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Abstract of Dissertation 

 

 

Differentiated Distribution for Authoritarian Stability in Ethnically-Divided Countries 

 

New African authoritarian regimes have emerged and maintained power for long periods 

since the promise of democratization in the early 1990s. A single ethnic group holds the 

most powerful positions in many of these governments, yet they endure despite excluding 

large ethnic groups and introducing elections. In this dissertation, I ask: how do single 

ethnicity authoritarian governments distribute resources strategically in order to maintain 

public support in ethnically-divided contexts? 

To answer this question, I advance a novel theory of differentiated distribution. 

This co-optation strategy maximizes support while minimizing risks by exploiting the 

specific properties of different types of goods. I predict that regimes target durable public 

goods that provide long-term capacity to coethnics and allies that they trust. In contrast, 

they buy the support of adversarial and non-salient groups with non-durable private 

transfers that can be swiftly stopped. I also predict that recipients understand the different 

properties of these goods and respond to receipt accordingly. 

I find support for my theory using original survey data from over 400 households 

and over 70 interviews with government and non-government actors in Uganda. Counter 

to conventional assumptions about coethnic favoritism by African presidents, however, I 

find that allies receive most public goods and adversaries receive most private goods. It is 

therefore important to avoid binary distinctions between coethnics and non-coethnics of a 

regime and instead to explore heterogeneity between non-coethnic groups. My findings 

also have implications for development and stability—while these regimes share resources 
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beyond their own group, long-term restriction of durable goods from some groups may 

create inequality and resentment.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

How do Authoritarian Regimes in Ethnically-Divided Countries Stay in Power? 

 

 

Despite a wave of democratization in the early 1990s, the democratic gains in many African 

countries have not been consolidated. Indeed, new authoritarian and hybrid regimes have 

emerged and maintained power for long periods. A single ethnic group holds the most 

powerful political positions in many of these authoritarian governments and they have 

remained stable despite excluding other groups from meaningful power. In many cases, 

they have also withstood the introduction of popular elections that make public opinion 

increasingly important. In a region where authoritarian breakdown has come from both 

coups and bottom-up pressures, it can be challenging for a regime that is dominated by a 

single ethnic group to maintain broad support. 

 Attracting broader support is likely to be a particular concern for ethnic minority 

regimes that may lack popular legitimacy because they are not viewed as representing the 

population of the country. They may be considered as enacting ‘alien rule’1 over the 

majority of the population and have to work particularly hard to ensure that majority group 

grievances are managed (Hechter 2013). Such minority regimes are also unlikely to be able 

to effectively use calls to an ethnic base in their campaigns to gain support. Indeed, 

highlighting ethnicity in political rhetoric could be detrimental to survival and the 

politicization of ethnicity could lead to violence against the minority group that holds 

disproportionate power (Shoup 2008). Instead, minority ethnic governments have been 

                                                           
1 Defined as “authorities in a given collectivity, who are themselves not members of that 

collectivity” (Hechter 2013, 2). 
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known to downplay discussion of ethnicity and to deny its political salience publicly.2 

Given these specific challenges for minority regimes, they may find it particularly difficult 

to maintain control of an ethnically-divided country. 

Authoritarian leaders attempting to retain power must consider challenges from 

political elites and mass populations (Geddes 1999; Magaloni 2006). Traditionally, the 

survival of authoritarian regimes was conceived as resting on the support of a minimum 

winning coalition from within a small selectorate of elites (Bueno de Mesquita et al 2003), 

however, in recent years, the size of that selectorate has increased to include much of the 

broader population due to the introduction of—typically skewed—elections in many 

authoritarian contexts and increased incidence of protest (Levitsky and Way 2010). 

Strategies to maintain power aimed at countering both levels of threat include repression 

and co-optation (Wintrobe 1990; Svolik 2012). When using co-optation to buy support, 

however, the regime may put itself at risk if elements of the population gain resources that 

enable their independence or mobilization against the government via protests or elections 

(Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2005). This risk is compounded for regimes led by a single 

ethnic group that lacks legitimacy among the broader population. These leaders must walk 

a difficult line between appeasing multiple ethnic groups with resources and avoiding 

strengthening their capacity to challenge the government. How do such authoritarian 

governments distribute resources strategically in order to maintain public support? 

To answer this question, my dissertation advances a novel theory of differentiated 

distribution. This co-optation strategy maximizes support while minimizing risks by 

                                                           
2 For example, Presidents Kagame and Museveni in Rwanda and Uganda, respectively, 

have both used rhetoric to downplay the ethnically-based foundations of their parties 

(Gready 2010; Tripp 2004). 
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exploiting the specific properties held by different types of goods and targeting them 

selectively to particular ethnic groups. The theory first distinguishes distributive goods 

based upon their level of durability. Public goods tend to be durable because they typically 

involve infrastructure and sunk costs that make them hard to remove. In contrast, private 

goods in the form of transfers from the government to individuals can be more easily 

reversed or stopped in the event of defection. The theory predicts that governments seeking 

to buy favor from a broad swathe of the population will target durable public goods 

primarily to coethnics and historical allies because they are more trusted by the regime to 

provide support. Private goods will be predominantly targeted to historically adversarial 

and non-politically salient groups because the regime foresees a greater need to punish 

them with retraction. The long-term benefits of durable public goods signal to groups that 

the regime cares about their development, while the short-term nature of private goods 

indicates to recipients that future provision is dependent upon continued support. Either 

mechanism could increase government vote share and reduce protests. 

