUP-Uganda, concluded that these elections
contained substantial evidence of electoral manipulation, raising questions about the
extent to which the elections constituted free and fair democratic elections.'* The New
Vision also reported that over 50 people were arrested across the country charged with
violence and election malpractices during the LC elections in 2002, evidence that local
elections were not immune to the rise in political violence affecting Uganda since the
lead up to last year’s presidential elections. Similarly, the army and state security
agencies, such as the Internal Security Organization, attempted to influence the outcome
of the LC elections through extralegal means as they did in the last presidential and
parliamentary elections.

Nevertheless, the results of the LC election offer evidence that despite Movement
influence and state involvement in the campaigns and voting, opposition candidates were
successful. While the backing of the Movement is certainly important to a candidate’s
success, it is not guaranteed. For example, the incumbent LC5 chairman in the northern
district of Gulu, a strongly supported Movement candidate, was defeated by a
multipartyist candidate. Multipartyists and other Movement opponents do win seats and
turnover does occur, both of which suggest that LC elections may be somewhat
competitive, in spite of the ban on political party activities and Movement attempts to

control the process. In 26 districts for which election results for the race of LC5

' The East African, “Local Elections Revealed Political Immaturity” January 21, 2002.
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chairperson were available in the New Vision and where the incumbent competed in the
election: 10 incumbents were defeated and 16 won the elections. These figures suggest a
fairly high rate of turnover in the last elections—almost half of the incumbents were
defeated. Despite the possibility of competition, the fact that any outside actors,
Movement or otherwise, can influence the process to such an extent is not promising for
citizens to hold local leaders accountable. The reaction of the government, investing so
much time and energy in the LC elections, implies that the Movement felt that losing
control of the councils was a real possibility. The Movement claimed to have won 80
percent of the contested seats in the LC elections. This could mean that at least 80
percent of the councils are now more concerned with pleasing the Movement leadership
rather than those who elected them.

What is equally troubling for the successful implementation of decentralization
are many of the political reforms promoted by the Movement and recent actions of key
Movement officials, most especially President Museveni, that have the effect of
centralizing political power and are antithetical to further political liberalization.
Unfortunately, recent actions of the central government indicate that Uganda more
closely resembles its neighbors than previously thought and the trend noted by van de
Walle (2001) to centralize power in and around the presidency seems to be ever present
in Uganda as well.

For example, another reform supported by the NEC sought to take the power to
censure and remove cabinet ministers away from Parliament (The East African March 31,
2003). Even more troubling, however, has been the recent debate about possible

constitutional reforms to eliminate the two-term limit for presidents to allow President
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Museveni to run for a third term in 2006. Key Movement officials and long time political
allies of Museveni who dared speak out against a possible third term, such as Minister of
Local Government Bidandi Ssali, Minister of Ethics and Integrity Miria Matembe, and
First Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Internal Affairs Eriya Kategaya, were
recently publicly punished as they were all pushed out of the cabinet in Museveni’s May
2003 reshuffle. Somewhat promising, however, is that there is indeed a debate. Within
the Movement there is generally support for a third term. Nonetheless, as the experiences
of the three ministers mentioned above demonstrate, there are Movement officials who
are reluctant to support a move that so clearly pushes efforts to build a democracy in
Uganda off the table. Museveni’s power and influence within the Movement and over
the central government generally, however, erodes hopes that opponents could effectively
challenge Museveni if he desires a third term.

While political party activity is still tightly restricted, existing parties, such as the
Uganda People’s Congress (UPC) and Democratic Party (DP), have been quite vocal and
useful as government watchdogs at the national level. Repeatedly these groups have
charged the government with corruption, mismanagement, and most especially, the
violation of the rights of Ugandans. But the existing ban prohibits party activity or
organization below the national level. The restriction diminishes the usefulness of
political parties as a means of holding local leaders accountable to their voters. Should
the Movement more further along the path toward political pluralism, open competition
between political parties will likely ignite greater activity at the local level and serve to

check the actions of local council officials.
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The tremendous growth in the number of non-governmental organizations and
even local media sources that air in local languages throughout the country also increases
the possibility that such organizations can be active in monitoring local government
activities, informing local populations about LC activities, and helping to enforce
accountability. Moreover, NGOs are well positioned to oversee LC activities and inform
populations because many of these groups are organized and operate at several levels,
such as maintaining a district office, while field workers are posted in different sub-
counties. However, the recently passed NGO Registration Bill may limit the ability of
these organizations to serve as independent checks on local council activities. The
government justifies the bill as necessary to protect the population from “briefcase
NGOs” that are not working to better the lives of the local people, but instead only
looking to make money from local and foreign sources. The new law certainly enables
the government to clamp down on NGOs whose ideas or activities may be viewed as
working against the regime.

The extent to which NGOs are performing the role of watchdog is quite limited
apart from select organizations, such as the Poverty Monitoring Committee, which was
created specifically to oversee local governments’ use of PAF resources. Although there
is variation across districts, NGOs seem quite independent of LCs and the linkages

between the two groups that could promote better LC performance do not exist.

3.5 Conclusion

The above discussion raises several questions related to the possibility for successful

decentralization in Uganda and responsive and effective local government. For example,
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what is influence of society on government performance after many years of political
marginalization under dictatorial regimes? Also, what is the impact of the center in a no-
party, center-dominated political system, such as exists in Uganda today? The chapter
described some of the ways in which the Movement government, through political
linkages with local councils and more generally through the structure of the LC system
and policy decisions, has sought to reduce the autonomy of local government. Can local
governments perform well under such circumstances? Finally, given the limits to
democracy in Uganda, how do local governments manage to respond to the needs of their
constituents? The subsequent chapters offer some preliminary answers to these questions

and also point the way for future research.
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Chapter Four: Research Methods, Operationalization and Description of Variables

4.1 General Research Strategy

I have adopted a variety of research strategies in my efforts to explain apparent
differences in the performance of local governments. As noted in the introduction and
Chapter Three, this project is situated in Uganda because thf:_extensiveness of the

decentralization reforms under President Museveni since the late 1980s make it an

excellent case in which to explore my research questions. While the research addresses

specific questions and issues related to the Ugandan case and the performance of local
government in Uganda, it also raises broader theoretical concerns that are applicable to

other developing countries in Africa and in other regions, as well as countries at all stages

of development that are undertaking extensive political and economic reforms. The '

lessons from the Ugandan case regarding the importance of the local political context
and linkages between local governments and the central government to successful
decentralization and to the performance of local governments are important lessons with
universal application.

The project employs two principal research strategies. Throughout the analysis,

the principal unit of analysis is the district local government, the highest level of

T —

government in Uganda’s five tiered local council system. First, I created an aggregate
~ ] - .

———————— e s = T -—

dataset to examine my hypotheses and several competing alternative hypotheses across

45 of Uganda’s local governments.' The aggregate dataset includes over 200 variables.

e

that serve as measures of local government performance and indicators to operationalize
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the administrative and political linkages between Uganda’s district councils and the
central government and the nature of local political dynamics, including the level of local
political competition. The dataset also includes numerou@ntrol variab@ reflecting
economic, social, cultural, and other political characteristics of these 45 districts to enable

tests of alternative rival hypotheses, such as the society-centric and structural

explanations, listed above and thoroughly discussed in Chapter Two.2 1 compiled the

dataset during two years of fieldwork in Uganda, relying on a variety of sources.” The
first portion of this dissertation will be based on analysis of this aggregate dataset.

In addition, I also carried out intensive fieldwork in three case study districts:
Bushenyi in western Uganda; Lira in northern Uganda; and Mpigi in central Uganda.
Within each of these districts I conducted a survey of local residents (n=204 in each
district; total n=612), conducted in-depth, semi-structured interviews with local
government political and administrative officials, Members of Parliament from each
district, and other community leaders, observed as much as possible the activities of the
local government, and carried out archival research using local government documents,

such as annual budgets, three-year development plans, and minutes of LC meetings. I

! The number of districts in Uganda increased from 45 to 56 between 2000 and 2001. My analysis does not
include the 11 new districts and is instead focused only on the 45 districts that existed when this project
began and for which data are widely available.

2 The aggregate dataset includes the following control variables by district: region; Human Development
Index scores; district household expenditure per capita; date district was created; road distance from
Kampala; date district was decentralized; population; size in square kilometers; population density; percent
of district population rural and urban; percent of district population literate; percent district population
whose livelihood is subsistence agriculture; tenure of Chief Administrative Office (CAO) in years; levels of
§encralized trust; voter turnout in national and local elections; number of registered NGOs in a district.

Sources for aggregate data included, but are not limited to: various GOU_ministries, in particular the
Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Educatlon, Ministry of Finance and Economic Planhing, mcfudmg the
Statistics Deparfiment within that ministry, Ministry of Health h, Ministry of Local Government, Ministry of
Water, Lands and Environment, Ministry of Works, Housing and_ Commumcauon. and_the Qffice of the
anemm—mm’ﬁons Dévelopment Programme Uganda office; the World Bank; the Policy
Management Unit of Local Government Development Program; the New Vision and Monitor newspapers;
the Afrobarometer project for both data and survey design and questions; and the Electoral Commission.
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carried out similar methods in the capital city with representatives from central
government ministries and other agencies. The methods of selecting the three case study
districts and the implementation of the survey of local residents will be discussed in detail
below. Please see Appendix A for a copy of the survey questionnaire.' The data
collected in these case study districts serve as an important complement to the aggregate
dataset and enrich my understanding and interpretation of the relationships that have been

identified using the aggregate data.

4.2  Aggregate dataset: Operationalization and Description of Variables

This section will discuss the major concepts used in this study and the operationalization
of these concepts in the aggregate dataset. The following section will discuss the
operationalization of these concepts in the case study material. In compiling the
aggregate dataset, I encountered general data limitations and problems with availability.
In some cases, the operationalization of key concepts in the aggregate dataset is less than

optimal. However, the rich case study material overcomes many of these problems.

4.2.1 Dependent variable: Institutional performance

Building on the work of other scholars studying institutional performance, I have
employed a definition of local government performance built on two conceptual
dimensions: responsiveness and effectiveness (Putnam 1993; Crook and Manor 1995,

1998; Stoner-Weiss 1997; Widner 1998). Responsiveness can be defined as the ability of

* I used the questionnaire from the first round Afrobarometer survey in Uganda (2000) as the basis for my
questionnaire. As will be discussed below, the organization, format, and many of the questions used are
taken directly from the Afrobarometer questionnaire or slightly revised.
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the government to respond to the needs of the citizens it represents, specifically it refers
to the extent to which government output responds to the expressed needs and
preferences of the population. The second dimension of local government performance,
government effectiveness, is the extent to which policy outputs correspond to previously

set targets (Crook and Manor 1995, 1998). In order to fully understand the effectiveness

of local government institutions, measures of effectiveness will focus on two important

cabinet stability, budget promptness, and statistical and information services (199@
Accurate and complete measurement of responsiveness would require a

comparison of the de preferences with the outputs of the local

———————

councils (LCs). Aggregate data for all 45 districts on citizens’ needs and preferences and
LC outputs were not available, thus I was unable to make explicit comparisons between

needs and government outputs. I was, however, able to collect data to proxy such

comparisons for all 45 districts, such as the various_indicators used to create_the

responsiveness index discussed below. Again, aggregate data across 45 districts on
policy outputs and government targets were not available, but a variety of measures, to be
discussed below, provide similar information and allow me to assess the effectiveness of

district councils.
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Performance Measures based on LGDP Performance Evaluations

LGDP Total Scores

One of the primary ways in which I was able to operationalize local government
performance in the aggregate dataset was by utilizing data from a recent project and
accompanying project assessment focused on decentralization and the performance of
Uganda’s local governments. In 1999, the World Bank, in coordination with the Ministry
of Local Government (MoLG) in Uganda, began a project to study and make
recommendations on the most effective way to decentralize the capital budget—the large
portion of the government budget designated for development expenditure. Previously
districts only received money from the central government to cover recurrent costs, such
as teachers’ salaries and operational costs. Districts did not receive any of the large stock
of donor funds designated for development projects. These funds and, consequently,
development expenditure were the responsibility and at the discretion of the central
government.

The Local Government Development Program (LGDP) has focused on the
decentralization of these funds to district and sub-county local councils to enable local
governments to control and plan for capital and development expenditures. The program
was first carried out in four pilot municipalities (Lira, Masaka, Mbale, and Fort Portal
municipalities). In 1999, the MoLG began the long process of scaling up the program to
cover all local governments. In order to participate in the program, and thus, receive the
additional financial resources that can be used for capital expenditures and development

projects, districts must meet certain minimum conditions. In order to assess which
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districts met the minimum conditions and were qualified to participate, the MoLG
conducted an assessment of Uganda’s local governments in 1999. These “minimum
conditions” criteria, which formed the basis of the 1999 assessment, are based on a
determination of the skills and resources a district must possess in order to successfully
plan for and utilize any development funds they might receive under LGDP. The criteria
are also based on the Local Government Act of 1997 and the rules and regulations
established by that act for the appropriate operation of local government in Uganda
following decentralization (Uganda 1997, 1998). Each district was evaluated by a team
from the LGDP offices in Kampala and scored according to its performance on the
various criteria.’ The principal sections of the minimum conditions assessment include:
functional capacity for development planning; functional capacity in internal audit and
financial management; functional capacity in engineering; and program specific
conditions. Each of these sections includes numerous indicators, for a total of 19
indicators. Scores for each district on these 19 indicators were combined to create an
aggregate score to measure district performance on the minimum conditions criteria. In
my dataset, I use these aggregate scores as an overall measure of district performance.
My dataset includes aggregate scores for all but one of Uganda’s 45 administrative

districts—no report was available for Mukono district.®

5 The LGDP assessment was carried out by a National Assessment Team (NAT) and members of the NAT
divided into four regional groups. Each regional team was responsible for conducting assessments of all of
the districts within a particular region. Thus, the same team members evaluated all of the districts in one
region. All of the NAT team members attended an orientation “to ensure standardisation of the assessment
process” (Uganda 1999, 2). According to the initial assessment report, the team members met daily to
review the data collected and complete the various parts of the assessment report together. The initial
report explains that “Since information regarding the same indicators was collected from different sources
there was a need to reconcile the findings before filling the reporting formats™ (Uganda 1999, 2). Thus, the
team worked together to determine a district’s score on particular items.

¢ I would like to acknowledge the tremendous assistance provided to me by Martin Onyach-Olaa and his
entire staff at the Policy Management Unit of the Local Government Development Program. Despite a
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This is a useful measure of performance for theoretical and practical reasons.
Practically, these aggregate scores are useful because the LGDP teams calculated a single
numeric score based on a clearly defined scoring process. These scores were available
for most districts. In instances where a final score was not available, I replicated the
LGDP team’s scoring process as precisely as possible and calculated final scores for
these districts.” Theoretically, the minimum condition criteria are all good measures of
district performance. Most of the indicators included in the aggregate score capture
either district responsiveness or effectiveness, and some indicators capture both. Some
individual indicators may be less relevant to my definition of local government
performance, but overall the total score provides a good way of gauging where districts
perform well and where they perform poorly.

The maximum possible score for the minimum conditions assessment total score
is 97 points. Districts can earn up to 34 points for their performance in development
planning, 44 points for their performance in internal audit and financial management, and
19 points for their capacity in engineering. The LGDP total scores for the minimum
conditions assessment for Uganda’s districts range from a low of 48 in Kalangala, the
small island district in Lake Victoria®, to a high of 91 in Masaka in central Uganda. The
average total score is 72.4, which is considerably below the maximum of 97 points (see

Table 1).

Table 1 about here.

tremendous workload, Mr. Olaa took time to answer all of my questions and made all of the LGDP district
reports available to me.

7 This was the case for the following five districts: Hoima, Kasese, Kibaale, Lira and Masindi.

8 Kalangala is the least populated district with only 16,371 residents (Rwaboogo 1998).
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Most districts (36 of 45) fall between 61 and 90 points (see Table 2). As shown in
Table 3, I classify districts receiving over 80 percent of the possible points
(approximately 78 points) as good performers overall. Fifteen districts are considered
good performers. Districts earning between 60 and 80 percent of the possible points are
considered moderate performers. The performance of the majority of the districts (52.3
percent) is classified as moderate. Any districts receiving less than 60 percent of the
points possible are considered poor performers. Only six districts fall into this category.’
Districts clearly exhibit differential abilities. Some districts easily met the minimum
conditions and became part of the LGDP. Others, which did not meet the minimum

conditions, failed to qualify for participation.

Tables 2 and 3 about here.

As Table 4 shows, regional differences exist in the LGDP aggregate scores for
minimum conditions. These differences, however, are not statistically significant.'
Districts in the western and central regions earn on average higher scores than their
counterparts in the northern and eastern regions. The average score for districts in the
west is 75.1, while the average for the districts of the central region is only slightly lower

at 73.3 points. The averages for the northern and eastern reglons are qulte s1m11ar and

considerably lower than the means for the other two reglons These apparent reglonal
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differences, and even more important are the large within reglon differences that
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® These six districts include: Adjumani, Kalangala, Kasese, Moroto, Rukungiri, and Sembabule.
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contributed to an insignificant F statistic for the ANOVA test, make multivariate

explanations for performance more important. Other variables that may explain these

differences can be substituted for proper names as suggested by Przeworski and Teune

(1970).
Table 4 about here.

LGDP Scores for Development Planning

There are 12 separate indicators on which districts’ performance in development planning
is evaluated for the minimum conditions assessment. (For a complete discussion of these
indicators, please see Appendix B.)” As noted above, the maximum score districts could
receive for development planning is 34 with a minimum score of zero. Again districts
exhibit considerable variability in their planning abilities (see Tables 5 and 6). The mean
score for development planning is 23.5, which is approximately 69 percent of the total
points possible. Scores range from a low of 8 in Kiboga to a high of 32 in three western
districts of Bundibugyo, Bushenyi and Mbarara districts. A quarter of the districts
receives a score between 11 and 20, while only two districts (Kiboga and Sembabule)
score less than 10. Over two-thirds of the districts (70 percent) received scores higher

than 20.

1 The value of the F statistic from the ANOVA test for statistical significance for differences of means is
only .416 (sig. level .743 when total degrees of freedom = 43).

' There are other indicators that are included in the development planning section of the assessments that
are not, however, used in calculating district scores. These include: whether the development plan includes
a situational analysis reflecting poverty trends in the area for the past five years; whether the plan highlights
“geographical poverty pockets and categories with[in] the LG [local government] with key characteristics
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Tables 5 and 6 about here.

As seen in Table 6, the distribution of districts across the three performance
categories is less concentrated than it is for the total assessment score. Thirteen districts
are considered poor performers when it comes to development planning compared to only
six for the total score. A district’s performance in development planning is extremely
important because it illustrates a district council’s ability to assess the problems of its
constituents and then devise viable strategies to deal with these problems. Almost a third
of Uganda’s districts are unable to meet this important challenge.

For example, Sembabule eamed a score of only 9 out of the 34 possible points
and is therefore among the 13 districts classified as poor performers. This extremely low
score was based on the poor quality of the district’s first three-year development plan and
the insufficient staffing in key departments, such as the finance and planning department.
Generally the development plan failed to provide for the integration of lower local
council investments and did not provide a clear plan for mentoring lower LCs. This is
clearly important given the emphasis within Uganda’s decentralization strategy on
ensuring that some resources and power are shifted to the sub-county level rather than
stopping at the district level. Equally important, evaluators concluded that Sembabule’s
development plan did not adequately provide for poverty eradication and gender specific
issues as required by the Local Government Act.

Another 36.4 percent, the moderate performers, are able to do this, but not

completely and not consistently. For example, Kotido’s score of 25 for development

and specific strategies...”; and whether development plans highlight “district/municipal specific poverty
priority areas in light of PEAP priorities”(Uganda 2000a).
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planning puts it into the moderate performance category. While Kotido district employs
sufficient staff to ensure development planning meets all of the government’s guidelines,
the district’s development plan is not complete, in fact the most recent plan (2001-2004)
was not approved by the district council at the time of the LGDP assessment in
November of 2001. Similarly, many important features of development planning were
not completed. For example, the development plan did not include an analysis of the
particular problems and challenges facing the local government, nor strategies chosen to
address these problems (Uganda 2001). A slightly smaller percentage of districts
perform well in development planning—34.1 percent (n=15) are considered good

performers.

LGDRP Scores for Financial Management and Audit

There are 7 separate indicators on which districts’ performance in internal audit and
financial management is evaluated. (Please see Appendix B for a detailed discussion of
these indicators). As noted above, the maximum score districts can receive for this
section is 44 and a minimum score of zero. Internal audit and financial management
performance scores range from a low of 10 in Kasese to a high of 43 in both Masaka and
Nakasongola (see Tables 7 and 8). The mean score for this section is 34.5 points, equal
to about 78 percent of the total points possible. Table 8 reveals that the performance of
the districts in the area of internal audit and financial management is considerably higher
than the districts’ performance in development planning. Only five districts are classified

as poor performers, while 21 are considered good performers.
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Tables 7 and 8 about here.

The financial management indicators measure tasks that are more straightforward
and somewhat easier for a district to implement. For example, maintaining a limited
purchase order is considerably easier and requires skills more likely to be present in
existing administrative staff than a cross-sectoral integrated analysis of the problems of
the local areas, as required under the development planning minimum conditions. But
the difficulty of the tasks included in the section on development planning is precisely the
reason many concerns arise about the potential impacts of the policy of decentralization.
Such tasks are a requirement for local governments following decentralization and it is
important to understand why some districts, such as Apac, Kabarole, Mbale and others,

perform better than others.

Responsiveness Index

In addition to carrying out the minimum conditions assessment in 1999, during 2000-
2001 the LGDP conducted another assessment of every district in Uganda and this
assessment included a section with the original minimum conditions criteria, but also
included a section with a more thorough performance evaluation for each district.
Because my conceptualization of performance focuses on two specific components
(responsiveness and effectiveness), I decided to select indicators from among those
included in the performance evaluation that would serve as valid operational measures of
responsiveness and effectiveness. There is some conceptual overlap between the items

discussed in the performance evaluation and the items contained in the minimum
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conditions assessment. The performance evaluation, however, covers most of the
concepts scored in the minimum conditions assessment, but does so in much greater
detail and also includes many more indicators that are relevant to my definition of
performance. Likewise, the reports of the performance evaluations provide individual
scores for each indicator. Evaluators provided comments in response to each item and
then scored districts, most often using a dichotomous scale—0 for no and 2 for yes.

There is, however, a problem of missing data for some indicators in which the
performance assessments are incomplete or the data is simply missing for a particular
item. The problem of missing data complicates my analysis. Nevertheless, these
indicators are an important part of my analysis because they allow me to assess district
performance across a variety of tasks and responsibilities, but also to look at how well
districts perform across conceptual dimensions—responsiveness and effectiveness—
which is not possible with a single measure of performance. Similarly, the items that
make up the total minimum conditions assessment scores, the scores for development
planning and the scores for internal audit and financial management do not all measure a
single conceptual dimension of local government performance, but instead combine
multiple dimensions into a single score. This fact may explain the findings from the
multivariate analysis discussed in the subsequent chapter. Measuring and attempting to
explain variation across districts on a single dimension of performance, such as
responsiveness, may prove more fruitful, than attempting to explain variation in general
performance.

From among the many performance indicators included in the performance

evaluations, I selected seven indicators to measure district council responsiveness.
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These include: s 7
1) Whether district development plans include a clear objective to mentor lower ',
level local governments; oY ol

2) Whether district development plans include recurrent cost implications of CtC
lower local government investment plans and pievious year ™ capital
investments;

3) Whether a district has made a statement of agreement to integrate sub-county
investments that have a budgetary implication for the district into district
development plans;

4) Whether there is horizontal and vertical communication between and among
local governments at different levels and departments of the district
government;

5) Whether the district council is knowledgeable of key decisions arrived at by

- various levels of local government;

6))‘Whether district development plans show increased attention to poverty issues
specific to the district;

/ )) Whether district development plans show increased attention to gender and

other vulnerable groups.'

Items 1, 2, and 3 evaluate the extent to which district development planning considers
and incorporates plans of lower level local governments, especially those which have an
impact on district budget allocations. The inclusion and incorporation of plans made at
lower levels of government is an important measure of the extent to which district
councils are focusing their activities on the expressed needs of the people. This is
especially true of plans made at the sub-county level, which is the only level of the LC
system below the district that holds the status of local government. Given the nature of
life and transportation in rural Uganda, most citizens’ needs are never expressed to
district council representatives directly. Instead, the needs of a sub-county population are
revealed to the district through sub-county plans as well as through the information
district councilors, who represent a particular sub-county, receive from the corresponding

sub-county local council. Thus, items 4 and § are also extremely important. In order to

make policies at the district level that respond to the needs and the priorities of the people
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they represent, district officials must be aware of decisions made by lower level local
governments. Given the importance of sub-counties in recent reforms to Uganda’s
decentralization policy and the increased levels of funding sub-county local governments
receive, districts must be aware of the activities of these councils in order to provide
services that support and supplement activities already in place, instead of replicating
these activities. Adequate communication between the district council and the
administrators that implement its decisions, as well as between the district government
and lower levels of government, is critical to ensuring that worthwhile projects get
funded, are adequately monitored and evaluated, and that the needs of the district
population are met.

Items 1 through 5 are not the best measures of responsiveness and assume that
lower local councils are, in fact, working to respond to the needs of the people. Items 6
and 7 are more direct measures of responsiveness of district councils to their constituents.
Despite problems, I argue that the first five items are still useful in assessing overall
levels of responsiveness across Uganda’s district councils.

Item 6 evaluates the extent to which development plans present strategies to
attempt to address the specific poverty issues facing the community. This requires that a
district council be aware of the problems or needs of its population and then focus its
planning on how to solve these particular problems.

Item 7 deals directly with the groups that local politicians are elected to represent.
This indicator considers whether districts pay particular attention to marginalized groups,

including women and other groups, such as youth and disabled persons, in their policies

12 The description of these items is drawn closely from the discussion in the Ministry of Local
Government’s LGDP district assessments.
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and the allocation of resources. One would expect that districts that try to respond to the
needs of marginalized groups would be better able to respond to the needs of society
generally. This item, like some of the others already discussed, is somewhat problematic
in that it looks at whether district councils include a discussion of gender needs in its
planning. The item does not measure the extent to which districts actually follow through
with these plans and increase funding to marginalized groups and the services they need.
The scores for districts on each of these seven items were added together to create
a single index of responsiveness."> Because scores on each item range from 0 to 2, the
maximum number of points possible on the index of responsiveness is 14 and a minimum
of zero (see Table 9). The LGDP reports failed to provide data on all seven indicators for
some districts, which created a problem of missing data. To address this problem, I
calculated the proportion of possible points each district eamed and used these
proportions in place of raw scores. I calculated the possible number of points for each
district based on how many of the seven indicators it received a score. For example, if a
district was missing data on a single indicator, the maximum number of points possible
for that district was only 12. In that case I would divide the total points eamned on these
six indicators by 12 to calculate the proportion of possible points the district had earned.
Over two-thirds of the cases had data on all seven indicators (n=31), while another four
districts received scores on all but one indicator. Kitgum had two missing data points so

had a maximum only 10 points possible. Nine districts were not scored on any of these

13 Each of the indicators is correlated with the others with two exceptions: items 2 and 6 are not correlated;
and items 2 and S5 are not correlated. Cronbach’s alpha for these 7 indicators is .8493 and an average factor
loading score of .724. All seven variables are part of a single component, and thus, included in the index.
Only one variable had an eigenvalues greater than one. This was the variable to measure whether the
district council development plans include a clear objective to mentor local governments. The factors
scores are positively and significantly correlated with the index of responsiveness (based on proportion of
possible points earned); r=1; p<.00.
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seven indicators, and therefore, are not included in any of the analysis using the

responsiveness index."*

Tables 9 and 11 about here.

One thing that stands out in Tables 9 and 11 is that most districts perform quite
poorly on the index of responsiveness, indicating that these districts are not responsive to
the groups they represent. Of the 36 districts scored on this index, 22 districts earn less
than half of the possible points. Of these, 12 districts earn 3 or fewer points. Despite the
concentration of districts in these lower categories, there are cases in the top two
categories, which underlines the large variations in performance that exist among
Uganda’s district councils. In fact, seven districts (15.6 percent) earned at least 12 points.

Table 10 provides information on how districts performed on the various
indicators that are combined into the single responsiveness index. District performance
on the first item is fairly evenly divided. Over half of the districts for which data are
available did not make explicit the objective to mentor lower level local governments.
Five districts did so partly, while 12 districts scored a 2 on this indicator, meaning the
development plans included objectives and strategies related to mentoring lower local

governments.

Table 10 about here.

' These include: Hoima, Iganga, Kalangala, Kampala, Lira, Mukono, Nakasongola, Rakai, and Sembabule.
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Looking at the indicators of responsiveness that deal directly with districts’
willingness to consider and incorporate the plans of the lower local governments, overall
performance is worse. For example, 23 of the 35 districts eamed a score of 0 on item
two, indicating that the district development plans did not include plans of lower
governments that have cost implications for the district. In fact, only eight districts
performed well on this indicator. Similarly, district councils in 25 districts (73.5 percent
of the 34 districts coded on this item) did not sign a statement of agreement to include
sub-county council projects and investments that have budget implications into the
district development plan. Neglecting such an agreement means that many projects and
investments decided upon and planned for by sub-county local councils may not receive
funding necessary for completion or continuation. Districts also performed poorly on the
item that assesses how knowledgeable districts are about decisions made by local
governments at other levels. Only 16 of 34 districts were coded as being knowledgeable,
while the councils in 14 districts were not aware of decisions reached at other levels. In
another four districts there was at least some attempt by the district council to stay afresh
of what other local governments in its area was doing.

It is somewhat surprising that almost half of the districts were not aware of the
activities and decisions of other local governments, especially given that communication
between the district council and lower local councils and even with administrative
departments within the district local governments was considered satisfactory in 27
districts (N=36). Horizontal and vertical communication in only 9 districts was
unsatisfactory. This suggests that there is some feedback between levels of the LC

system and between the political and administrative wings of the local government. This
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is important because the LC system, and consequently, Uganda’s policy of
decentralization, hinges upon the successful upward and downward flow of information
through the LC system. If this is lacking, it seems unlikely that politicians at the district
level (and certainly not at the national level) can be aware of the needs of the people and
what particular sub-counties are doing to meet these needs.

The results on these indicators suggest problems in the flow of communication
within the LC system and especially between local government officials and their
constituents. In only 16 of 40 districts for which data exists did LC officials exhibit
social accountability or make an effort to provide feedback on council decisions to
beneficiaries.'> There appears to be some communication between levels of the LC
system, but most district councils, at least half, were not aware of the decisions made by
lower local councils in their area. This further suggests that information is passed, but
the flow of information is mostly top-down, in which district councils inform lower local
councils of their decisions without receiving or acknowledging similar information from
the sub-county council. Most likely, communication from the district council is passed
through councilors representing different sub-counties. Even more likely, however, is
that district communication is transmitted through the assistant CAOs who pass the
information to the sub-county chiefs in particular areas, bypassing elected officials and
instead passing through administrative officials at different levels. Unfortunately, local
communities are ignored in this process. There is very little feedback to communities
from either political or administrative officials. This may indicate that district councilors

do not spend enough time with their constituents and also suggests that sub-county and

128



lower councils are also not very good at passing information down. Similarly, very little
feedback goes up, and as a consequence, the needs and solutions decided upon by sub-
counties are never communicated to the district council.

Most districts performed well on the item which considered whether the district
increased attention to issues related to gender and other vulnerable groups. In fact, 23
districts (N=35) received a 2 on this item, indicating that there is greater attention paid to
these issues in district planning. Only 9 districts received a zero. District performance
on a similar item, the indicator of whether district development show increased attention
to poverty issues specific to the area, was more evenly divided. Exactly half of the
districts’ development plans did not specifically address local poverty concermns and
problems. The remaining districts showed at least some consideration for poverty
problems specific to their area. Only 13 districts received a 2 on this indicator. The other
5 only received a 1, indicating that there is some attention, although not sufficient or
consistent, to local poverty issues. Nevertheless, it is not clear whether evidence in the
development plan of an awareness of the needs of vulnerable groups translates into real
efforts to target district activities to meeting the needs of these groups. Mpigi, for
example, received a two in this indicator, and yet, the district only allocated .12 percent

of the budget to the Gender and Community Services department.

Effectiveness Index
From among the many performance indicators included in the performance evaluations, I

selected five indicators to measure district council effectiveness.