I test the theory using original survey data from over 400 randomly selected 

households in four ethnically distinct districts in Uganda. The survey was conducted in 

September and October 2017. I also supplement the survey data with over 70 interviews 

that I conducted over seven months in 2016 and 2017. My interview subjects included 

government at the local and national level, NGO and CSO representatives, researchers, and 

village officials. I chose Uganda as a test case because a single ethnic group has maintained 

power since 1986, it holds elections that make public support an important consideration 

for the regime, the central government affects local resource allocations, and it has access 

to external rents that enable it to distribute benefits to different groups. These factors all 
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make it likely that the government would find a strategy of differentiated distribution useful 

and that it would have the capacity to employ such tactics. 

My dissertation extends existing work in several ways. First, scholarship 

acknowledges that co-optation is an important form of population control (Magaloni 2006; 

Svolik 2012), however, not all goods used for co-optation are created equal—they have 

various properties that affect the capabilities and perceptions of recipients differently. I 

examine how authoritarian leaders capitalize on the different properties of goods in their 

provision strategies. Second, while there is increasing evidence that only some goods are 

used as tools for political targeting (Kramon and Posner 2013) and explanations are 

emerging (Albertus 2013; Diaz-Cayeros et al 2016), there is not yet comprehensive logic 

explaining which goods are chosen and why. Third, much distributive politics literature on 

Africa has focused on the receipt of goods and resources predominantly by coethnics of 

the president (Franck and Rainer 2012; Jablonski 2014; Burgess et al 2015). My 

dissertation extends recent attempts to consider distribution to non-coethnic groups 

(Dickens 2018) by examining distribution patterns to groups that vary in their historical 

relationships to the regime. Finally, the survey evidence allows examination of citizen 

reactions to the receipt of goods provided by the regime. While there have been recent 

attempts to develop aspects of a top-down logic of distribution, accounts that examine the 

effect of goods provision on citizen responses are required. Several studies make the 

assumption that citizens are aware of the different properties of goods and what they signal 

to recipients about the regime’s intentions, however, the data to test these assumptions have 

been lacking (Diaz-Cayeros et al 2016; Albertus 2013). My original survey provides micro-

level data to help develop a bottom-up logic of distribution. 
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My quantitative analysis reveals that the Ugandan government uses a strategy of 

differentiated distribution by providing public goods primarily to allies and coethnics, 

while reserving retractable private transfers for adversaries and non-salient groups. These 

results suggest that the government is attempting to buy the support of a broad spectrum of 

ethnic groups but that less trusted groups are targeted with goods that can be easily retracted 

in the event of defection. Indeed, in the case of Uganda, it appears that allies receive the 

most public goods and adversaries receive the majority of private transfers. The findings 

that coethnics receive fewer public goods than allies and fewer private goods than 

adversary groups are counter to conventional assumptions that coethnics of the regime are 

favored with goods to the exclusion of others in African contexts (Padró I Miquel 2007; 

Jablonski 2014) and provide support to works that have questioned the conventional 

wisdom (Kasara 2007). These results highlight the importance of not dividing ethnic 

groups in a country simply between coethnic of the regime and non-coethnics. Instead, it 

is important to consider how those different non-coethnic groups interact with the regime 

and the likely implications of those relations for regime maintenance strategies in 

ethnically-divided contexts. 

I also examine the mechanisms by which receipt of these goods affect recipients’ 

reactions to the government. My findings imply that recipients of goods in developing 

countries do understand the properties of those goods in ways predicted by academic 

theorists (Diaz-Cayeros et al 2016). I find that people receiving more non-durable private 

goods believe that receipt of goods is dependent upon their continued support to the 

president. In contrast, the receipt of public goods tends to increase a recipient’s belief that 

the regime cares about them. Additionally, these effects are strongest amongst allies and 
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adversaries—groups most likely to believe that the government acts strategically towards 

them. 

These findings have mixed implications for the state of development in Uganda and 

countries where authoritarian leaders use similar tactics. While leaders using a strategy of 

differentiated distribution are sharing resources more broadly than to their own ethnic 

group, the restriction of durable public goods from adversarial and non-salient groups could 

lead to uneven patterns of development in the long-term. Those unequal patterns could also 

lead to growing frustrations in the future that counteract the stabilizing effects on citizens 

that currently exist. 

2. Outline of the Dissertation 

 

The remaining chapters of this dissertation introduce and test the theory of differentiated 

distribution on the case of Uganda. In Chapter 2 I discuss the existing debates in 

comparative politics about authoritarian stability and distributive politics in ethnically-

divided countries. I argue that existing studies have not fully examined why particular 

goods are used by authoritarian leaders to co-opt their populations and they have not 

explored how those goods are provided to various ethnic groups that differ in their 

historical relationship to the regime. I then introduce a new theory of authoritarian stability 

that attempts to contribute understanding to both the top-down and bottom-up logic of 

distribution by authoritarian regimes. Subsequently, I introduce five hypotheses to test the 

theory of differentiated distribution. The first set of hypotheses relates to whether the 

government uses the strategy of differentiated distribution by providing more durable 

public goods to allies and coethnics and providing non-durable private goods to adversaries 

and non-salient groups. The second set of hypotheses relates to whether use of that strategy 
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actually promotes support for the regime and explores the mechanisms through which that 

support is induced—whether through making people believe that the regime cares about 

their welfare or through the implication that goods will be removed if support for president 

is not forthcoming. I test these hypotheses in later chapters. In the remainder of Chapter 2, 

I briefly outline the scope of the theory and suggest a possible universe of cases. 

In Chapter 3, I introduce Uganda as the case upon which I will test the theory. First, 

I provide a short summary of Uganda’s recent political history since independence from 

the British in 1962. Second, I explain why Uganda is a useful test case for the theory 

through a focus on its electoral authoritarian system, the salience of ethnicity for politics 

and the ethnic minority nature of Museveni’s regime, the control the central government 

has over the distribution of resources throughout the country despite Uganda being a 

nominally decentralized political system, and on the access the Ugandan government has 

to external rents that support distribution of goods. I use a combination of secondary data 

and original interviews I conducted with over 70 individuals from my 7 months of field 

work in Uganda. The interviewees included members of the local and national government, 

NGOs, CSO, researchers, and village officials. 