5 I had hoped to include this measure of social accountability into the index of responsiveness, but factor
analysis indicated that it was not part of the same component as the seven variables that were finally
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These include:
1) Whether the district administration has sufficient and qualified staff in all head
of department positions;
2) Whether the district prepared and submitted the final accounts for the previous
financial year to the Office of the Auditor General;
3) Whether the District Technical Planning Committee (DTPC) met at least four
times in the current financial year;
4) Whether the Finance Committee meets at least quarterly;
5) Whether the district prepared at least two quarterly audit reports.'®
Several items in the development planning and financial management sections of the
performance evaluation operationalize the three aspects of the policy process identified
by Putnam as key aspects of government effectiveness: budget promptness, statistical
services, and quorum. First, part one of the development planning section addresses
whether key positions are filled with qualified staff. This provides an important measure
of the quality of a district’s statistical services and policy process. Second, the
development planning and financial management sections of the evaluation each include
an item evaluating the existence and functioning of key committees. For example, the
development planning section assesses whether the district maintains a District Technical
Planning Committee, how regularly this committee meets, and what items are discussed
(see item three above). Item four assesses whether the finance committee meets at least
quarterly. These items operationalize Putnam’s concept of quorum quite well and also
provide good proxies of districts’ ability to translate policy decisions into outputs.
The section on financial management also includes two indicators that provide
good operational measures of the effectiveness of a district council. While these two

items do not as clearly allow for comparison of policy targets to policy outputs, they

provide indication of the extent to which districts are able to put plans into action and

combined to create this index.
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accomplish planned and required tasks, an important component of effectiveness. For
example, item five evaluates whether the district’s final accounts for the previous
financial year have been submitted to the Office of the Auditor General. Item two,
whether district carries out internal auditing, is also a good measure of the effectiveness
of a district council.

The scores for districts on each of these five items were added together to create a
single index of effectiveness.'” The index was constructed in the same manner as
discussed above for the responsiveness index. While missing data is less of a problem for
the indicators of effectiveness, there are still missing data points, and thus, district scores
on the effectiveness index are based on the proportion of possible points earned by the
district. Because scores on each item range from 0 to 2, the maximum number of points
possible on the index of effectiveness is 10 and a minimum of zero (see Tables 12 and
14). As Table 14 reveals, district performance on the effectiveness index is quite good.
Seventy-five percent of the districts scored on this index earned over 50 percent of the

points possible.

Tables 12, 13, and 14 about here.

' The description of the effectiveness items is drawn closely from the discussion in the Ministry of Local
Government’s LGDP district assessments.

I” These five indicators are highly correlated with each other with two exceptions: item 2 is not
significantly correlated with items 1 and 4. Cronbach’s alpha for these 5 indicators is .6855 and an average
factor loading score of .683. These five variables are part of a single component, and thus, included in the
index. However, only one variable had an eigenvalues greater than one. This was the variable to measure
whether the district administration has sufficient and qualified staff in all key positions. The factors scores
are positively and significantly correlated with the index of effectiveness (based on proportion of possible
points earned); r=.902; p<.00.
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Table 13 reports how districts performed on each of the indicators of
effectiveness. District performance is considerably higher for these indicators than it is
for the measures of district responsiveness. For all five indicators, over 40 percent of
districts scored a two, indicating that the district fulfilled the criteria (see Table 13). In
fact, over 80 percent of the districts perform well on items three and four.

Not surprising, the component parts of the LGDP minimum conditions
assessment—the scores for development planning and financial management—are both
highly correlated with the total scores received by districts (see Table 15). However,
district scores for development planning are not correlated with scores for financial
management and audit. This is surprising because one would expect that districts that
perform well on one section would also perform well on the other. This is not the case,
however. Only 19 of 44 districts received the same ranking (good, moderate, or poor
performance) on both development planning and financial management and internal
audit. The remaining 25 districts received different rankings, indicating different levels
of performance for these different activities. As noted already, districts perform more
poorly in development planning than in financial management. Of the 25 districts whose
rankings differed across these two components of the minimum conditions score, only
nine districts performed better at development planning than they did in financial
management and audit. Sixteen districts performed worse in development planning than
they did in financial management. In fact, seven of these 16 districts performed much
worse in development planning. These seven districts exhibited “good performance” in

financial management, but “poor performance” in development planning.
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Table 15 about here.

Similarly, none of the LGDP measures are correlated with the responsiveness
index. In fact, many districts that did considerably well on the LGDP measures
performed dismally on the responsiveness index. For example, Masaka eamed the
highest score on the LGDP total scores, but only earned 14.3 percent of the possible
points on the responsiveness index. Likewise, Ntungamo’s LGDP total score is quite
high at 82, but the district earned less than 10 percent of the possible points on the
responsiveness index. On the other hand, the effectiveness index is correlated with three
of the four other measures of district performance. More effective districts tend to be
better overall performers, do well in financial management, and also be more responsive.

Given these differences in general performance, responsiveness, and
effectiveness, and the fact that districts exhibit differential abilities to perform key tasks,
e.g. development planning and financial management, it becomes more important to
disaggregate performance in order to understand the factors that may explain
performance. Chapter Five will report the results from multivariate analysis using these
five variables (LGDP total, development planning, and financial management scores, and
scores on the responsiveness and effectiveness indices) to operationalize the dependent

variable, local government performance.
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4.2.2 Explanations for Variation in Institutional Performance

Central-local Relations

As noted in Chapter Two, I consider two aspects of central-local relations: administrative
and political linkages between local governments and the center. Narrowly defined,
administrative linkages refer to the interactions and connections between local
governments and central government line ministries that deal specifically with matters of
public administration and the delivery of a particular service. For example, districts
interact with representatives from different ministries to inquire about levels of funding
they can expect to receive under a particular conditional grant. Ministries are also
required to visit districts to monitor district provision of services and provide feedback
that may improve such performance. Political linkages, on the other hand, capture
interactions between the center and districts that are inherently political or determined by
politics. Political acts, such as voting in national elections, visits to districts by important
central government political leaders, or the gift or provision of resources to districts by
political leaders at the center are examples of political linkages. Political linkages
encompass both abstract resources, such as political support or legitimacy, as well as

crucial material resources.

Administrative Linkages

I hypothesize that tighter administrative linkages result in better performance. More
specifically, I expect greater central government oversight and/or mentoring by line
ministries to be associated with better council performance. In the aggregate dataset, 1

measure administrative linkages by the frequency of official written correspondence
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between districts and various central government ministries. Central government line
ministries, such as the Ministry of Education or Ministry of Agriculture, were previously
responsible for the complete provision of services associated with their sector throughout
the districts. Therefore, sectoral ministries should be able to provide important
information to assist and educate districts in their new role as service providers. The
extent to which ministries have accepted this role certainly varies. Some ministries have
taken seriously their role as mentors, while others continue to resist the process of
decentralization and provide as little information to the districts as necessary.

As Table 16 indicates, ministries vary considerably in the extent to which they
communicate with districts through letters. Correspondence data were collected from
ministry registries for incoming and outgoing correspondence for a specified period of
time. With the exception of the Ministry of Local Government, the data were collected
for a three month period (April, May and June) in 2000. Data on correspondence
between the Ministry of Local Government and districts were collected for an eight-
month period (May to December) in 2000. The frequency of communication between
ministries and districts is certainly affected by the budget cycle. During the months
covered (April-June), districts are busy preparing their annual budgets and
communicating with the ministries to inquire about revenue estimates for the coming
year. The period covered, because of the importance of the budget making cycle,
provides a good indication of the strength of administrative linkages between the center
and Uganda’s local governments. This period of time provides an excellent opportunity

for a proactive ministry to mentor local governments about budget making and attempt to
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transfer to the local governments any skills they might need to draft a complete and
accurate budget.

A problem with this measure, however, is that it does not distinguish between
letters for different purposes, and thus, considers any communication of equal value.
This is certainly problematic as a notice sent to all districts is less significant than a letter
sent to a district in response to an inquiry from the district, or to provide feedback from a
recent ministry visit to the district. Data collected in the case study districts attempts to

deal with this problem.

Table 16 about here.

Differences in total number of official written correspondence between the
MOoLG, the parent ministry of the district councils, and the basic service ministries are not
surprising given the longer time period covered by the MoLG data. During the eight
months investigated, the minimum number of letters exchanged between the MoLG and
districts is 50 letters and the maximum is 109 letters. The number of letters from districts
to the MoLG is considerably lower, ranging from 0 to 25 letters during this same time
period. Given the historic role the MoLG has played as a mediator between the central
government and local governments, I would expect greater communication between this
ministry and Uganda’s local governments even if the data were collected over similar
time periods. Actors in both levels of government continue to expect the MoLG to fulfill
this role, and thus, direct their communication to the ministry that is then expected to

handle the problem accordingly.
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Given the differences in the time period covered and the unique role of the MoLG
in assisting local governments, I decided to focus only on correspondence between
districts and the ministries which oversee the provision of basic services—education,
agriculture, water, and health. Differences in correspondence with these ministries are
more likely to reflect efforts by district officials to obtain information necessary to the
successful delivery of services that had previously been the responsibility of the parent
ministry. Such differences are also likely to capture any variation across ministries in the
level of attention given to mentoring, educating, overseeing, and building the capacity of
district councils. I created a summary measure of the total number of letters exchanged
between districts and the ministries of health, water, education and agriculture.18 The
mean number of letters exchanged between districts and these four ministries is 33.
Districts’ communication with these ministries ranges from a low of seven letters in
Kampala to a high of 54 in Mpigi. It would be incorrect to attribute the low number of
letters exchanged between Kampala and the basic service ministries simply to the fact
that district officials in Kampala have no need to write letters when they can quite easily
call or even visit ministry officials also based in Kampala. Proximity does not explain
the level of communication, as Mpigi district, which surrounds the capital city, had the
highest number of letters sent and received more letters than any other district. As
evident in Table 17, most districts (over 75 percent) exchanged between 21 and 40 letters

with these ministries.

'® The Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Agriculture do not keep records of incoming letters, so the
data for these ministries only reflect letters sent by ministry officials to different districts. Totals for the
Ministry of Health and Ministry of Water reflect both outgoing and incoming letters. Because the number
of districts writing letters to ministry officials is quite small, including incoming letters for these two
ministries has little impact on this measure or its significance in multivariate analysis in Chapter Five. In
fact, this summary measure is highly correlated (r=.962; p<.00) with an alternative that only includes the
number of letters sent by these four ministries to the districts.
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Table 17 about here.

Political Linkages

I argue in Chapter Two that purely political linkages between the central government and
districts are unlikely to improve performance. Political linkages between the central
government and districts are operationalized using a number of indicators, including: 1)
the number of cabinet ministers from a district; 2) the number of donor and GOU
projects; and 3) an index of district electoral support. The first two variables
operationalize political linkages, but focus on central government support to districts.
The index of district electoral support also operationalizes political linkages, but
emphasizes district support for the central government.

In order to facilitate analysis, I created an index of district electoral support for
the Movement government by combining three variables that measure the percent of the
population in each district that supported the Movement in recent national elections.
These three variables are: 1) the percent of the district population that voted for President
Museveni in the 1996 presidential election; 2) the percent that voted for Museveni in the
2001 presidential election; 3) and the percent of the district that voted for the Movement
in the 2000 referendum on political systems. Each of the three variables was transformed
into a dichotomous variable, indicating whether the percent of the district population
voting for the Movement reflects a high or low linkage between the district and the
central government. For example, the variable, the percent of district population voting

for Museveni in 1996, was recoded so that districts received 0 if less than 85 percent of
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the population voted for Museveni in that election, while districts in which 85 percent or
more of the district voted for Museveni received a 1. Thus, districts in which the percent
voting for Museveni exceeded the median (81.94 percent) were seen to exhibit higher
than average support for the government on this variable.

Similarly, I recoded the percent of the district population that voted for the
Movement in the 2000 referendum into a dichotomous variable with 0 indicating weak
linkages and 1 indicating strong linkages. For this variable, because the median is quite
high (92.60 percent), I divided districts using 95 percent as the cutoff point. Districts in
which less than 95 percent of the population voted for the Movement were coded as 0,
indicating weak linkages between the district and the central government. Those districts
in which 95 percent or greater voted for the Movement system of government received a
score of 1.

Finally, I recoded the percent of the district population that voted for Museveni in
the most recent presidential election in 2001 into a similar dichotomous variable (0 or 1).
President Museveni’s support slipped somewhat from the previous presidential election,
and consequently, the median percent voting for Museveni in 2001 is only 76.8 percent—
still quite high by international standards. Districts in which less than 80 percent of the
population voted for Museveni in 2001 were coded as 0, while those districts where he

received at least 80 percent were coded as 1.

Table 18 about here.
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Districts’ scores on these three variables were combined into a single index.'’
The scores on the index can be seen in Table 18. Over half of the districts received a
score of 0 on all three of the voting variables, which suggests weak linkages with the
central government. Interestingly, 18 of these 23 districts lie in northern or eastern
Uganda, where Museveni’s support has been the lowest since taking power in 1986. The
other five districts that received a zero on the index are in central Uganda, including
Kampala, Kalangala, Masaka, Mpigi and Mukono. All of these districts, except
Kalangala, are urban or peri-urban areas where opposition to Museveni’s regime seems to
be strongest. On the other hand, 14 districts received a 3 on this index, suggesting that
linkages between these districts and the government are extraordinarily strong, or at least
that popular support for Museveni’s regime in these districts is extraordinarily strong.
Not at all surprising is that eight of the 14 districts are in western Uganda, the stronghold
of Museveni’s support. Four of these districts are in eastern Uganda, while only one is in
each of the other regions.

As noted above, I rely on two variables to operationalize political linkages that
originate from central government. These are the number of cabinet ministers from each
district after the reshuffle of July 2001 and the number of donor and GOU projects
operating in each district. Table 19 presents the data on the number of cabinet ministers
from each district after Museveni’s cabinet reshuffle in July 2001. Over half of Uganda’s
districts have only a single cabinet minister. Six districts do not even have a single

minister. With the exception of Mubende in central Uganda, all five of the other districts

"% Factor analysis confirms that these three indicators comprise a single component. All three variables are
positively and significantly correlated. The average factor loading score is .936 and Cronbach’s Alpha =
.9005. The index is highly correlated (r=.718; p<.00) with the factors score. Note: only one variable had
an eigenvalue > 1.
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that are not represented on Museveni’s cabinet are from northern and eastern Uganda.
The median number of cabinet ministers from a district is 1 and over a third of Ugandan
districts have more than one cabinet minister. Two districts, both in Museveni’s political
stronghold in western Uganda, have as many as four cabinet ministers. These are the

western districts of Mbarara and Rukungiri

Tables 19 and 20 about here.

I collected the data on the number of donor and GOU funded projects operating in
each district from the Ministry of Finance. I had hoped to gather evidence on the total
amount of discretionary funds that the central government provides to each district. This
information was not available from either the Office of the President or the Ministry of
Finance. While many donor and even GOU funded projects are likely allocated
according to nonpolitical criteria, there is still a number of such projects that are
distributed to reward political supporters or encourage support from opposition areas.
The GOU cannot dictate where donors locate, but opposition groups complain that
Movement officials recommend and even encourage donors to locate in some areas rather
than others. This will be explored further in Chapter Seven, but results of multivariate
analysis (presented in Table 1, Chapter Seven) reveal that HDI is not a statistic;ally
significant predictor of the number of GOU and donor projects within a district,
providing some evidence for opposition complaints. On the other hand, both the number
of cabinet ministers from a district and district population are, in fact, statistically

significant, and the coefficients are positive in this regression. While it is not possible to
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rule out non-political considerations, the results discussed in Chapter Seven suggest that
political criteria are quite important.

The number of projects operating in Uganda’s districts varies quite dramatically
across the country (see Table 20). The minimum number of projects is 4 in Bugiri and
Sembabule, while the maximum is 21 in Mpigi district. On average districts have 9
donor and/or GOU funded projects, although a large percent of Ugandan districts are
lucky enough to have more than 9 projects. In fact, 21 districts (47.7 percent) have 10 or

more different projects currently in operation.

Local Political Context

As noted in Chapter Two, I hypothesize that two features of the local political context—
local political competition and the dominant political strategies of local leaders—are
vitally important to understanding if and when society-centric explanations are important
predictors of local government performance. I use three variables to operationalize the
local political context of Uganda’s 45 districts. These include: 1) the share of the vote
won by successful candidates in elections for district chairperson; 2) the total number of
corruption charges against elected and nonelected LC officials; and 3) a measure of
whether the district tender board (DTB) announces important dates for meetings or when
Requests for Proposals (RFPs) must be submitted. The first variable provides an
indication of the level of local political competition. Local elections are likely to be more
competitive where winning district chairpersons secured a low percent of the overall
vote. The other two variables serve as indicators of the dominant political strategies in a

district. Where fewer corruption charges are leveled against local officials, and where the
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DTB publicly announces important dates in the process of submitting bids for the supply
of goods and services, politics is likely to be less personalistic and local governments will
likely perform better as a result.?’

I also look at the percent of the vote won by the successful candidate for LCS
chairperson as another measure of the local political context, focusing on the level of
political competition for local elections. The vote share won by successful candidates for
the election of the district council chairperson ranges from 28 percent in Moyo and Nebbi
districts to 100 percent in Sembabule and Mukono districts where candidates faced no
competition. The mean percent of the vote received by winning candidates was 54
percent. In two-thirds of the districts (n=30), successful candidates won between 40 and
70 percent of the total vote (see Table 23). Winners in only nine districts slipped through
the LCS5 election with less than 40 percent of the vote.

If district officials announce the important dates for meetings and when potential
contractors must submit bids, they are less likely to use a contractor selected because of
his/her political connections and more likely to allow all viable contractors, even those
without preferential access to political leaders, an opportunity. Publication of important
deadlines for submission of requests for tender is an important indicator of the
transparency of the tender process, and because of the significance of tendering to district
activities, an important indicator of the transparency of district operations generally.

While problems with the tender process may, at times, result from non-political factors,

201t is possible that powerful politicians are able to protect themselves from corruption charges, and thus,
only weaker politicians face such charges. I conducted bivariate analysis on the number of corruption
charges and the percent of the district satisfied with the performance of the district chairperson
(Afrobarometer 2000). The variables are not significantly related. Likewise, the number of corruption
charges is not correlated with the share of the vote received by the successful LC5 candidate. Thus, I
would conclude the many politicians, some strong and some weak, face allegations of corruption. As the
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such as a lack of resources, most of the reports of problems with the tender board in a
district are explicitly political. Moreover, this variable is not significantly correlated to

HDI in bivariate analysis.

Table 21 about here.

Districts are almost evenly divided in their ability and perhaps willingness to
follow the procedures established by the central government for awarding local
government contracts for the delivery of goods and services. An extremely slight
majority (51.2 percent) of the districts makes no attempt to meet the criteria established
for how the tender board should operate. On the other hand, district tender boards in 19
districts (46.3 percent) operate in consistent and transparent ways.

Corruption is a clear indicator of ineffective and unresponsive government, yet
also may provide keen insight into the principal political strategies employed by local
politicians and administrators. As noted in Chapter Three, the Inspectorate General of
Government (IGG) in Uganda performs a watchdog function and is responsible for
fighting corruption by elected and nonelected officials in all levels of government,
including local governments. The headquarters of the IGG is in Kampala, however there
are regional offices throughout the country. The IGG conducts investigations based on
its own information and also conducts investigations to follow up on public complaints.

I obtained data on the total number of public complaints against LC officials in

each district for two quarters during the financial year 2000-2001 from the IGG

case Mpigi described in Chapters Seven and Eight indicates, often outside interference is more important
for political survival than an individual’s own power.
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headquarters in Kampala. Only information on complaints reported to the IGG
headquarters was available. Unfortunately, the frequency of complaints against local
councils and administrators reported to the various regional offices was not available.
The headquarters does not have this information and logistically it was not possible to

travel to each office to collect this data.

Table 22 about here.

Few Ugandan districts were immune to charges of corruption (see Table 22).
Only three districts—Nebbi, Kotido, and Sembabule—had no charges brought against
them and reported to the IGG headquarters. The overwhelming majority, 42 districts,
was charged with at least one instance of corruption. Of these, 36 districts received
between 1 and 10 complaints. Only six districts had more than 10 complaints reported to
the IGG. Interestingly, the total number of corruption charges is not significantly related
to a variety of measures of public participation, including voter turnout in LC elections,
regular attendance at community meetings, political interest and listening to news on the

radio.?!

Table 23 about here.

As discussed in Chapter Two, I test alternative explanations for local government

performance in addition to testing the variables I hypothesize to be important influences
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on performance. Thus, I collected data to test the effects of explanations that focus on

structural factors, societal factors, and policy experience and institutional legacy.

Society-centric Explanations

The aggregate dataset measures political participation by looking at voter turnout in each
district for three recent elections: 1996 presidential election; 2001 presidential election;
and 1998 LC elections. Voter turnout in the 1998 LC elections is a good measure of the
extent to which citizens in a district participate in the LC system. Therefore, I used it as
the principal measure of political participation in the multivariate analysis in Chapter
Five. In the 1998 LC elections, voters elected political leaders to the district and sub-
county levels of the LC system, such as the district chairperson and the chairperson for
their sub-county council. Voter turnout in the 1998 LC elections is especially relevant to
test the hypotheses put forward by other scholars that local governments function better
in areas where citizens actively participate.

Table 24 provides some indication of the importance of local elections in Uganda
and reveals important differences in turnout between the LC elections and the two
presidential elections. Generally, voter turnout is remarkably low for the LC elections,
providing some support for critics of Uganda’s decentralization policy and LC system
who argue that Ugandans are no longer interested in participating in the local councils.
Mean turnout for the LC elections is only 46 percent of registered voters compared to 70
percent for both presidential elections. The minimum turnout for local elections is 19

percent compared to a low of only 51 and 53 percent in the 1996 and 2001 presidential

2! The last three variables are drawn from the Afrobarometer 2000 dataset and are measures of the percent
of respondents in each district that reported attending community meetings often or sometimes, listening to
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elections, respectively. On the other hand, the maximum voter turnout for the LC
elections is only 66 percent, while the turmouts for the 1996 and 2001 presidential

elections are 98 and 89 percent, respectively.

Table 24 about here.

It is hard to gauge the reliability of this turnout measure and how it compares with
other African countries, although comparisons with recent survey data suggest that either
the aggregate measure severely underestimates turnout in Uganda’s 1998 LC elections or
Ugandans overreported voting in this election. For example, while the average turnout in
the 1998 LC election based on aggregate turnout data is 46.5 percent, almost 79 percent
of respondents in three case study districts reported voting in the LC elections.”
Nevertheless, the percent of the population that reported voting in my survey is close to
the percent of Ghanaians and Nigerians that reported voting in local elections in recent
Afrobarometer surveys. For example, 79 percent of respondents in Ghana and 82 percent
of respondents in Nigeria reported voted in local elections in 1998.2

Because of potential problems with the reliability of turnout data in Uganda, I
supplement this measure with two alternate measures of participation—attendance at

community meetings and contacting local leaders, both based on Afrobarometer data.®* I

news on the radio frequently, or expressed an interest in politics.

22 In all three districts, the percent of respondents who reported voting in the LC elections in 1998 is
considerably higher than the voter turnout based on available aggregate data.

2 This data is from the Afrobarometer survey in Ghana in 1999 (survey question 636) and in Nigeria in
2000 (survey question 130).

* The Afrobarometer project carried out by three core partners: Michigan State University, Dept. of
Political Science (contact Michael Bratton), Institute for Democracy in South Africa (contact Bob Mattes)
and Center for Democracy and Development in Ghana (contact Gyimah-Boadi). The Afrobarometer has
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used the percent of respondents in each district that reported engaging in such activities
“sometimes” or “often” to create a district level measure of these alternative forms of
participation. I include these alternate measures in multivariate analysis in Chapter Five.

I use the number of NGOs operating in a district to operationalize the activism of
civil society. Simply counting the number of registered NGOs in each district is certainly
an imperfect measure of civil society activity in these districts. The measure is based on
the number of NGOs that registered with the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MolA) in
Kampala and reported operations in particular districts. Thus, smaller, indigenous NGOs
that may be providing important services, but did not register, would not be counted.
While some of the registered NGOs operating in a district will not be indigenous to the
area, many will be local, grassroots organizations. However, I argue that the existence of
NGOs provides individuals with an important opportunity for participation that would not
exist otherwise.

Similarly, I argue in Chapter Two that in order for civic associations to positively
impact government performance, the linkages and interactions between these groups and
local governments must be explored. Unfortunately, an adequate measure of LC-NGO
linkages was not available for use in the aggregate dataset. I collected data on these
linkages in each of the three case study districts, however, and this will be discussed in
Chapter Seven.

Districts vary considerably in the number of NGOs operating within their borders
(see Table 25). The number of NGOs in a district ranges from five in Sembabule to 356

in Kampala. In no district does the number of NGOs come even close to the number

conducted public opinion surveys in numerous African countries, including surveys in Uganda in 2000 and
2002. For more information, see http://www.afrobarometer.org/index.html.
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operating in the capital city. Mpigi district has the second largest number of NGOs at
147—1less than half the number operating in Kampala. When Kampala is excluded from
the analysis, the mean number of NGOs in a district drops from 51 to only 44 and the
standard deviation drops from 55 to only 30. In order to provide a more representative
picture of NGO activity for the multivariate analysis in Chapter Five, the number of

NGOs operating in Kampala was replaced with the median (Md=39).

Table 25 about here.

Research by Tripp (2000) and Dicklitch (1998) provide reason to be wary of this
measure of associational life. Both Tripp and Dicklitch found that many small
organizations did not formally register with the MolA in Kampala. Tripp (2000) also
notes that many organizations simply registered with their parent or umbrella
organization rather than with the central government. Given the potential problems with
this aggregate measure, I used the Afrobarometer 2000 data to create an alternative
measure of civil society activism. I created an index of organizational membership based
on survey responses to Afrobarometer questions about membership in a variety of
different types of civic organizations. I calculated the average number of memberships
reported by respondents in each district. These averages were then used as a district level
measure of civic activism and are included in multivariate analysis presented in Chapter
Five.

Many scholars, such as Putnam (1993) and Widner (1998), also point to social

capital as the key to better institutional performance. These scholars argue that
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governments in areas characterized by higher levels of social capital will perform better.
One definition of social capital and its measurement has commonly focused on levels of
interpersonal trust. Higher levels of trust has been viewed as a characteristic of a higher
level of social capital. In my aggregate dataset, social capital has been operationalized in
the same way, as the general level of trust in an area.

The Afrobarometer survey includes questions about levels of generalized trust and
about trust in the district council. I used this data to create two district level variables—
one based on the percent of respondents in a district saying that most people can be
trusted and the other based on the percent of respondents in a district responding that they
trust the LCS5 “somewhat” and “a lot.” These variables must be viewed with some caution
given the small number of respondents in a few districts.”> Table 26 reports descriptive
statistics for the trust variables. The percent of Afrobarometer survey respondents in
Uganda’s districts responding that generally most people can be trusted ranges from a
low of 0 percent in both Jinja and Busia in eastern Uganda to a high of 34 percent in the
northern district of Lira and the western district of Ntungamo. On average, 17 percent of
the Afrobarometer survey respondents expressed the feeling that most people can be

trusted.

Table 26 about here.

% The number of survey respondents in 17 of the 45 districts is less than 50 and in three districts the
number of survey respondents is less than 20.
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Structural Explanations

The aggregate dataset includes a variety of measures of economic development, including
district scores on the UNDP Human Development Index (HDI),?® which range from 0 and
1, with higher values indicating higher levels of development. Districts differ
dramatically in the level of economic development (see Table 27). Among Uganda’s
districts, scores on the human development index range from .16 in Moroto district and
.18 in Kotido—both geographically isolated in Karamoja in northeastern Uganda—to .64
in Kampala. The mean HDI score is .37. The HDI score for half of the 38 districts for
which data were available is less than the mean. Regional differences in HDI are
significant, and as would be expected given the political and economic history of the
country.”’ Average HDI scores for the four regions in Uganda are as follows: .28 for
northern Uganda; .37 for eastern Uganda; .38 for western Uganda; and .44 for central

Uganda.

Table 27 about here.

In addition to economic development, I also include district population as a key
control variable given that many of the other explanatory variables vary, at least to some
extent, according to population. There is considerable variation in the size of the
population in Uganda’s districts (see Table 28). District populations range from a low of

16,371 in Kalangala to over 900,000 in Mpigi, Mbarara, and Iganga districts.

% District level HDI data was obtained from the Uganda Human Development Report, 1998 (UNDP).
27 F statistic = 9.677; sig .00
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Table 28 about here.

Policy Experience and Institutional Legacy

The institutional experience of districts is measured in three ways: the year districts were
created; the date districts entered the decentralization program; and an ordinal measure of
the level of hierarchy and centralization of pre-colonial political institutions. The
frequency distributions for these three variables are presented in Tables 29, 30 and 31.
The dates of creation range from 1962 to 1997. Determining the age of Uganda’s older
districts was an extremely difficult process. At the end of the colonial period, Uganda
was divided into only 18 districts. Most of the country’s districts were carved from these
districts in the 1970s, with many created in 1974 following local government reforms
instituted by Idi Amin. But some of Uganda’s districts were formed as recently as 1997
and then 11 more—not included in this study due to the timing of data collection—were
created in 2000-2001. Concerning experience with decentralization, districts entered the
decentralization process in stages, as indicated in Table 30. The districts included in the
first phase tended to be the older and larger districts. While the time between the first
phase and the final phase was not considerably long, three years is certainly a long time
in terms of experience and repeated attempts to perform complex tasks, such as designing
a district development budget or auditing district projects. Thus, the districts in the first

phase may have gained some advantages over their neighbors.

Tables 29, 30 and 31 about here.
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As Table 31 reports, Uganda’s districts are fairly evenly divided between those
that were historically governed under the more centralized political kingdoms of
Buganda, Bunyoro, Ankole, and Toro, and those governed under the sort of decentralized
political institutions common in northern and eastern Uganda. Only four districts, which
are all part of Busoga kingdom, were coded as having semi-centralized systems. At the
end of colonialism, Busoga kingdom was much more hierarchical and centralized than
the political institutions common in the north and other parts of the east, but less so than

the other kingdoms.”®

4.3  Case Study Districts: Methods and Operationalization

4.3.1 Selection of Case Study Districts

The case study districts were purposively chosen to reflect variation on several important
characteristics. These include region, distance from the capital city, the date on which
the district was decentralized, level of economic development, rural/urban status, and the
degree of support for the Movement government. As noted above, the three districts
selected represent three of Uganda’s four regions and exhibit high degrees of variation on
the variables of interest.

For example, Bushenyi district in western Uganda represents a predominantly
rural district that lies 350 kilometers from Kampala. The population of Bushenyi, like
that of the other districts in western Uganda, tends to support strongly President
Museveni and the Movement. Of the three districts studied, Bushenyi is also the smallest

district—only 4,026 square kilometers. Nevertheless, diversity still exists within the

% See Fallers 1965 for a thorough discussion of the transformation of the Busoga Kingdom under British
colonial rule. Also, Chapter Three addresses these issues more directly.
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district. For example, the two northernmost counties of Bunyaruguru and Buhweju are
among the poorest parts of the district and the most isolated. Assessments of local
government performance in Bushenyi must acknowledge the disparities in social service
provision and opportunities between these two counties and their southern counterparts of
Ruhinda, Igara, and Sheema.

Unlike Bushenyi and other districts in the western region, Lira district provides a
good example of the sentiment towards the central government among the ten districts of
the north and serves as a district with weak support for the central government.”
Historically, the districts in northern Uganda have opposed the Museveni regime.
Following the announcement of the contentious results of the 1980 presidential election,
in which Museveni and numerous others felt that President Milton Obote and his Uganda
People’s Congress (UPC) had stolen the election, Museveni organized and led the
National Resistance Army against the Obote Regime. Obote was a Northerner from the
former Lango district that included Lira district and neighboring district, Apac.
Museveni’s guerrilla war resulted in the ousting of Obote in a coup organized by generals
in the Ugandan Army from another northern part of the country. Less than a year later
Museveni took Kampala and has held power since, being reinstated twice in the
presidential election of 1996 and 2001. The sentiment among many Ugandans from the
north is anger and frustration focused on Museveni as the individual who stripped the

north of political power and control.

® The districts included in the three regions I am studying are as follows. The districts of the northern
region are: Adjumani, Apac, Arua, Gulu, Kitgum, Kotido, Lira, Moroto, Moyo, and Nebbi. The districts in
the west are: Bundibugyo, Bushenyi, Hoima, Kabale, Kabarole, Kasese, Kibaale, Kisoro, Masindi,
Mbarara, Ntungamo, and Rukungiri. The districts in the central region are: Kalangala, Kampala, Kiboga,
Luwero, Masaka, Mpigi, Mubende, Mukono, Nakasongola, Rakai, and Sembabule.
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Lira, like Bushenyi, is predominantly rural and lies approximately 360 kilometers
north of Kampala. With over 7000 square kilometers, Lira is one of the geographically
largest districts in Uganda. The size of the district and the poor quality of the
transportation network ensures that the sub-counties of the western part of the district, in
Otuke and Moroto counties and in Kyoga county, are extremely isolated, which
complicates the work of the district council and even sub-county councils within these
areas. Moreover, much of Lira district has been plagued by insecurity from either the
rebels of Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) or the cattle-raiding Karamojong. The
constant insecurity, and what Lira residents see as the inability or lack of desire by the
central government to ensure their safety, has further eroded the government’s support in
Lira. In an interview in Awelo sub-county in Kyoga county in far southeastern Lira,
numerous individuals complained that the cattle raiders had recently marched in from the
districts of Karamoja and stole their cattle without any intervention or attempts to stop
them from the Ugandan army.