In Chapter 4, I outline the mapping process used to categorize ethnic groups in 

Uganda. Using twenty highly-cited academic texts written on Ugandan politics since its 

independence, I categorized all ethnic groups in the country into four different categories 

based on their relationship with Museveni’s regime and ethnic group. In this chapter, I 

describe the mapping process and then briefly describe why each Ugandan ethnic group 

was placed within one of the four following categories: coethnics of the regime; historical 

allies; historical adversaries; and non-salient groups.  
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I test the first set of hypotheses related to the government’s strategy in Chapter 5. 

This chapter uses data drawn from an original survey of 437 households in four ethnically 

distinct districts of Uganda. The survey was funded by the National Science Foundation 

and took place in September and October 2017. Data were collected on citizens’ receipt of 

different services and transfers, their opinions of who is responsible for providing services, 

their attitudes towards the president, and their preferences for goods and transfers. Through 

a series of regression analyses, I find that the regime strategically targets more durable 

public goods to coethnics and historical allies of the regime and non-durable private goods 

to its historical adversaries and non-salient groups. However, allies receive the most public 

goods and adversaries receive the majority of private goods. These findings are counter to 

traditional assumptions that coethnic of the regime in African countries receive all of the 

benefits. In this chapter I also examine a number of alternative explanations for these 

distribution patterns. I find that my findings are robust to these examinations. 

In Chapter 6, I then use regression analysis to examine the second set of hypotheses 

that relate to citizen responses to the regime. Again, I rely on information from the 

household survey in Uganda. The overall finding presented in the chapter is that, while 

provision of more goods (whether public or private) does not substantially affect the 

perspective of recipients on the president’s performance, it does have other effects, which 

differ by type of good. Within ethnic groups, the receipt of more public goods increase 

people’s belief that the president cares about the development of their area. In contrast, the 

receipt of more private goods makes people increasingly aware that goods and services are 

conditional upon continued support for the president. The strength of these effects also 

differ based upon the type of ethnic group. I find that the opinions of allies and adversaries 
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are affected to a greater extent than those of coethnics and non-salient groups. It is likely 

that these heterogeneous effects are due to the different relationships of the four ethnic 

grouping to the regime and their underlying expectations about the amount that they should 

and do receive from the regime group. 

Following those tests, I use additional questions in the survey data to explore 

whether it is plausible for citizens in Uganda’s decentralized governance system to connect 

their perceptions of the President and his actions to their receipt of goods at the local level. 

I find that people do believe that President Museveni has a strong role in delivery of 

resources to their area and that citizens at the village level are aware of the chains of 

distribution and governance reaching from the center to their villages. 

In Chapter 7, I make an initial attempt to examine whether the pattern of 

differentiated distribution is found in wider contexts. First, I use regression analysis to 

analyze the provision of one public good and one private good across the whole of Uganda 

and find some further support for the theory in this case. Second, I briefly explore two other 

developing country cases—Ethiopia and Rwanda--that are also minority ethnic regimes but 

which differ in their demographic composition in a way that affects the applicability of a 

differentiated distribution strategy. This will be an important factor to consider in my future 

work. 

I conclude the dissertation with Chapter 8. Based on the findings in the previous 

chapters, I conclude that Museveni’s regime in Uganda does likely use a strategy of 

differentiated distribution to stay in power. I suggest, however, that future work is required 

to examine the scope of the theory to determine if the patterns of differentiated distribution 

are affected by the size of the ethnic group in power or by the geographic distribution of 
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groups around a country. Finally, I briefly consider the policy implications of the findings. 

In providing aid to authoritarian leaders using sophisticated targeting strategies, 

international agencies may inadvertently strengthen the regimes. However, these findings 

also suggest some welfare benefits of the distribution strategy to the broader population. 

Although the best resources still seem to be restricted to coethnics and ally groups, it 

appears that these regimes—particularly in the case of a Uganda’s minority government—

are forced to at least ease the worst aspects of poverty for other ethnic groups in order to 

maintain a broad base of support that is more reliant on physical benefits than calls to ethnic 

affinity.  
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Chapter 2: The Theory of Differentiated Distribution 

 

 
In the first chapter of this dissertation, I introduced the puzzle of long-term authoritarian 

rule in ethnically-divided developing countries by a single ethnic group. I also presented 

the main question of the dissertation: How do authoritarian governments in ethnically-

divided contexts distribute resources strategically in order to maintain public support? In 

this chapter, I briefly describe how the dissertation adds knowledge to existing scholarly 

debates regarding regimes and distributive politics, before introducing a new theory of 

‘differentiated distribution’ based on the perceived loyalty of ethnic groups to the regime 

and the properties held by different types of government-provided goods. Finally, I outline 

the hypotheses to be tested in the subsequent chapters of this dissertation. 

1. Existing Accounts of Authoritarianism, Ethnicity, and Distributive Politics 

There has been recent increased academic interest in the stability of authoritarian and 

hybrid regimes (Carothers 2002; Levitsky and Way 2010). Given the lack of democratic 

consolidation in most Arab Spring countries and the backsliding of post-Communist 

countries, authoritarian stability is of contemporary practical importance (Kaya and 

Bernhard 2014; Bermeo 2016). Political development and transitions between regime types 

have, however, also been a focus of political science scholars for the latter half of the last 

century. Modernization theory was coined in the 1950s and placed much of the emphasis 

on socio-economic prerequisites for democratization (Lipset 1959). In more recent years, 

many explanations for authoritarian stability have instead drawn on institutionalist 

arguments, which examine how the state has been able to adapt to modern pressures in 

order to effectively manage potential opposition. Over time, economic arguments have also 

become more sophisticated and, instead of a focus on country income levels and 
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democratization, explore the provision of specific goods to pacify or buy the support of the 

population for authoritarian stability. In this section of the chapter, I briefly outline the 

economic and institutionalist schools of thought before justifying my dissertation’s focus 

on African regimes, the mass public, and targeted goods provision. 