In addition to insecurity, local governments in northern Uganda face an additional
challenge of low levels of economic development in their areés. Districts in northern
Uganda are considerably less developed than their counterparts in other parts of the
country, especially in the western and central regions. For example, the HDI score for
Lira district is only .3496 compared to .4145 in Bushenyi and .4972 in Mpigi district
(UNDP 1998). Much of the disparities across regions in Uganda can and have been
traced to the inequitable strategies of development instituted by the British colonial
government, but perpetuated under post-colonial governments. Moreover, the lack of

concern for anything related to economic development or provision of public services by
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most of the regimes in Uganda’s post-colonial history combined with decades of fighting
has meant that imbalances that emerged at independence were institutionalized and are
today difficult to erase.

For all of the reasons discussed above, Lira was selected and provides an
interesting counterpoint to the high levels of stability, security and development in
Bushenyi, and its close political allegiance to not only the Museveni government, but to
most of Uganda’s regimes since independence. While Lira and other northern districts
have tended to be marginalized politically since Obote was forced from power, Bushenyi
has a history of close political alignment with whatever government happens to be in
power. To characterize much of what interview respondents said to describe this unique
political position of Bushenyi in Uganda’s history—the district seems to have played the
role of true politicians extraordinarily well, linking closely to those in power, regardless
of the ethnic group, religion, or region from which the leader was drawn. In response to
queries that perhaps Bushenyi benefits from its close political ties to the NRM and
President Museveni, some individuals contended that Bushenyi was as close to the Obote
government in the past as it is today with the current regime.

In some ways, Mpigi district falls neatly in between these two districts—in the
level of political support for the current administration and its linkages to previous
regimes. Yet, in other ways, Mpigi is certainly unique. Mpigi is one of the peri-urban
areas of the country, surrounding Kampala on almost all sides. Many parts of Kampala
outside the city center lie within Mpigi district. This peri-urban status raises interesting
questions and issues about the work of local governments and the potential constraints on

their performance. As noted above, Mpigi’s HDI score is much higher than scores for
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either Bushenyi and Lira. The urban setting and nearness to Kampala would suggest that
the issues facing local governments in Mpigi and the services being demanded of their
constituents might make Mpigi somewhat unique. For the urban areas, this is true. In
fact, during the last two years Mpigi district council has been battling with the Kampala
city council regarding the disposal of waste. Politicians in Mpigi were not happy that
Kampala residents and businesses, and even the local government routinely deposit their
trash in Mpigi district. The source of this dispute is, in fact, somewhat unique to the
urban parts of the country, but the politics are universal and such political struggles
determine and are influenced by the performance of local governments around the
country—whether the dispute concerns urban waste or agricultural extension in rural
communities.

Like Lira, Mpigi is also an older and larger district with over 6000 square
kilometers spread across 5 counties and Entebbe Municipality. The district had the
extremes, urban and rural areas. In 2001, Mpigi district was divided into two separate
districts: Mpigi and Wakiso. The predominantly rural counties of Gomba, Butambala,
and Mawokota remained in Mpigi district. The urban counties of Busiro, which includes
Entebbe Municipality, and Kyadondo formed the new Wakiso district. The politics of the
split will be discussed in subsequent chapters, however the impact that these obvious
differences between the two parts of the former Mpigi district had on local government
performance are enormous.

Finally, all three of these districts have had almost a decade of experience with
decentralization. Lira and Mpigi were among the first 13 districts brought into the

decentralization program in 1993-94. Decentralization was introduced to Bushenyi the
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following year in 1994-95, during the second phase of implementation. Thus, all three
districts have approximately the same level of experience with these reforms. While the
case studies do not provide much variability on this factor, the aggregate dataset includes

districts at all levels of experience.

4.3.2 Survey Methods

The survey of local residents in each of the case study districts provided an opportunity to
collect data on all of the important concepts to enable me to test my hypotheses about the
relationship between local council performance and the council’s relationship with the
central government and features of the local political context. In designing the survey
instrument, I followed closely the questionnaire and question formats from the
Afrobarometer questionnaire. I used as many of the Afrobarometer’s questions as
possible for a number of reasons. First and most importantly, these survey questions
have been tested numerous times and refined to eliminate confusing language and to
ensure the validity of the measure. Second, I wanted to collect data on as many measures
as possible that would allow me to make comparisons between this Ugandan sample and
the existing Afrobarometer data for Uganda and the other African countries, but also the
countries included in similar projects in other regions.’® I tried to follow the format and
wording of the Afrobarometer questions as closely as possible when I wrote questions to
operationalize concepts not previously covered in the Afrobarometer surveys. In

addition, I included several questions from a previous survey on decentralization in

%% As noted, the Afrobarometer is operating in Africa, while the Latinobarometer is conducted in Latin
American and the Asiabarometer and Eurobarometer are conducted in Asia and Europe, respectively.
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Uganda by the IRIS Center.’! The survey questions provide measures of the following

opwaoc gw

b.
c.

. Local council performance

Performance

Citizen needs

LC outputs
Political and administrative linkages between the central government and
districts

Frequency of contact with central government officials

Political inclination of the district

Relationship between MPs and district

Autonomy of LCs
Local political context

Distribution of economic and political resources

Social structure (ethnic diversity; language diversity; religious diversity;
political diversity)
Control variables

Participation (in local councils; in decision making; meaningfulness of
participation; organizational membership; voting)

Social capital (trust; organizational membership)

Civil society (organizational membership and lobbying activity)

The sample size was 204 respondents within each of the three case study districts for a

total sample size of 612 respondents. The sampling procedures consisted of a

combination of random, stratified, and cluster sampling. The primary sampling unit was

the parish, or the LC2 administrative level. Care was taken to ensure that the sample

reflected the geographic diversity of the district, specifically the distribution of the

population across rural and urban areas. All of the parishes in the district were stratified

as either rural or urban based on population density. Once categorized, I sampled

parishes from each category to reflect the actual distribution of the district population. In

Bushenyi, because the district is 98 percent rural, all nine parishes selected were rural

3! Survey questions (41, 55, 56, 99-100, 107 and 116) are based on the following questions from the IRIS

Center’s Household survey: H277-285; H299-308; H319-321; and H344-51. In some instances I used the
exact wording of the question from the IRIS survey, while in other instances I revised the question slightly
to better match my objectives. I would like to thank Asiimwe Delius for sharing the questionnaire with me
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parishes (n=204). In Mpigi and Lira districts, the number of urban and rural parishes was
determined based upon the percentage of population in each district living in urban and
rural areas. Mpigi district is 15 percent urban, thus, two urban parishes (n=36) and seven
rural parishes were selected (n=168). Lira district is five percent urban, and therefore, I
selected one urban parish (n=24) and eight rural parishes (n=180). Please see Appendix
C for a list of the selected parishes.

The parishes were ordered in descending order by population within the two
categories—rural and urban. The parishes were then numbered and numbers were
selected using a random number table. Within each of the selected parishes, two villages
were randomly selected from a list of villages within that parish. In order to select two
villages, I obtained the names of all of the villages within the parish from a LC or
administrative official, numbered the villages, and then using numbers on slips of paper,
randomly chose two numbers. The villages whose number corresponded to the selected
numbers were included in the survey.Given the desired sample size in each district was
204 respondents, and 12 surveys were conducted in each village, nine parishes were
sampled within each district. In eight of these parishes, two villages were chosen at
random. In one parish, only one village was sampled. Thus, in eight parishes 24
questionnaires were completed, totaling 192 returns and then in one parish only 12
interviews were conducted for a final total of 204 returns in a district.

Within selected villages, a list of households was obtained from the LC officials.
Care was taken to ensure that the LC1 officials included all households, not just a list of

taxpayers, but also included female-headed households, widows/widowers, and other

and discussing the IRIS Center’s decentralization project. The IRIS Center is located at University of
Maryland. Please see http://www.iris.umd.edw for more information.
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households that may not pay taxes or may not fit the traditional definition of what a
household is. Using the list of village households, I employed systematic sampling
techniques to select 12 households. At the household level, enumerators were
responsible for selecting a respondent within each household. Enumerators asked for a
list of names of all qualified individuals living in the household. These names were
numbered and the corresponding numbers were written on slips of paper and folded. A
household member assisted enumerators to randomly select one individual from the
household by selecting a slip of paper from among the folded slips of paper in the
enumerator’s hand. The individual whose name was next to the chosen number was
asked to participate in the survey. To ensure gender balance in the sample, I instituted
the same policy used in the Afrobarometer survey, in which enumerators alternated male
and female respondents from one interview to the next.

Table 32 presents the characteristics of the sample for each district. The sample
in each district is evenly divided between men and women and quite close in age with the
median age between 30 and 35 years. Differences in the social and economic
characteristics of the populations of each district are quite apparent from Table 32. For
example, almost 30 percent of Lira respondents reported having no formal schooling,
compared to less than 20 percent of respondents in the other two districts. Similarly,
almost 85 percent of Lira residents described themselves as farmers, while only 60
percent of respondents in Bushenyi and Mpigi gave a similar response. In fact, almost 10
percent of Bushenyi respondents characterized themselves as a businessperson. Looking
at the personal income and wealth of respondents in these three districts, differences in

the levels of development are quite apparent. Many more respondents in Bushenyi and
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Mpigi reported having a radio and owning animals compared to the number who
reporting owning such items in Lira. In fact, less than 30 percent of survey respondents
in Lira reported that they owned a radio.

Given the ethnic composition of these three districts, the distribution of language
speakers is as expected. While the majority of Bushenyi residents are Banyankole, there
is a considerable degree of ethnic diversity, evident in the 30 percent of respondents who
reported speaking a language other than the three listed in Table 32. On the other hand,

Lira is a fairly homogeneous district and most residents are Langi.

4.3.3 Additional Research Methods

In-depth Structured Interviews

I carried out numerous interviews within each case study district and in Kampala. In
each district, I conducted interviews with as many of the ten members of the executive
committee as possible, councilors from a selection of the sub-counties from which survey
participants were drawn, administrative officials from each of the major departments
within the district local government, such as the District Education Officer and the
District Medical Officer, many of the Members of Parliament for the district, and
representatives from NGOs operating in the district, if possible. While interviews were
structured to allow similar questions to be posed to each of the different individuals
interviewed, I also allowed a certain degree of flexibility to ensure that important ideas
and information were thoroughly discussed, even if it meant departing from the

established interview guide.
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In addition to the interviews conducted in Bushenyi, Mpigi and Lira districts, I
carried out many interviews with representatives of the central government, including
officials at each of the major sectoral line ministries. The material obtained in these
interviews, in conjunction with the district interviews and survey responses, provided a
more complete picture of the performance of the local government, but also the
relationship between the district and various actors in the central government.
Comparing district interview material with survey responses of district residents also

helped illuminate the nature of the relationship between the LC and local communities.

Archival Research

Concerning the archival research, I tried to obtain a variety of documents that I thought
would provide information about local government outputs and priorities. Such
documents included: copies of the minutes from district council and executive committee
meetings; copies of proposed and approved annual budgets; annual reports for the district
and different sectors within the district; letters or other correspondence with government
ministries or other central government representatives; records of visits by central
government representatives to the district; records of training workshops, both those held
within the district and those held outside the district, but attended by district officials; and
newspaper accounts of district council activities and events. Not surprising, many

sources were not consistently available across the three districts.

163



Table 1: Local Government Development Program Total Scores on Minimum Conditions

Assessment
-3
Std.
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation

LGDP Total Minimum 44 48.00 91.00 72.43 11.38
Conditions Scores

LGDP Score 8.00 32.00 23.52 6.40
Development Planning

LGDP Score Financial 44 14.00 43.00 34.57 6.32

Management and Audit

Table 2: LGDP Total Minimum Conditions Scores

Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid 4] through 50 2 44 4.5 45
51 through 60 ) 11.1 114 15.9
61 through 70 10 222 22.7 38.6
71 through 80 16 35.6 36.4 75.0
81 through 90 10 222 22.7 97.7
Over 90 1 22 23 100.0
Total 44 97.8 100.0

Missing  System 1 22

Total 45 100.0

Table 3: District Performance based on LGDP Total Minimum Conditions Scores

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid Over 80% --Good performance 15 333 34.1 34.1
Between 60 and
80%--Moderate performance 23 S 523 86.4
Less than 60%--Poor
perfo ce 6 13.3 13.6 100.0
Total 44 97.8 100.0
Missing  System 1 22
Total 45 100.0
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Table 4: Regional Comparison of Mean LGDP Total Scores

LGDP minimum conditions score

Region Mean N chit:t'ion Minimum Maximum
North 70.90 10 12.47 49 87
East 70.33 12 7.95 58 82
West 75.08 12 11.77 51 90
Central 73.30 10 14.06 48 91
Total 72.43 44 11.38 48 9]
Table S: LGDP Scores for Development Planning
Valid Curnulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 0 through 10 2 44 4.5 4.5

11 through 20 11 244 25.0 29.5

21 through 30 25 55.6 56.8 86.4

Over 30 6 133 13.6 100.0

Total 44 97.8 100.0
Missing  System 1 22
Total 45 100.0

Table 6: District Performance based on LGDP Development Planning Scores

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
- v
Valid - Over 80%--Good 15 33.3 34.1 34.1
performance
Between 60 and
80%--Moderate Performance 16 356 36.4 70.5
o -
Less than 60%--Poor 13 28.9 29.5 100.0
performance
Total 4 97.8 100.0
Missing  System 1 22
Total 45 100.0

165



Table 7: LGDP Scores for Financial Management and Audit

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 11 through 20 1 22 23 23
21 through 30 8 17.8 18.2 20.5
31 through 40 28 62.2 63.6 84.1
Over 40 7 15.6 159 100.0
Total 4 97.8 100.0

Missing  System 1 22

Total 45 100.0

Table 8: District Performance based on LGDP Financial Management and Audit Scores

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid Over 80%--Good 21 46.7 47.7 477
performance
Between 60 and
80%--Moderate performance 18 400 409 88.6
0 -
Less than 60%--Poor 5 111 11.4 100.0
performance
Total 4 97.8 100.0
Missing  System 1 22
Total 45 100.0

Table 9: Index of Responsiveness: Points Earned out of 14 Possible

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid 0 to 3 points 12 26.7 333 333
4 to 7 points 10 222 27.8 61.1
8 to 11 points 7 15.6 19.4 80.6
12 to 14 points 7 15.6 19.4 100.0
Total 36 80.0 100.0
Missing  System 9 20.0
Total 45 100.0
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Table 10: District Performance on Various Indicators of Responsiveness

0=No 1= 2= Number
attempt is District District of
made by makes an | fulfills Districts
district attempt criteria Scored
Whether district devt plans include clear objective to 19 5 12 36
mentor lower level LGs (52.8%) (13.9%) | (33.3%)
Whether district devt plans include recurrent cost 23 4 8 35
implications of lower LG investment plans and (65.7%) (11.4%) | (22.9%)
previous year capital investments
Whether district devt plans show increased attentionto | 18 5 13 36
poverty issues specific to the area (50%) (13.9%) | (36.1%)
Whether district made a statement of agreement to 25 2 7 34
integrate sub-county investments that have a budgetary | (73.5%) (5.9%) (20.6%)
implication for the district into its plans
Whether horizontal and vertical communication exists 9 10 17 36
between and among LGs at different levels and (25%) (27.8%) | (47.2%)
departments of the district government
Whether district council is knowledgeable of key 14 4 16 34
decisions arrived at by various levels of LG (41.2%) (11.8%) | (47.1%)
Whether district devt plans show increased attentionto | 9 3 23 35
gender and other vulnerable groups (25.7%) (8.6%) (65.7%)

Table 11: Index of Responsiveness: Percent of Points Earned out of 14 Possible
]

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 0 to 10 percent 5 11.1 13.9 13.9
11 to 20 percent 5 11.1 13.9 27.8
21 to 30 percent 4 89 11.1 389
4] to 50 percent 8 17.8 222 61.1
51 to 60 percent 3 6.7 8.3 69.4
61 to 70 percent 2 44 5.6 75.0
71 to 80 percent 2 44 5.6 80.6
81 to 90 percent 4 89 11.1 91.7
91 to 100 percent 3 6.7 83 100.0
Total 36 80.0 100.0

Missing  System 9 20.0

Total 45 100.0
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Table 12: Index of Effectiveness: Points Earned out of 10 Possible
g}

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 0 to 2 points 3 6.7 6.8 6.8

3 to 5 points 10 222 227 29.5

6 to 8 points 16 35.6 36.4 65.9

9 to 10 points 15 333 34.1 100.0

Total 4 97.8 100.0
Missing  System 1 22
Total 45 100.0

Table 13: District Performance on Various Indicators of Effectiveness

0=No 1= 2= Number
attempt is | District District of
made by makes an | fulfills Districts
district attempt criteria Scored

Whether the district administration has sufficient 7 9 29 44

and qualified staff in all head of department (15.9%) (20.5%) (63.6%)

positions

Whether the district prepared and submitted the 10 14 18 42

final accounts for the previous financial year to the | (23.8%) (33.3%) (42.9%)

Office of the Auditor General

Whether the District Technical Planning 4 1 31 36

Committee (DTPC) met at least four times in the (11.1%) (2.8%) (86.1%)

current financial yr.