1.1 Traditional Economic Arguments and Newer Institutional Explanations of 

Authoritarian Stability and Change 

Economic development has been one of the most important variables linked with 

democratization in political science scholarship over the past sixty years. A common 

argument in academic and policy circles is that as a country’s income levels rise, the 

likelihood of democratization increases (Lipset 1959). The theory has been tested and 

extended in many statistical analyses, yet debates regarding the truth and cause of the 

apparent correlation between democracy and development are ongoing (Welzel et al 2003; 

Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003). For example, rather than being a linear 

relationship between development and democracy, some studies have indicated that the 

strength and stability of both democracy and autocracy can be sustained by strong 

economic performance and threatened by economic downturns (Haggard and Kaufmann 

1995; Przeworski and Limongi 1997; Geddes 1999; Slater et al. 2014). Others have 

suggested that higher economic development can help to foster democracy only in some 

specific contexts. For example, the establishment of democracy has been found to be more 

likely in places with stronger economies once the incumbent has already fallen due to other 

circumstances (Treisman 2015) or following a period of instability after the violent 

overthrow of one autocratic regime by another (Miller 2012). 
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In addition to overall growth and development, the ability to direct funds to 

particular groups of supporters or social classes has also been found to be important for 

sustaining authoritarian rule. Moore (1965), Bellin (2000), and Radnitz (2010) all claim 

that the middle class will push for democracy where their economic interests are not 

satisfied by the existing authoritarian regime. However, in circumstances where the 

dictatorship supports their economic wellbeing and the guarantee of sustained benefits 

relies on the continued existence of the dictator, the middle class are unlikely to provide 

support to democratizing movements. In addition to this focus on the middle class, Bellin 

(2010) examines the role of the working classes in democratization movements. The 

working class has traditionally been seen as a supporter of democracy (Rueschemeyer et al 

1992), however, Bellin claims that labor may actually support continued authoritarian rule 

if they are economically and politically tied to the regime. As such, they behave in a 

similarly contingent manner as the middle classes. 

These studies usefully highlight that the economic well-being of particular groups 

is important for authoritarian stability. However, few of these studies have considered how 

those relationships might be complicated by ethnic divisions. While Bellin (2010) makes 

note that classes and ethnicity may be coinciding cleavages, it is important to consider in 

greater depth how the relationship between the economy and regime type is affected by 

ethnicity being an important political dimension in a country. For example, the potentially 

unequal nature of development in ethnically heterogeneous and traditionally patrimonial 

societies may stratify class structures and produce more complicated patterns of support 

for a regime. Explanations of regime stability and change in ethnically-divided countries 

are less clear than traditional explanations, which have typically been applied to more 
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heterogeneous societies with class-based cleavages (Lipset 1959). In this dissertation, I 

seek to unpack some of the dynamics of regime stability and change in these ethnically-

divided such contexts. 

Much of the literature regarding economics and ethnically-divided societies has 

focused on stability versus civil war rather than shifts from authoritarian regimes to 

democracy. The assumption that rulers will privilege their own ethnic group and either 

neglect or repress others can lead to tensions in multiethnic societies and has been linked 

to ethnically-based political violence, rebellion, or secession in multiple contexts (van 

Evera 1994; Geertz 1996; Fearon and Laitin 2000; Hechter 2000; Chapman and Roeder 

2007). While, Fearon and Laitin (2003) claimed that ethnically-divided countries were no 

more likely to experience civil war than homogenous states once general levels of 

economic development had been taken into account, more recent literature finds support 

that a combination of ethnic fractionalization with political or economic grievances from 

specific ethnic groups still matter for stability (Gurr 1993; Stewart 2008). However, the 

type of wealth disparity that causes the most grievance continues to be debated. For 

example, ethnic groups that are relatively deprived versus the rest of the population are 

likely to seek secession to escape structural disadvantages, whereas richer groups may be 

satisfied with the status quo if they can access privileged benefits from the state or they 

may be frustrated at subsidizing the rest of the country and seek autonomy as an alternative 

(Horowitz 1985; Cederman et al 2011). 

While these studies often focus on the effect of economic disparity on stability of a 

country in terms of secession or civil war, assumptions about coethnic favouritism also 

have likely implications for shifts to democratization. For example, ethnic minorities may 
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have more rights and protections in a democratic system or they may be excluded from 

power because majority groups are more likely to gain and retain power in a simple 

democratic vote (Horowitz 1993; Mann 2005). Such considerations about the control of 

the economy and state resources by different groups are likely to complicate 

democratization processes in ethnically-divided countries. 

While scholars continue to debate the link between economic growth and regime 

type, there is now a growing focus on how autocratic regimes have adapted to changing 

domestic and international environments by manipulating nominally democratic 

institutions through a process of ‘authoritarian upgrading’ in order to stay in power 

(Heydemann 2007). These institutions have the potential to provide information for the 

regime about levels of support, while giving some semblance of participation to the 

population.3 Recent studies have provided particularly interesting insights about the use of 

elections and legislatures in authoritarian contexts. These institutions of governance are 

traditionally viewed as democratic mechanisms, however, they play a very different role in 

authoritarian regimes.  

Levitsky and Way (2010) credit the rise of elections across the globe to the fall of 

the Soviet Union—regimes must now be seen to hold elections in order to be viewed as 

legitimate in a predominantly liberal capitalist world. The fairness of these elections, 

however, varies widely and in electoral authoritarian regimes the odds of winning are 

stacked against the opposition (Diamond 2002). The effect of introducing elections in 

                                                           
3 This is not to say that authoritarian regimes always get the balance between freedom 

and manipulation right. Petrov, Lipman, and Hale (2013) highlight the risk of misjudging 

the popular mood and introducing unpopular policies. 
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authoritarian countries on the likelihood of regime transition is ambiguous. Some scholars 

claim that holding authoritarian elections, even if they are unfair, can support 

democratization. For example, elections might provide opportunities for collective action 

by citizens or they could foster a sense of political participation among the masses that will 

support real democracy over time (Bunce and Wolchik 2011; Trejo 2014; Lindberg 2006). 

Greenberg and Mattes (2013), however, argue that quality of elections matter for regime 

outcomes—flawed elections make citizens question the value of democracy. 

While these scholars have focused on authoritarian elections as an important factor 

influencing the likelihood of change in authoritarian countries, others see elections as 

largely irrelevant to regime change. For example, Brownlee (2007) argues that they are not 

a likely force for ousting authoritarian governments. Instead, the government only loses if 

a breakdown of elite coalitions allows for the rise of an opposition. In these accounts, the 

mass level matters little for democratizing change. Alternatively, the holding of elections 

may actively strengthen autocratic regimes. Such electoral stability mechanisms have the 

potential to work at both the elite and mass level. At the elite level, they can promote 

competition among high-level politicians and provide signals for how to adjust patron 

client relationships to best promote stability (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009). For example, 

ruling governments in both Egypt and Russia have used election results to determine 

whether political elites are effective at gaining mass support from voters (Blaydes 2011; 

Krastev and Holmes 2012). Elites that are unable to secure a high proportion of votes from 

their regions may be replaced. Additionally, landslide wins can demonstrate the power of 

the existing regime. For example, Magaloni (2008) found that the dominant PRI used their 
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supermajority election wins to highlight that party membership was the only way to access 

power in Mexico. 

Elections have also proved useful for providing information about mass-level 

support and where to target scarce resources. Magaloni (2008) highlights the use of a 

punishment mechanism by the Mexican regime that cuts financial transfers to areas where 

voters defect to another party. Blaydes (2011) found a similar strategy in use in Egypt, 

whereby districts showing higher levels of support for the opposition in the 1984 election 

were provided with fewer water and sanitation resources over the subsequent decade. In 

addition to direct punishment of specific areas, Miller (2015a) claims that authoritarian 

leaders also use voting information to determine policy. A reduction of ruling party 

members in the legislature produced a subsequent increase in aggregate spending on social 

policy as a means to regain support. 

In addition to elections, authoritarian leaders can also manipulate legislatures to 

maintain power. Gandhi (2008) notes that rulers require some cooperation from their 

population and stability in order to secure economic performance. The inclusion of certain 

parties in legislatures can be useful for creating cooperation because the forum enables the 

government to secure concessions in an environment that they control and which avoids 

them looking publically weak. The legislature can also be a useful forum for the regime to 

gather information (Conrad 2011) and it can provide a source of patronage to control elites. 

For example, Blaydes (2011) highlights the co-optation role of the Egyptian legislature. 

While members have no real policy-making power, she explains that elites compete for 

entry to secure parliamentary immunity from corruption and members provide support to 

the regime in return. These studies all underscore the important role that election results 
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and legislatures can have for providing authoritarian stability, however, they do not 

consider how the introduction of these nominally democratic institutions might be affected 

by ethnic divisions in a country. 

In newly democratic countries, constitution construction has proven to be 

challenging due to the fear that one group will rule over others, represent their group’s 

special interests, and address only the needs of their own kin (Horowitz 1993). To promote 

stability, democratic institutions can be explicitly designed to provide representation for 

different ethnic groups, whether through ethnic-federalism, cross-ethnic voting coalitions, 

quotas in the legislature or executive power-sharing agreements to help ensure that more 

groups are represented and have the potential to benefit from the state (Horowitz 1993; 

Lijphart 1993). Ensuring that some of the gains accrue to multiple groups is also likely to 

be an increasingly concern for authoritarian regimes in ethnically-divided countries 

seeking to maintain power because introducing elections and representation in legislatures 

mean that dictators are less insulated from public pressures than they were in the past. As 

such, both economic and institutionalist explanations for economic stability are 

complicated by considerations of ethnic diversity. 

The argument of this dissertation, described in detail below, fits more closely with 

the group of economic rather than institutionalist explanations. However, it moves away 

from the social prerequisites for democracy and transitology literature. Instead, it focuses 

on authoritarian stability and the distribution of specific goods as a strategy for maintaining 

the support of multiple ethnic groups in an ethnically-divided society. Below, I explain the 

decision to focus on regime support in Africa from the mass-level—rather than from 

elites—and the decision to focus on distributive politics. 
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1.2 A Focus on Mass Support in the African Region 

Much of the contemporary academic and policy focus on authoritarianism has concerned 

itself with traditionally strong authoritarian regimes. For example, China, Arab monarchies 

and oil rich states have all been explored in depth (King et al 2013; Gandhi 2008; Bellin 

2012; Ross 2012). In contrast, the examination of sophisticated regime maintenance 

strategies of poorer developing country authoritarian regimes, particularly those in Africa, 

has been typically more limited. While, as discussed further below, the theory I introduce 

in this chapter should apply more widely than to the African region, this is a particular gap 

in scholarship to which I hope to contribute. 

When the regime trajectories of resource-poor African countries are discussed, it 

has often been in reference to the role of kleptocratic dictators who lack sophisticated 

resilience strategies or to international pressures from more developed countries (Bratton 

and van de Walle 1997; Geddes 1999; Carter 2016; Way 2016). For many years, there was 

little focus on the growing sophistication of developing country authoritarian leaders and 

their institutions. African authoritarian leaders, however, have been forced to be more 

strategic than in the Cold War period due partly to international pressure to hold elections 

but also due to the demands of their own populations. Instead of being bounded by few 

rules and having open recourse to repression, leaders are forced to navigate semi-

democratic institutions in public view. For example, several African leaders have recently 

instigated parliamentary processes to alter the constitution to raise or remove term limits 

to allow aging authoritarian presidents to remain in power (Carter 2016; Reyntjens 2016). 