Whether the Finance Committee meets at least 1 7 36 44

quarterly (2.3%) (15.9%) (81.8%)

Whether the district prepared at least two quarterly | 16 5 23 44

audit reports (36.4%) (11.4%) (52.3%)

168




Table 14: Index of Effectiveness: Percent of Possible Earned out of 10 Possible

k.
Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 0 to 10 percent 3 6.7 6.8 6.8
21 to 30 percent 1 22 23 9.1
31 to 40 percent 1 22 23 114
41 to 50 percent 6 133 13.6 25.0
51 to 60 percent 5 11.1 114 36.4
61 to 70 percent 6 133 13.6 50.0
71 to 80 percent 6 13.3 13.6 63.6
81 to 90 percent 10 222 227 86.4
91 to 100 percent 6 133 13.6 100.0
Total 44 97.8 100.0

Missing  System 1 22

Total 45 100.0
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Table 16: Measures of Correspondence between Districts and Central Government Ministries

Mean Median Standard Minimum Maximum
Deviation

Total number of correspondence 16.16 16 4.40 1 24
between MoH and districts
Number of letters from MoH to 14.73 15 4.16 0 22
districts
Total number of correspondence 5.00 5 3.90 0 14
between MoH20 and districts
Number of letters from MoH20 to 2.36 2 2.38 0 9
districts
Number of letters from MoE to 5.09 5 3.04 1 11
districts
Number of letters from MoAg to 6.58 6 3.16 0 14
districts
Total correspondence between 32.82 33 8.76 7 54
districts and basic ministries only
Total number of correspondence 63.84 62 10.47 50 109
between MoLG and districts
Number of letters from MoLG to 58.20 57 8.32 45 84
districts

Table 17: Total Number of Written Communication between Districts and
Basic Service Ministries

]
Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid 0 to 10 letters 1 22 22 22
11 to 20 letters 1 22 22 44
21 to 30 letters 16 35.6 35.6 40.0
31 to 40 letters 18 40.0 40.0 80.0
4] to 50 letters 8 17.8 17.8 97.8
over 50 letters 1 22 22 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0

Table 18: Political Linkages: Index of District Electoral Support for

Movement
Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 23 51.1 51.1 51.1

1.00 3 6.7 6.7 57.8
2.00 5 11.1 11.1 68.9
3.00 14 31.1 31.1 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0
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Table 19: Number of Cabinet Ministers from each District in July

2001
Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid 0 6 133 133 13.3

1 23 51.1 51.1 64.4
2 9 20.0 20.0 84.4
3 S 11.1 11.1 95.6
4 2 44 44 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0

Table 20: Number of Donor and GOU Projects in each District

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 4 2 44 4.5 45
5 7 15.6 15.9 20.5
6 3 6.7 6.8 273
7 5 11.1 114 38.6
8 4 89 9.1 47.7
9 2 44 4.5 523
10 7 15.6 159 68.2
11 4 89 9.1 77.3
12 1 22 23 79.5
13 3 6.7 6.8 86.4
15 2 44 4.5 90.9
17 2 44 45 95.5
20 1 22 23 97.7
21 1 22 23 100.0
Total 44 97.8 100.0

Missing  System 1 22

Total 45 100.0
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Table 21: Whether District Announces Key Dates for Meetings and when RFPs are due

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid No attempt is made by district 21 46.7 51.2 51.2
District makes some attempt 1 22 24 53.7
District fulfills criteria 19 422 46.3 100.0
Total 41 91.1 100.0
Missing 4 8.9
Total 45 100.0

lable 22: Total Complaints of Corruption against District Elected and Nonelected

Officials
Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 0 complaints 3 6.7 6.7 6.7

1 to 5 complaints 16 35.6 35.6 422

6 to 10 complaints 20 444 444 86.7

11 to 15 complaints 2 4.4 44 91.1

16 to 20 complaints 4 89 89 100.0

Total 45 100.0 100.0

Table 23: Vote Share of Winning Candidate in 1998 Election for LCS Chairperson

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 21 to 30 percent 3 6.7 6.8 6.8
31 to 40 percent 6 133 13.6 20.5
41 to 50 percent 12 26.7 273 47.7
51 to 60 percent 10 2222 227 70.5
61 to 70 percent 8 17.8 18.2 88.6
71 to 80 percent 2 44 45 93.2
81 to 90 percent 1 22 23 95.5
91 to 100 percent 2 44 4.5 100.0
Total 44 97.8 100.0

Missing  System 1 22

Total 45 100.0
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Table 24: Voter Turnout in Recent Elections
k]

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Defit:t‘ion
;I(;)(;Tr;:: (l):,lﬁzction 45 33 -89 .7009 .0818
196 Pres loction 4 51 98 7013 .1033
Voter tumout 43 19 . 4587 1003

1998 LC election

Valid N slistwisez 42

Table 25: Number of NGOs Operating in a District
e . _________________________________________________________________]

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Oto10 3 6.7 6.7 6.7
11t020 7 15.6 15.6 222
21to0 30 8 17.8 17.8 40.0
31to 40 6 13.3 133 533
41 to 50 4 89 89 62.2
51to0 60 4 89 8.9 71.1
61to 70 5 11.1 11.1 822
71 to 80 3 6.7 6.7 88.9
81 to 90 1 22 22 91.1
91 to 100 1 22 22 93.3
Over 100 3 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0
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Table 26: Levels of Trust

k]
Percent

Percent in within
district feel district
that most trust LC5
peoplecan  somewhat
be trusted and a lot

Number of cases 45 45

Mean 16.66 74.64
Median 15.30 73.20

Std. Deviation 9.41 8.15
Minimum . .00 56.30
Maximum 34.40 100.00

Table 27: Levels of Development

Human Development Index

cNal;Lr;ber of 45
Mean .369
Median .366
Std. Deviation .079
Minimum .165
Maximum .647

Table 28: District Population

District population

cN;;?sber of 45
Mean 397713
Median 343601
Std. Deviation 257110
Minimum 16371
Maximum 945783
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Table 29: Year District was Created

Valid Curnulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid 1962 1 22 22 22
1967 2 44 44 6.7
1974 17 37.8 37.8 444
1975 1 22 22 46.7
1979 5 11.1 11.1 57.8
1980 8 17.8 17.8 75.6
1991 4 89 89 844
1993 1 22 22 86.7
1997 6 133 13.3 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0

Table 30: Date District was Decentralized

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid First phase--1993/94 13 28.9 289 289
Second phase--1994/95 14 311 31.1 60.0
Third phase--1995/96 12 26.7 26.7 86.7
After 1996, when created 6 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0

Table 31: Precolonial Political Institutions

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
Valid Decentralized

political structures 21 46.7 46.7 46.7
Semi-centralized
political structures 8.9 8.9 55.6
Centralized
political structures 20 44.4 44.4 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0
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Chapter Five: Explaining Local Government Performance across 45 Districts

5.1 Introduction

To assess the validity of my hypotheses concerning political variables and their influence
on local government performance, I conduct multivariate analysis using OLS regression
techniques and five alternative measures of the dependent variable, local government
performance. As noted in Chapter Four, I use alternative measures of the dependent
variable because different measures capture slightly different aspects of government
performance. These include: 1) the Local Government Development Program (LGDP)
total scores; 2) LGDP scores for development planning; 3) LGDP scores for financial
management; 4) an index of council responsiveness; and 5) an index of council
effectiveness.'! The LGDP total scores tap into overall performance and this aggregate
score includes indicators of both district responsiveness and effectiveness. The scores for
development planning and financial management also include both of the important
conceptual dimensions of performance—responsiveness and effectiveness—but
importantly these two measures track district performance across key tasks. Finally, I use
the responsiveness and effectiveness indices because each index taps one of the
conceptual dimensions of performance.’ Responsiveness measures how well government
output responds to people’s expressed needs and priorities. Effectiveness, on the other
hand, measures how well governments are able to translate policy decisions into tangible
outputs. The results of the regression using these alternative indicators of local

government performance are discussed in the following sections.

! See Chapter Four for a thorough description of each of these variables.
2 Also see Chapter Four for a discussion of the indicators included in the responsiveness and effectiveness
indices.
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I include seven independent variables to test my primary hypotheses about the
impact of central-local relations and features of the local political context on institutional
performance. In Chapter Two, I argue that there is a continued role for central
governments following decentralization. Central governments not only have many of the
skills local governments need to perform their new responsibilities, but central
government ministries also have tremendous experience providing these same services.
Thus, I expect local government performance to improve if central-local relations are
used to transfer this knowledge between levels of government. Specifically, I expect
administrative linkages, in which policy or administrative information is exchanged, will
positively affect local government performance.

On the other hand, political linkages, particularly relations that provide greater
opportunities or facilitate central government political interference in local council
affairs, will negatively affect performance. I distinguish two sides of the political
relationship between central government and local governments—district support for the
center and central government support for districts. I expect central government support
for districts to do the most harm and hypothesize that it will be negatively related to LC
performance. As districts receive more resources from the center, I argue that greater
attention will be paid to national leaders and less attention will be paid to local concerns
and, as a consequence, I expect local governments to perform worse. Because district
support for central governments does not provide or guarantee the same sort of
opportunities for meddling from the center, I hypothesize that it will not have a

significant effect on government performance.
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The measures of central-local relations include: 1) the number of cabinet
ministers from each district (X;); 2) the number of GOU and donor funded projects in
each district (X;); 3) an index of electoral support (X3); and 4) the total number of written
communications between districts and central government ministries in major policy
areas (X4). The first three of these variables capture political linkages between the center
and Uganda’s 45 districts, while the number of written communications measures
administrative linkages.

I also argue that local politics may pose challenges not only to local governments’
ability to perform well, but may also limit the impact of societal factors commonly held
to improve performance. In political environments that are not competitive, participation
will be less effective. Similarly, where politics is extremely personalized, contact
between local leaders and individuals or organized interest groups may not result in more
responsive or effective government, but will instead reflect efforts by these individuals to
secure private benefits from public resources. I use three measures to capture features of
the local political context that may affect local government performance. These include:
1) the share of the vote won by the successful candidate for the position of district
chairperson (Xs); 2) the number of corruption charges brought against LC elected and
nonelected officials (X;,); and 3) whether the District Tender Board (DTB), which is
responsible for awarding contracts and the procurement of goods and services requested
by the district and lower local councils, publishes the dates of meetings and the dates on
which potential contractors and suppliers must submit bids (X;2). The share of votes won
by successful LC5 candidates provides a sense of local political competition, while the

latter two variables provide some indication of the nature of political interactions between
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local leaders and the community and serve as proxies for the degree to which politicians
and administrators in an area may resort to personal politics.

In addition, my analysis includes several variables to test the validity of
alternative hypotheses based on society-centric and structural explanations of local
government performance, which argue that participation, social capital, economic
development and/or policy and institutional experience affect performance. These
variables include: 1) voter turnout in the 1998 LC elections (Xe); 2) the number of
registered NGOs with operations in each district (X,3); 3) levels of generalized trust in
each district (X7); 4) the year districts were created (Xg); 5) a measure of the degree of
hierarchy and centralization of pre-colonial political institutions (X,4); 6) district scores
on the Human Development Index (HDI) (Xo); and 7) district population (X;). Please
see Chapter Two for a theoretical discussion of the expected impacts of these variables on
performance. These variables also serve as control variables to control for the effects of
factors, such as economic development, in order to uncover the effects of the political
variables on performance.

The results are presented in Tables 1 through 5. Regular and robust standard
errors for each model are presented in each table. The robust standard errors are given in
parentheses below the regular standard error. Due to space constraints only the
specifications from the OLS regression using robust standard errors (e.g. R squared, F
statistic, and significance of the F statistic) are presented. All of the models presented in
Tables 1 through 3 reach overall significance levels of at least 95 percent using regular

OLS regression techniques. On the other hand, OLS estimates for the responsiveness and
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effectiveness indices (Tables 4 and 5) are significant only if robust standard errors are
used. These models are not significant if regular OLS techniques are used.

The results from this quantitative analysis are quite informative. I must add a
note of caution, however, because the results are not always robust. For example, I ran
the analysis with and without the control variable “district population” included in the
model. When district population is excluded or other variables, such as the size of the
district in square kilometers, are substituted for population, the models are insignificant
unless robust standard errors are used or outliers are excluded. When district population
and outliers are excluded from the model, the results are similar to what is presented in
Tables 1 to 5 for some of the variables, although not all. Some of the coefficients for
variables that are significant in the full models are not significant when district
population is excluded. For example, the number of cabinet ministers is not significant in
estimates of LGDP total and financial management scores when population is excluded.
Similarly, voter turnout is not significant in any of these models, despite significant,
albeit contradictory, results in Tables 1 to 5. I would argue, however, that it makes
theoretical sense to include district population as a key control variable given that many
of the other independent variables, such as the number of cabinet ministers or the number
of projects, vary according to the overall population of a district. Therefore, the results of
OLS regression when district population is included with the other independent variables
are those presented in Tables 1 through 5 and discussed below.

Given the extremely small sample size, there is also a potential problem of
collinearity, which is discussed much more thoroughly below. Eliminating variables is

not always the best solution to the problem of collinearity given the much more
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problematic risk of misspecifying the model. I included all of the variables that are
theoretically important to local government performance, therefore, in order to assess and
compare the explanatory power of my hypotheses and proposed alternatives. This
chapter reports the various specifications of the model tested and I base my conclusions
on a comparison of these various models. I ran each of the different model specifications
on all five indicators of local government performance. Therefore, Model 1 in Table 1
which estimates the model on LGDP total scores corresponds to Model 1 in Table 2 using
the LGDP development planning scores as the dependent variable and so on. As
discussed below, however, I ran a variety of diagnostics and different models excluding
variables that tend to be correlated with other explanatory variables in order to assess the
effects, if any, collinearity may have on the results reported in Tables 1 to 5.

This chapter is organized into sections based on the explanatory factors discussed
in Chapter Two. These factors and their impact on local government performance will be
discussed in order of their importance in explaining variation in performance.’ The
results of this analysis are quite interesting and contribute to our understanding of local
government performance in a number of ways. Many of the results described below run
contrary to my own expectations and contrary to expectations derived from existing
literature. Section 5.2 will discuss the impact of the structural factors, HDI and district
population. Section 5.3 will discuss the variables I use to operationalize central-local
relations, detailing those that are found to be significant and providing some possible
interpretation for those that are not. Section 5.4 discusses the society-centric

explanations. As will be discussed below, the results for some of these variables are

* Given the small number of cases, I report and discuss results that are significant at the .10 level in
addition to reporting results significant at .05 and .01 levels.
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quite unexpected and even contradictory across alternative measures of the dependent
variable. Section 5.5 presents a discussion of the influence of measures of local political
context on the various measures of the dependent variable. Finally, section 5.6 discusses
the results based on the political and institutional variables.

The results presented in Tables 1-5 provide some support for my hypothesis
concerning the expected impacts of political variables on local council performance. For
example, there is evidence to support my hypothesis about the negative impact of central
government support on district council performance, while the results also reveal an
unexpected, but quite interpretable, positive relationship between district popular support
for the central government and LC performance. More supportive districts perform
better, as will be discussed below. Similarly, the results support my hypothesis about the
positive impact of local political competition and the negative impacts of personalized
politics on councils’ abilities to perform well.