In so doing, leaders and elites are forced to use semi-democratic processes to prolong their 
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rule in the face of populations who are exhibiting a growing attachment to democracy 

(Yarwood 2016). 

Developing country regimes have also been able to manipulate these nominally 

democratic institutions to bolster their security. In addition the work of Blaydes (2011) on 

developing country authoritarian legislatures, discussed in the previous section, a number 

of studies have focused on African cabinets as a mechanism for capturing elite support 

(Arriola 2009; Francois et al 2015). Such studies of sub-Saharan African regimes are 

particularly interesting additions to the traditional focus on stronger states because they 

take into account the added complexity of limited resources and ethnic heterogeneity. 

However, their focus on the co-optation of elites from different ethnic groups does not 

clearly demonstrate how the support of the wider population is gained. This point is 

elaborated below. 

In contrast to these elite level studies, this dissertation is focused on mass-level 

support for regimes. This is justified by the type of regimes found in Africa, trends in 

political transitions, and explanatory gaps linking cabinet-level patronage to public 

support. First, while elite dynamics and coups have been particularly important for one-

party and military regimes in the past, many African governments have been classified as 

personalist regimes due to the lack of institutional constraints on the leader. Geddes (1999) 

explains that these regimes tend to be most at risk of bottom-up pressures due to their 

tendency to repress or expel any opposition. Indeed, Bratton and van de Walle (1997) 

demonstrated that mass protests were most likely to initiate the downfall of personalistic 

African regimes in the early-1990s. 
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While African leaders are now subject to more constraints on their actions than in 

the past, the historical importance of mass protest should not be ignored. This is partly 

because mass-level factors have grown in importance across all authoritarian regime types 

and regions. For example, the Color Revolutions and the Arab Spring were driven by public 

protest. Indeed, Kendall-Taylor and Frantz’s (2014) quantitative study claims that 

autocracies, globally, are now increasingly under threat more from mass revolts rather than 

coups. This trend is reflected in the African region—there have been a series of protests in 

a number of African countries in recent years as a response to attempts by elites to alter 

constitutions in favor of incumbents (Yarwood 2016). 

In addition to protests, authoritarian leaders now face the ballot box as an 

instrument of mass objection and a focal point for public dissatisfaction (Bunce and 

Wolchik 2011). Indeed, Gyimah-Boadi (2015) claims that elections have become the most 

important way of changing leaders in Africa. Since the Cold War, most sub-Saharan 

African authoritarian regimes have adopted elections as a standard part of their political 

process. While voting is skewed to favor the incumbent, in most cases they offer some 

level of contestation (Levitsky and Way 2010). While incumbents may be skilled at 

manipulating the results, these elections can still introduce risk to the regime.  Indeed, 

African countries have seen recent protests again potential election manipulation. For 

example, Uganda experienced rioting in the capital following claims of election 

falsification in 2016 (Freedom House 2016) and the recent Kenyan elections were 

boycotted by supporters of the opponents to the eventual winner Kenyatta (BBC 2017). 

The potential for regime change can be particularly high when elections and protests 

interact (Bunce and Wolchik 2011). For example, the 2016 fall of dictator Jammeh in 



22 
 

Gambia was influenced by both the loss of an election and the mass protests that met his 

refusal to leave office (Kora and Darboe 2017). These examples underscore that 

authoritarian leaders can no longer afford to focus on securing the support of a small 

selectorate of elites to create a minimum winning coalition (Bueno de Mesquita et al 2003), 

instead, the size of the authoritarian selectorate looks increasingly like that of democratic 

leaders because they must consider the needs of a larger group to avoid electoral defeat or 

protests. Given these increased risks from this mass-level, it is necessary to explore whether 

African leaders have learned new strategies to manage the public to maintain their support. 

The ethnic divisions in many African countries can make stability a particular 

challenge for dictators without strong means of repressing the opposition. Some existing 

accounts of African authoritarian stability that explicitly incorporate that ethnic dimension 

assume that the inclusion of an elite member of an ethnic group in regime circles represents 

a patronage network that can control the masses. However, it is not clear whether these 

elite figures have roles that actually enable them to direct patronage, nor whether the 

chosen figure holds sufficient sway over their coethnics to gain their support for the regime. 

For example, Arriola (2009) usefully found that authoritarian leaders reduce their risk of 

deposition by increasing their cabinet size in order to provide patronage to elites of various 

different ethnic groups. Francois et al (2015) go somewhat further to examine the type of 

position provided to elites, considering that some are more likely to result in patronage than 

others. They find that provision of higher value positions to non-coethnics does lead to 

fewer coups. Neither of these studies, however, clearly examine whether this patronage 

system works only at the elite-level, or if patronage actually reaches the masses via these 

ministerial appointments. Some more recent work does attempt to explore whether cabinet 
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appointments translate to receipt of benefits by the coethnic masses. For example, Burgess 

et al (2015) test for the influence of different cabinet members on road building provision 

and found that only the President and Vice President tended to have the effect of increasing 

supply to their own areas. Given that these findings indicate that the patronage network is 

not reaching down to the local level for most cabinet members, more work needs to be 

undertaken to understand how authoritarian leaders in ethnically divided countries are 

attempting to retain the support of the mass population. 

1.3 Public Goods Provision for Engaging Mass Support 

In my examination of mass pressures, I focus on the provision of resources as a 

maintenance tool for regime stability. Traditionally, the strategies available for 

authoritarian regimes are repression or co-optation (Wintrobe 1990; Svolik 2012). 