On the other hand, there is less support for society-centric explanations for
performance, such as participation. Participation, measured by voter turnout in LC
elections, has a mixed effect on performance across different measures of the dependent
variable, while alternative measures of participation are not significant at all in explaining
variation in performance. Levels of generalized trust do appear to be important in certain
cases, although the results are mixed. On the other hand, measures of the activism of
civil society, whether aggregate or based on Afrobarometer survey questions about
organizational memberships, are not significant predictors of district council
performance. As discussed below, these measures fail to track the nature of linkages

between LCs and civic organizations, which I argue is the crucial component through

184



which an active civil society can improve the performance of their district council.
Finally, structural factors, perhaps not surprisingly, are extremely important predictors of

variation in local council performance.

5.2  Impact of Structural Factors on Local Government Performance

As noted above, results in Tables 1, 2 and 3 provide substantial support for structural
explanations of institutional performance. District population (X;¢) and HDI scores (Xo)
are significant across various model specifications and both positively impact local
council performance for three of the five measures of performance used in this analysis.
Local government councils in more developed and more populated districts tend to
perform better than their smaller and poorer neighbors do.* These councils tend to earn
higher LGDP total scores, higher scores for development planning and also financial
management, and a higher score on each measure of the dependent variable is indicative
of better performance (see Tables 1-3). Yet, neither of these two variables is significantly
related to the indices of responsiveness and effectiveness.

The fact that more developed and more populous districts are better able to fulfill
their responsibilities regarding development planning is not really surprising, especially
when one considers the activities that are included in the LGDP evaluation of district
performance in this area, such as writing a comprehensive development plan or ensuring
that there is adequate staff in key departments responsible for planning. Structural factors
are sure to affect the skills and resources available to local governments to perform these

tasks. In developed urban and peri-urban areas, local governments encounter fewer
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difficulties in attracting skilled and educated workers and are certainly more likely to
have equipment necessary to successfully design and implement a three-year
development plan, such as computers and even writing utensils, such as paper and pens.

The LGDP performance evaluation includes several measures to evaluate the
logistical and facilitation needs of Uganda’s districts. The level of development in a
district is highly correlated with a measure of the fulfillment of district facilitation and
logistical needs.” More developed districts had more of their logistical needs met and had
fewer issues related to facilitation of their staff than less developed districts. For
example, the performance assessment for Soroti district in eastern Uganda notes that the
district has a problem of transport. Staff lack vehicles or fuel for existing vehicles.
Certainly a lack of transport poses a serious constraint on a district’s ability to provide
services to its constituents, but also inhibits planning. District planners are unable to
travel to different sub-counties to get necessary information about the needs of the people
in those areas. This suggests that development plans in poorer districts may not
adequately reflect the most pressing needs of people in more remote and distant parts of
the district given the constraints to obtaining such information. All district councils in
Uganda have problems with adequate transport or meeting other important logistical
needs. Yet, these problems are significantly more pronounced in less developed districts
within the country.

Larger and more developed districts also perform better in financial management

than their smaller and less developed counterparts (see Table 3). This is likely the case

* HDI and district population are positively correlated; r = .3371; p>.05. HDI and the logarithm of district
population are not correlated. I used the log of district population to limit the effects of the extreme
variability on this indicator.

5 Pearson’s correlation coefficient = .4026; p>.02 level.
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for many of the reasons just described. While a lack of technology may not guarantee
poor financial management, certainly today, accounting is made easier with the help of
calculators and computers and a staff skilled in using such equipment. Poor districts face
greater challenges in hiring and keeping qualified Chief Finance Officers (CFO),
accountants, and auditors. A highly trained staff is an essential component of good
financial management, and yet poor and remote districts struggle continually to recruit
capable employees. For example, one MP from Lira district explained that
decentralization in the district is hampered by the fact that many district employees who
are required to work at the county level refuse to do so. He explains:

The CAO is in charge of the whole district and below you have the

Assistant CAOs [ACAOs] in charge of each county....The ACAOs are

extremely important in the success of decentralization. Because of the

lack of modern facilities—water, electricity, accommodation,

communication, roads—these people refused to go there.

Certainly the fact that ACAOs refused to work at the county level has a negative
impact on performance in Lira, but other districts, especially poorer districts, such as the
districts of Karamoja, are unlikely to attract highly trained or qualified staff even to the
district headquarters. Moreover, Mpigi district headquarters, only a short drive from
Kampala, even struggled to keep many qualified staff members when the district divided
in 2000. Many staff members who lived in Kampala wanted to transfer to the new urban
Wakiso district rather than remain in Mpigi.

As noted above, unlike the other three measures of local government
performance, HDI scores (Xy) and district population (X;,) are unrelated to variation in

district scores for responsiveness or effectiveness in any of the models in Tables 4 and 5.

The fact that HDI and population are not significant in any of the models in Table § is
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unexpected and hard to reconcile with the significant and positive relationship between
these structural factors and scores for development planning and financial management.
More so, however, is the fact that the effectiveness index is not even correlated with HDI
(X,) or population (X)) using simple bivariate analysis. This could possibly indicate a
problem with the measure. While several of the indicators included in the effectiveness
index could be expected to vary with levels of development, others likely have less to do
with available resources and more to do with the commitment of leaders to carrying out
these important tasks. I would argue that a local official’s commitment or interest is
likely influenced by political variables, rather than purely structural. For example, two
variables included in the index measure the regularity of meetings of important
committees, such as the Finance Committee or the District Technical Planning
Committee. Unfortunately, districts with limited resources are going to face additional
challenges in meeting requirements about how frequently these committees should meet
simply because the district council is unlikely to have the resources to pay allowances
committee members are entitled to with each meeting. This is a serious problem in many
Ugandan districts and limits the frequency of meetings of not only committees, but also
councils in some areas. Other indicators, such as the preparation and submission of final
accounts to the Office of the Auditor General, are not linked as directly to levels of
development and a district’s resource base.

The results in Table 4 run quite contrary to many of my expectations about the
factors that are likely to compel local governments to make the fulfillment of the
developmental needs of the local community their top priority. Clearly something else is

driving LC officials to respond to the needs of their constituents rather than simply the

188



level of development. Having resources may enable a district to provide more services
and to generally carry out more activities, yet increased resources are not a guarantee that
district councils will focus their efforts on fulfilling the needs of the people they
represent. For example, the responsiveness index includes indicators that are likely to be
influenced by politics, such as whether the district development plan shows increased
attention to the needs of women and other vulnerable groups. In order to better
understand factors that may spark greater responsiveness, we must turn to political and

society-centric explanations for performance.

5.3  Impact of Central-Local Relations on Local Government Performance

The results presented in Tables 1 to S provide clear evidence that central-local relations
affect the performance of local governments and, thus support some of my hypotheses
about the impact of central-local relations on local government performance. As
discussed above, I argue that political linkages between the center and local governments
in Uganda can be divided into two main components: 1) district support for the
Movement government and 2) central government support to districts. My hypothesis
that central government financial and political support to districts, operationalized by two
variables—the number of cabinet ministers from each district (X;) and the number of
GOU and donor funded projects in each district (X;)—would negatively affect local
government performance is partially supported by these results. As hypothesized, the
number of cabinet ministers from each district (X)) is negatively and significantly related
to two of the five measures of the dependent variable: the LGDP total scores and scores

for financial management. Districts with greater representation in the cabinet earn lower
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LGDP total scores and scores for financial management than do those district with fewer
ministers. The number of cabinet ministers (X;), however, is not related to scores for
development planning, the responsiveness index, or the effectiveness index.

At first, one might think that a negative relationship between cabinet
representation and local government performance is a curious relationship. After all,
greater representation on the cabinet certainly brings with it increased access to resources
for those districts lucky enough to secure a spot on the cabinet. For example, the New
Vision reports that Museveni, while campaigning for Sam Engola, the Movement backed
candidate for MP for Lira Municipality, discouraged residents from voting for the
incumbent Ogwal, whom he compared to a blocked straw that could not deliver the goods
(June 26, 2001). According to the article, Museveni:

...likened Engola to a hallow ajono straw that could drink beer from

agwata (calabash) without any problem. ‘You have nice beer but the straw

is blocked, why don’t you get a hallow straw so that you drink well for

these five years?’

Yet, the results in Tables 1 and 3 clearly suggest that such representation and the
increased access to the center’s resources, which accompanies cabinet representation, do
not help local governments perform their duties. I argue that this is the case because
local politics is given less attention and there is less demand for well performing local
governments in those districts with a number of powerful cabinet ministers or even a few
extremely prominent Members of Parliament. Cabinet ministers and others with
preferential access to central government resources can provide goods and services to
their districts, which can may make local government provision of such goods less

important and even unnecessary. Residents and even local government officials in

districts with preferential access to central government resources through their cabinet
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ministers may focus their attention on increasing the goods from the center rather than
improving the capacity of the district or sub-county councils. Central government
resources and provision of social services, like road or bridge repairs, may, as a
consequence, weaken local governments, undermine their legitimacy, and render them
politically useless.

Likewise, the greater the number of cabinet ministers from a district, the greater
the opportunities for political meddling by the center. Influential cabinet ministers serve
as useful tools through which central government control may be exerted. Cabinet
ministers may seek to use the local council or at least local government officials to
further the political interests of the central government.

As discussed in Chapter Eight, interference in local council elections is one of the
clearest examples of how the Movement government, but also cabinet ministers, meddles
in local affairs. Ministers spent considerable time before the 1998 and 2002 LC elections
campaigning for Movement endorsed candidates and decampaigning candidates that were
either mulitpartyists, reformists, or simply Movement supporters who were not fortunate
enough to have secured the endorsement of key Movement leaders.® Ministers and MPs
are well financed for the task. For example, the Movement Task Force for the local
council elections released 400 million Ush to ministers and MPs to “facilitate Movement
LC3 candidates” during the most recent elections (7he Monitor January 2, 2002). The
impact on local council performance of such interference in local elections by outsiders is

discussed more thoroughly in Chapter Eight, yet provides a clear example that cabinet

¢ See New Vision editorial, “To Back or Not to Back Candidates” (April 23, 1998) which reports that
Museveni “criticised senior Movement figures who got actively involved in supporting particular
candidates for the local council elections.” The 2002 elections and significant financing for MPs and
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ministers and MPs certainly do not hesitate to use or attempt to use local councils to
further goals of the central government.

Similarly, ministers and MPs have often been influential in pushing for the
creation of new districts, as occurred in Kabarole and Mpigi where MPs played a large
role in pushing for the split of the districts. In both instances, district chairmen opposed
the split of the district, but the division went through nonetheless as a result of lobbying
and pressure from influential politicians in the central government from each district.
Moreover, as will be discussed in Chapter Seven, MPs and cabinet ministers from Mpigi
have, on occasion, intervened directly into political struggles between the district
chairperson and the council.

Yet, the relationship between central government support and local government
performance is far from clear cut. The second measure of central government support to
districts, the number of GOU and donor projects operating in each district (X3), is not
significant across most of the models (see Tables 1 and 3-5), but is, in fact, positively
related to scores for development planning.

The finding of a positive relationship between the number of projects and scores
on development planning is unexpected. One factor that may contribute to the positive
relationship between the number of projects and development planning is the fact that
many projects, whether GOU or donor funded, have detailed planning requirements.
Thus, districts with more projects learn over the life of the project how to be better

planners.

ministers to campaign for Movement candidates indicate a shift in thinking and Museveni’s support for
active involvement by MPs and ministers in LC elections.
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Yet, this finding may also provide evidence to support arguments made in
Chapter Seven that the impact of central government support is difficult to determine
independent of levels of district support. Central government support on its own may not
be necessarily bad for local council performance. Instead it is the increased opportunities
for central government influence over local council officials that often accompanies such
support that undermines local council performance. In Chapter Seven, I argue that
dependence on the center or central government influence over local council officials is
heightened when high levels of central government support are combined with low levels
of popular support for the Movement government. To test this interpretation and push the
multivariate analysis further, I am exploring the use of interaction terms that would allow
me to explore how differing levels of district support for the center and central
government support to districts in combination influence local government performance.

On the other hand, this variable was insignificant for the other measures of local
government performance, which provides additional evidence that the independent
impact of central government support on local government performance is difficult to
establish. This could also be due to problems with the measure, however. While the
number of projects is certainly a measure of central government resources to a district, it
is only a measure of formal projects and does not include informal transfers that may
occur. The possibility exists that some projects carried out by the center in different
districts are not included in this count. Likewise, this measure does not indicate the
dollar amounts associated with these projects, nor does it track resources that district
councils receive through visits or contact with ministers or other influential national level

politicians. This information was simply unavailable from the Ministry of Finance or the
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Office of the President despite all of my efforts to obtain it. Yet, allocations to State
House and the Office of the President indicate that a substantial amount of resources are
under the control of the President and his closest advisors. For example, during the
2001/2002 financial year, allocations to State House and the Office of the President
comprised 15 percent of total expenditure on public administration and almost 3 percent
of Uganda’s total budget allocations (Uganda 2002).

As noted above, I hypothesized that district support would have little or no effect
on council performance. Tables 4 and S reveal that this is not the case. Higher levels of
support for the Movement are associated with more responsive and more effective local
governments. The fact that this measure is positively related to these measures of
performance was unexpected, and yet is fully supported by the material drawn from the
three case studies discussed in Chapter Seven. There are clear challenges that local
governments in opposition areas face, such as increased insecurity as a result of rebel
activity, that pose challenges for well functioning local government. And yet, the
evidence from Lira presented in Chapter Seven suggests that the attention given by local
leaders to the district’s opposition status may be equally, if not more, damaging to good
government performance. Not only are local councils less important as attention is
directed to the activities of the central government, but Lira’s leaders, and likely LC
officials in other opposition districts, use opposition as an excuse for bad performance.

Finally, I hypothesized that the measure of administrative linkages, the total
number of written communications between central government ministries responsible
for basic services and districts (X4), would positively impact performance. I expected

tighter administrative linkages to positively affect performance as increased interaction
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between ministries and local government would provide greater opportunities for the
transfer of important skills and information from the center to local governments that are
learning how to perform new roles. Yet, the measure of administrative linkages is
negatively related to some measures of government performance, positively related to
another and unrelated to scores for financial management. These contradictory findings
require some interpretation.

As noted, the measure of administrative linkages (X4) is negatively related to
LGDP total scores and scores for development planning (see Tables 1 and 2). The fact
that central government mentoring does not appear to affect districts’ abilities in
development planning is especially surprising. The Ministry of Local Government has
aggressively promoted programs to instruct and train local legislators and administrators
in development planning. Nevertheless, this finding raises questions about the success or
effectiveness of these efforts.

Equally surprising is the fact that the measure of administrative linkages (X4) is
also not significantly related to variation in LGDP financial management scores (see
Table 3). This result is quite surprising given the detailed financial accounting rules
contained in the Financial Accounting Regulation Act (1996). Most local governments
require a great deal of training and capacity building to fulfill all of these requirements. I
would expect districts that seek and benefit from increased communication with central
ministries to perform better. This does not appear to be the case.

One explanation for the negative relationship between the LGDP total scores and
scores for development planning and the measure of communication between central

government ministries and district governments is the fact that this measure does not
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adequately operationalize the concept of administrative linkages. Simply counting the
number of letters provides no information about the nature of these linkages. This
measure does not capture whether letters sent to districts from a ministry are intended for
mentoring and cooperation or for other purposes, such as investigating instances of
corruption or poor performance. Similarly, the number of letters exchanged between
local governments and central ministries does not measure the extent to which relations
between these two levels of government are cooperative or whether one level dominates
the other. Chapter Two thoroughly discusses my expectation that cooperative relations
are likely to have the most positive effect on local council performance. This measure is
simply unable to recognize and account for such distinctions.

The measure also ignores other types of interactions, such as face to face
meetings, between ministry officials and district staff. Several interview respondents
noted that personal interaction is an important part of their relationship with different
ministries. For example, one MP from an area close to Kampala explained that ministry
officials do not often visit the district but, “...My constituency is special because it is so
close to Kampala. We can go into the offices. We have an active mayor. Other
constituencies are not so lucky. It takes time and money to get something from the
central government.” Similarly, respondents in the case study districts noted that they
often turn required reports in personally and are thus certain to receive immediate
feedback.

Despite the inadequacies of this measure, the seemingly negative result may
actually provide some evidence of ministry activity and efforts to improve local

government performance. In fact, this negative relationship suggests that ministries
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communicate more frequently with the worst performing districts.  Increased
communication with poor performers may indicate ministry efforts to assist districts
whose performance is substandard or those in crisis, such as districts with ongoing
corruption scandals or political wrangles. My measure of administrative linkages may
simply capture ministry reactions to such crisis situations rather than longer term
mentoring relationships.