However, the ability to rely on oppression is limited in poorer countries that lack money 

for sophisticated security structures and that face aid conditionalities. For example, even 

Rwanda, which was initially given lax conditionalities following the genocide, has been 

punished by donors for human rights abuses (Beswick 2010). This is not to say that acts of 

repression do not occur, but, for most countries, tyrannical force is not the more easily 

available option it was in the pre-1990s period. Given such restrictions, the role of goods 

distribution becomes increasingly important. Additionally, the fact that citizens are now 

more able to express their grievances through elections—albeit, as discussed above, ones 

skewed in the regime’s favor—means that the provision of goods will gain importance as 

a strategy to buy support. Indeed, Miller (2015b) shows that leaders in electoral 

authoritarian countries are more likely to spend on the well-being of their citizens than 

autocracies without elections. 
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Due to the poverty levels experienced by much of the population in developing 

countries, the securing of support via co-optation is more likely to occur through clientelist 

provision than through policy commitments (Kitschelt 2000). In such contexts, the buying 

of necessary support from the population is relatively inexpensive and can be done with 

small gifts—such as cash, alcohol, or food—due to low levels of education, urbanization, 

and income. When those factors change, clientelism is likely to become increasingly 

expensive and the use of policy promises to gain support will be more efficient for parties 

(Stokes et al 2013). In unequal societies with both a large poor and a growing section of 

wealthy citizens, parties have also used mixed strategies to appeal to elites with policies 

that benefit richer citizens, while simultaneously appeasing the poor with small direct 

payments (Thachil 2014). 

Often clientelism is conceived as vote buying in terms of a political actor paying a 

voter money or providing a good to support one party over another. In reality, however, 

the strategies available to parties are broader and choices over which tactic to use are 

affected by the context in which the parties operate. Clientelist strategies in democracies 

can also include a party providing payments for people to turnout who would normally not 

vote but whose interests align with their party over the opposition, to stay at home when 

they would normally have gone out to vote for the opposition, or to both turnout and to 

switch the vote from the opposition to the payment providing party. Gans-Morse et al 

(2014) determine that alterations to election rules—such as introducing compulsory voting 

or a secret ballot—and shifts in the salience and polarization in a society can make each of 

these strategies more or less effective. 
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In less democratic contexts, however, voting may not be the most important act in 

which citizens can engage in order to demonstrate political support. Instead, in 

authoritarian contexts or in environments where particular portions of the population lack 

rights and influence, the role of citizens in protests or political violence may also be 

important for influencing politics. In these cases, citizens may be rewarded with clientelist 

goods for taking actions outside of sanctioned political activities (Cammett 2014). Given 

that elections and protests have become increasingly important considerations for 

authoritarian regimes, incumbents may be concerned with buying citizen support not only 

at election time but also throughout the electoral cycle to take the potential for protests or 

rebellion into account. 

Much of the existing African distributive politics literature examining clientelism 

and other forms of co-optation has examined whether presidents and elites direct goods 

disproportionately to their own coethnics or region and have generally found evidence of 

that coethnic favoritism by presidents (Padró I Miquel 2007; Ichino and Nathan 2014; 

Jablonski 2014; Franck and Rainer 2012; Burgess et al 2015). This, favoritism, however, 

may be dependent on the type of goods examined and the particular country context. For 

example, Kasara (2007) found that African governments found it easier to tax their own 

coethnics at higher rates than other groups. Some new work has also highlighted the need 

to look at patterns of provision among non-coethnics. For example, Dickens (2018) noted 

that non-coethnics of a similar language group to the leader in African countries tend to get 

more goods than those who lack linguistic proximity. The treatment of different non-

coethnic groups deserves greater examination because studies that focus only on the divide 
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between coethnics and other groups may be missing important distinctions between the 

potentially many different ethnic groups that sit within the ‘non-coethnic’ category. 

In addition to considering who benefits from clientelism, recent studies have also 

considered what they receive. For example, Kramon and Posner (2013) determined that 

only some types of goods in developing contexts are directed towards coethnics, while 

other goods are distributed more equally. Such studies highlight the need for future work 

to focus on understanding the relationship between the type of good used by the 

government and the purpose of its targeted distribution. Some fruitful investigations of the 

government or party logic of distribution have already been undertaken. For example, 

private transfers have been important for targeting specific voters and excluding others 

(Stokes et al 2013) and higher value goods may be required to reward supporters engaging 

in non-state activities such as militias or protests rather than casting votes (Cammet 2014). 

Recent work in Latin America has also examined the choice between providing public and 

private goods to core versus swing voters. Albertus (2013) found that governments target 

swing voters with longer-term goods in order to send a strong signal of their intent to help 

them while in power. While Diaz-Cayeros et al (2016) also find that longer-term public 

goods are provided to swing voters, their logic is different. They suggest that party 

machines prefer the use of private goods in general for their retractable nature and ability 

to punish non-voters. Parties will provide private transfers to their core supporters, while 

longer-term public goods are only used in areas where base support is lower and they need 

to target a broader swathe of the population. Kasara (2007) also found that while coethnics 

in African counties may be compensated with the receipt of some other government 

provided goods, they tend to be taxed at a higher rate than other groups because the 
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government finds it easier to regulate the activities of those to whom it has closer social 

ties. These are all useful investigations into government strategies. However, there is more 

work to be done to tease out the logic behind selective use of resources, particularly in 

more authoritarian contexts and where ethnicity is politically salient. This literature has not 

yet fully examined the possibility that sections of the population may be favored with 

different types of goods based on the perceived loyalty of their ethnic group to the regime. 

Examining the distribution of specific goods based on the historical loyalty of different 

ethnic groups in order to maintain their support is a contribution that I seek to make through 

this dissertation. 