To explore this relationship further, I separated the data and created two variables:
1) letters sent by districts to the basic service ministries (“letters up”); and 2) letters sent
from ministries to districts (“letters down™). Substituting the new “letters down” variable
for the total number of written communications in Model 1 produces the same result.
The total number of letters sent by ministry officials to districts is negatively and
significantly correlated to the total LGDP scores, and provides further evidence that
Uganda’s ministries tend to respond to bad performance rather than mentor districts in
order to improve performance.’

The “letters up” variable, on the other hand, is not significant in a regression
estimating the total LGDP scores or any of the other measures of the dependent variable.
Nevertheless, this variable is positively correlated at the .10 level to the total LGDP

scores in the bivariate analysis.®

This provides some preliminary evidence that
administrative linkages, like political linkages, can be further divided into those initiated
by the district and those initiated by the center. Linkages initiated by districts may

actually have the positive effect on council performance that I expected administrative

linkages to have generally, as the district council is seeking advice and assistance to deal

" This is not surprising given that the total number of written communications is comprised mostly of letters
down. Most districts sent only a few letters to the ministries for which data was available.
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with a particular problem or just to improve service delivery generally. On the other
hand, linkages initiated by the ministry are tighter in the case of poor performance as
ministry officials attempt to resolve conflicts or solve problems in a council’s delivery of
a particular service. I also must note that the current measure of letters up is inadequate
because data on the number of letters sent by districts to the center was only available for
two ministries, the Ministry of Health and the Ministry of Water. If data were available
for a larger number of districts, perhaps a relationship between administrative linkages

initiated by the district and council performance would be more apparent.

5.4 Impact of Societal Factors on Local Government Performance

Concerning the impact of society-centric explanations, the most significant finding is that
these results offer contradictory evidence regarding the influence of society on
institutional performance. The results suggest that the impact of societal factors on local
government performance in Africa does not always meet the theoretical expectations
based on the literature and likely varies depending on the type of local government
activities under investigation. The impact of measures of participation, social capital and
civil society are weak, at times, or not in the direction one would expect based on a
reading of the literature. For example, the density of associational life or civic activism is
not related to any of the five measures of performance. The impact of participation is,
on the other hand, mixed. At times participation is associated with better performance,
while participation seems to inhibit the ability of councils to perform other tasks. Finally,
there is some support for the hypothesis that local governments perform better in

communities with higher levels of generalized trust.

¥ Pearson’s correlation coefficient = .2856; p>.06 level.
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Contrary to the work of Putnam and expectations based on the civil society
literature, a larger number of NGOs does not appear to improve the performance of
district councils in Uganda. This is one of the most interesting findings from this study.
The measure of the activism of civil society—the number of registered NGOs in each
district (X;3)—is not significant across any of the alternative measures of local
government performance (see Model 5 in Tables 1-5). Moreover, the sign of the
coefficient for this variable (X,;) is negative, possibly suggesting that councils perform
worse when there are a greater number of NGOs present in the community.

It is possible that NGOs establish operations in less developed areas, where local
councils tend to perform worse already. The models control for this fact, however, by
including HDI and population. Another possible explanation is that local councils may
feel less pressure to perform well when there are a large number of NGOs in the area
providing goods and services to the community. Like central government provision,
NGO provision of goods and services may undermine the legitimacy of LCs, thereby
weakening them considerably.

As noted in Chapter Four, the number of NGOs registered with the Ministry of
Internal Affairs and said to be operating in each district is an imperfect measure of civil
society activism. Therefore, I created an alternate measure of the density of associational
life in Uganda’s districts based on survey responses to Afrobarometer questions about
membership in a variety of different types of civic organizations. The average number of
memberships reported by respondents in each district was used to create a district level

measure of civic activism.” Like the number of NGOs registered with the Ministry of

® Districts that were not included in the Afrobarometer survey in 2000 were assigned the appropriate
regional average.
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Internal Affairs, this measure of civic activism is not significantly related to any of the
different measures of local council performance.'® Based on these results, civil society
activism does not appear to improve or even influence local council performance. This
finding is supported by evidence gather from fieldwork in the three case study districts,
which is discussed at length in Chapter Eight.

In order for the presence of NGOs and civic organizations to positively impact the
performance of local governments, interaction between the two groups is necessary.
Neither of these two measures of civic activism, however, provides any indication of the
nature of work performed by existing NGOs, or more importantly, gauges the level of
cooperation or interaction between LCs and NGOs. I would expect that only if NGOs
and LCs cooperate, or if NGOs perform a watchdog function, would the presence of
NGOs likely improve LC performance. While I found limited evidence of such
interactions in the three case study districts, there is variation across the three districts
and tighter LC-NGO linkages contribute to Bushenyi’s better performance. Generally,
however, most NGO activities are carried out with little LC involvement or participation.

Tukahebwa offered a similar analysis of the role of civil society, arguing that in
rural Uganda “civil society hardly exists” (1998, 29). Moreover, he also argues that civil
society has weak or nonexistent ties to local councils, stating, “A few local organizations
that have emerged spontaneously are driven by survival strategies rather than the desire
to influence public policy” (1998, 29-30). A representative from DENIVA, a national

organization for NGOs in Uganda, offered some explanation for the limited ties between

'% Based on findings from case study districts, I created a second index based on the average number of
memberships in three specific types of organizations: development associations; professional associations;
and women’s organizations. These three organizations were found to be slightly more active in their
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civic organizations and local governments. He argued that the history of civil society in
Uganda and even a lack of technical competence within civic organizations constrain
NGQOs in their efforts to influence LC activities or even transfer skills to LC officials that
could improve the council’s performance. The representative argued that civil society in
Uganda emerged to address issues of implementation and fill in gaps in service delivery
not to address political issues. At the same time, he questioned whether the technical
skills exist within these organizations to critique local council programs or budgets, or to
provide alternatives. The relationship between NGOs and LCs in the three districts is
explored further in Chapter 8.

While there is limited evidence to support the hypothesis about the impact of civil
society, there is some initial support for the hypothesis about the impact of generalized
trust. As noted above, the results presented in Tables 1 and 3 indicate that levels of
generalized trust (X;) positively affect some aspects of local council performance—
higher levels of generalized trust (X;) are associated with higher LGDP total scores and
higher scores on financial management.

On the other hand, OLS estimates for the responsiveness and effectiveness indices
indicate that trust consistently has a negative relationship with these important measures
of performance, albeit not significant at the .10 level (see Tables 4 and 5). The negative
sign on the coefficients for the measure of trust in all of the models in Tables 4 and 5
suggests that more responsive and effective local government may actually be associated
with lower levels of interpersonal trust. This certainly runs contrary to the literature. In a

study of the impact of social capital on government effectiveness, Widner has a similar

interactions with the local councils. This second organizational membership index is also not statistically
significant in OLS regression estimates for any of the measures of local council performance.
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finding and proposes the “squeaky wheel” theory, positing that perhaps governments
work harder in areas in which populations are more skeptical and less trusting (1998).
Perhaps communities with high levels of trust do not challenge their local councils to
provide the goods and services they need.

The conflicting results across different measures of local government
performance presented in this chapter raise questions about the exact impact of trust on
district council performance in Uganda. Likewise, evidence from the case studies to
support the hypothesis that trust positively affects local council performance is mixed at
best. Certainly this important relationship warrants further exploration in the future.

But what is the impact of citizen participation on local government performance?
The results presented in Tables 1 to 5 are conflicting and thus, make interpretation of the
impact of participation extremely difficult. Taken together, however, these results do not
provide strong evidence to support the hypothesis that participation, so critical to the
success of decentralization, is associated with better council performance. The evidence
is mixed at best.

For example, participation, measured by voter turnout in the 1998 local council
elections (Xe), is not significant in explaining variation in LGDP total scores across
Uganda’s 45 districts (see Table 1). Even more surprising is that voter turnout (Xg) is not
a significant predictor of variation in levels of political responsiveness by district councils
(see Table 4). More responsive local government in Uganda does not result from the
demands of the community.

Likewise, the results presented in Table 3 indicate that financial management is

better where turnout in local elections is lower. Across all of the models in Table 3, the
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coefficient for voter turnout (X) is negative and significant at the .01 level. Voter turnout
tends to be lower in Uganda’s urban or peri-urban areas, like Kampala and its
surrounding areas and thus, it is possible that this finding of better financial management
where turnout is lower is actually spurious. Tumout could simply be a proxy for urban
areas. [ tested for this by including the percent of the population of each district living in
urban areas. When this variable is included in the model, the results are the same as
reported in Table 3."

In addition, voter turnout in LC elections is negatively related to district council
effectiveness, although the relationship is not as strong or as consistent as in the case of
financial management. Yet, the impact of participation varies dramatically when one
looks at scores for development planning (see Table 2). Voter turnout (Xe) has a strong
and positive impact on LGDP developing planning scores. Districts in which local
populations are more active in local politics, measured by a willingness to turn out to
vote, appear to be better development planners.

But the difference in the effect of political participation across these two areas of
local government performance is extremely interesting, although more easily understood
when one considers that scores for development planning and financial management are
not correlated. Districts that perform well in development planning are not necessarily the
same districts that perform well in financial management. The components of the
development planning score focus to some extent on districts’ efforts to include and
respond to the demands of lower local councils and by extension, the community. Thus,

in communities in which there is a heightened interest and awareness in council activities,

' The results are even stronger if Kampala is excluded and Kampala has the highest percent of the
population urban (100 percent) and the lowest turnout in the 1998 LC elections (only 18 percent of the
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perhaps there is a greater focus on development planning because the community is
mobilized and more active in promoting such concerns. This interpretation, however,
does not explain why districts would not be good at both tasks.

Voter turnout, however, is certainly not a perfect measure of political
participation. Turnout does not measure contact between local government officials and
community members throughout the year or give any indication of the extent to which
local residents actively seek to influence local leaders and hold them accountable.
Elections are simply a tool through which residents may achieve these goals, but more
accountable leadership is not guaranteed simply by voting.

Given these concerns and also problems with Uganda’s Electoral Commission
recently, and concerns about the unreliability of voter turnout data in Uganda, I also
conducted analysis using alternative measures of participation. These alternative
measures of participation are based on survey responses to Afrobarometer questions
about regularity of attendance at community meetings and frequency of contacting local
leaders, as noted in Chapter Four. Neither of these two variables is statistically
significant at the .10 level in OLS estimates for any of the measures of the dependent
variable.'> The measure of regular attendance at community meetings comes close to
being significant (p>.110) in OLS estimates for development planning scores. Recent
studies of decentralization in Uganda report that citizen participation in local councils
across the country is disturbingly low (Makara 1998; Nsibambi 1991; Tidemand 1994;
Tukahebwa 1998), which may contribute to the fact that participation is limited in its

ability to explain variation in district council performance.

eligible voters turnout out to vote).
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5.5 Impact of Local Political Context on Local Government Performance

The results in Tables 1 to 4 offer little evidence to support hypotheses that district
councils perform better where local politics is more competitive. I expected local
governments to perform better in districts where local elections are more competitive and
this is not the case for four of the five measures of performance. The measure of local
political competition—the share of the vote won by the successful LCS candidate—is,
however, significant and negatively related to scores on the effectiveness index, which
provides some support for this hypothesis. Where the district chairperson won by a small
share of the vote and, I argue, politics is more competitive, district councils earn higher
scores on the index of effectiveness. Increased competition may increase turnover and
one might expect higher turnover to contribute to poor performance, yet this is not
necessarily the case. The results in Table 5 suggest that district leaders may actually
work harder in districts where local elections are more competitive and the chance of
being ousted is greater.

Local political competition is, however, not a strong factor pushing district
councils to be more responsive (see Table 4). The share of the vote won by the
successful LC5 chairperson (Xs) has a negative coefficient in OLS estimates of districts’
scores on the responsiveness index, although the variable is not statistically significant.
Nevertheless, the negative sign for the coefficient indicates that greater competition tends
to be associated with greater responsiveness. Like other aggregate measures, this

measure of political competition is imperfect. Other features of the local political context

12 1 substituted these alternative measures for the measure of voter turnout in Model 1 for all five measures
of local government performance.
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certainly shape political competition, including the existence and nature of important
political cleavages. The case study material, discussed in Chapter Eight, provides further
evidence that greater political competition is indeed associated with better performance.

On the other hand, the two measures of the dominant political strategies of local
leaders are statistically significant across several different model specifications and
alternative measures of the dependent variable. This suggests that local governments
perform better where politics is less personalized and local leaders are less reliant on
strategies of patronage.

For example, the variable measuring the nature of the tender process (Xj;) is
positively related to two of the four measures of local government performance. In both
cases, greater transparency in the awarding of tenders and contracts is associated with
enhanced performance (see Tables 1 and 2). LGDP total scores and scores for
development planning are higher in districts where the tender process is more open and
consistent. This measure of the local political context (X;,) is not related to other
measures of district performance—the district scores for financial management and
scores on the indices of responsiveness and effectiveness (see Tables 3-5). Yet, the
second measure of the political strategies of local leaders, the number of corruption
charges brought against local elected and nonelected leaders (X,,), is negatively and
significantly related to district responsiveness and effectiveness scores (see Tables 4 and
5). As expected, district councils tend to be more responsive and effective where there is
less corruption. Certainly governments are less responsive to the needs of the community

when politics is highly corrupt.
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Looking at the other three measures of the dependent variable there is some
additional, albeit limited, support for the idea that Uganda’s district councils perform
better when politics is less personalized. For example, the coefficient for the number of
corruption charges (X,,) is negative for these three measures of the dependent variable.
While this variable is not significant at the .10 level, the negative coefficient suggests that
there is a tendency for districts to perform better where there is less corruption.
Nevertheless, the fact that this variable does not hold more explanatory power is quite
unexpected. For example, I expected that levels of corruption would be vitally important
to understanding district performance overall, but in particular, I expected that corruption
would be related to district performance in internal audit and financial management.
While the number of corruption charges (X;,) is close to being significant at the .10 level
in Model 3, Table 3, it is not, although, as noted, the sign of the coefficient is certainly in
the expected direction.

It is certainly possible that clients benefit from corruption and thus, have a vested
interested in the perpetuation of such activities. When councilors secure district
resources or goods and services for their communities, the community likely benefits,
despite the fact that other parts of the district may be in greater need. I used
Afrobarometer 2000 data to create a measure of the public’s perceptions about the
importance of personal contacts in individual success. This variable may provide further
indication of the extent to which personalism is an important strategy of local politicians
within a district. I used the percent of the respondents to the Afrobarometer survey

within each district that “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that contacts with people in high
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places are necessary to get ahead in life. This variable was not significantly related to

any of the alternative measures of local council performance, however.

5.6 Impact of Policy and Institutional Experience on Local Government
Performance

As discussed above in the case of other explanatory variables, the explanatory power of
the institutional legacy and experience measures, such as the age of the district,
operationalized as the year the district was created (Xs) and the type of pre-colonial
political institutions (X,4), is inconsistent across alternative measures of performance.
First, the variable measuring political institutional history (X;4) is not related to most of
the indicators of performance. This measure is oniy significantly related to the scores for
development planning. Districts that were formerly part of a hierarchical kingdom, such
as Buganda, earned higher development planning scores than did those district that were
part of a much more decentralized system, such as the Lango or Acholi in northern
Uganda. The fact that this finding does not hold across any other measures of the
dependent variable suggests that institutional history, while influencing district council
performance, is less important than other variables.

Second, the age of districts (X3) is significant in the OLS estimates for two of the
five measures of the dependent variable. The length of time a district has existed (Xs)
does appear to influence council performance, but once again, the results based on
different measures of the dependent variable are contradictory. Older districts tend to be
more responsive than their younger counterparts, while newer districts tend to perform

better in financial management than their older neighbors.
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As noted, results in Table 3 indicate that newer districts are better at financial
management. This may be the case because these newer districts have not had the
opportunity or experience of following other guidelines for accounting and have only
operated under the Financial Accounting Regulations (FAR) of 1998. Newly created
districts, such as the six districts that were created in 1997, have no precedents or
previous ways of doing things that may be contrary to the detailed guidelines laid out in
the FAR. New districts have new staff with perhaps greater, more advanced skills and
who may be less entrenched and committed to preexisting bureaucratic routines.

On the other hand, district ages (Xs) are positively correlated with the
responsiveness index, as indicated by the significant negative coefficient for the year
districts were created. Older districts tend to be more responsive, even when I include
important control variables. Politicians in older districts are certainly more experienced,
but are also likely to be more aware of the vagaries of political life and the real possibility
of being ousted in the next election and thus, may feel a g<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>