3. A New Theory of Differentiated Distribution 

The scope of this theory includes authoritarian developing countries with access to external 

rents, where ethnicity is a salient aspect of political competition, and which have had a 

single ethnic group in power for a long period since the adoption of multi-party elections 

that make public opinion an important consideration in regime maintenance strategies. 

These scope conditions will be discussed further in Section 3 of this chapter. This theory 

claims that authoritarian leaders in these contexts will seek to co-opt the public in order to 

buy their support because repression is costly and limited by a dependency on international 

aid. Using goods provision to co-opt the masses can, however, bring its own challenges 

because providing some particular goods to the population could give them the tools to 

question or oppose the government (Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2005). In order to 

counter this potential threat, it is important for authoritarian leaders to consider the 

properties related to the types of goods they use in their co-optation strategies. They must 

also carefully consider the groups to whom they provide those goods.  
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Types of Ethnic Groups 

In ethnically-divided contexts where leaders use co-optation strategies, specific portions of 

the population are likely to have different existing sets of preferences towards the 

government based on the historical relationship of their ethnic group with the regime group. 

Thus, it is likely that some groups within a country present more of a risk to the regime 

than others. I consider four different population groups within an ethnically-divided 

country: coethnics of the regime, historical allies of the regime, historical adversaries of 

the regime, and groups that have not been politically salient. 

I describe the methodology used to make these classifications further in Chapter 4. 

Briefly, however, coethnics are defined as members of the same ethnic group4 as the 

governing power, allies are those groups that have provided political or military support in 

conflicts to the ruling group, adversaries have either fought against the ruling group in 

conflicts or committed acts of rebellion against the government, and non-salient groups are 

those that have not been particularly involved in national politics in such a way that their 

position vis-à-vis the ruling group is evident. 

In measuring ethnic fractionalization in Africa, Posner (2004) considered 

politically relevant groups and examined inter-ethnic ‘alliances’ and ‘rivalries.’ Similarly, 

in this dissertation I identify groups that are politically relevant but focus specifically on 

those that are salient with respect to the existing regime group and then divide them into 

allies and adversaries. I use the language of adversary rather than ‘rivals’ in 

acknowledgement that there may have been conflicts between groups but they were not 

                                                           
4 The term ethnicity is described in Appendix 1. I use ‘ethnic’ group in this description 

but this could refer to a language group, religious divide, or other identity classifications. 
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necessarily rivals for political power. For example, some groups have fought against 

regimes to support another ethnic group, rather than seeking power for themselves. 

I assume that each of these groups likely has a different set of existing preferences 

towards the regime. First, relative to other groups, coethnics will have a stronger base 

preference for a leader from their group to stay in power based on presumptions of coethnic 

favoritism in resource distribution or symbolic benefits from seeing ‘like’ people in power 

(Carlson 2018; Cederman et al 2010). Second, historical allies will also have a relatively 

high preference for their past allies to remain in power because they believe that they will 

gain more from that group being in power in comparison to a member of a group with 

whom they have had adversarial relationships. Their preference for the regime, however, 

is likely to be weaker than that of the regime coethnics; having a member of their own 

group in power would be optimal.  

Third, historical adversaries are likely to have a relatively weak preference for the 

regime to maintain power due to being on opposite sides in past conflicts and having 

demonstrated their preference for an alternative. Past atrocities may also create low levels 

of trust between them and the regime group. They do not, therefore, expect to benefit from 

the current regime and would likely prefer an alternative group to take power. Finally, I 

assume that the preference of non-salient groups lies somewhere between the allies and the 

adversarial group because they have been neither demonstrably supportive of the regime 

group in the past nor of their rivals. They may also have low expectations about the amount 

they are likely to receive from the government because they lack any salient ties with the 

ruling group. 
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The initial preferences of these four different groups for continued rule of the 

existing regime can be summarized in this manner: 

Coethnics of the Regime > Historical Ally > Non-Salient Group > Historical Adversary 

 I contend that the regime is likely to make the same assumptions that I outline above 

with respect to the varying initial preference levels of the different groups. They will take 

these preferences into account when deciding the extent to which they trust each of the 

different groups to provide support for the regime. Despite these differing initial 

preferences, I assume that the regime will perceive some need for the regime to co-opt each 

of these groups because challenges could arise from any of them. For example, were 

coethnics not to receive benefits from the regime, they may wish to replace the existing 

leadership with a different coethnic government. Similarly, if allies do not feel rewarded 

for past support, they may withdraw it in the present period. Or adversaries and non-salient 

groups might be tempted to support a challenger who has the potential to treat them better 

than the current regime, particularly if the challenger represents the adversary groups’ own 

past alliances or a group with closer ties to groups that have yet to be salient in national 

politics. 

A wide range of goods could potentially be used by leaders for the purpose of co-

opting these different groups, however, specific goods have different properties that have 

important political implications. I contend that authoritarian leaders will make use of these 

different properties to maximize their control of the population. 
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Properties of Distributive Goods 

I distinguish goods by the following properties: public versus private goods and durable 

versus non-durable goods. All goods of interest to this theory, regardless of their specific 

properties, are those that are provided by the government rather than by non-governmental 

organizations or private actors. 

I define public goods as goods that once provided can be accessed by multiple 

people in a community. These are not all ‘pure’ public goods that are conceived of as 

entirely non-excludable and inexhaustible. Instead, they are directed to a specific 

community and often the benefits for an individual can be reduced by the use of another. 

As such, they could also be termed ‘club’ goods. A government-provided health center for 

a village would fit this definition because it is available to multiple people but only to those 

in the locale and there are limited staff and medicine resources to be shared. In my 

definition, private goods are not items provided by non-government actors. Instead, they 

are resources directed by the government to a particular individual/household rather than 

to the community. For example, cash transfers from the government to an individual for 

school fees or social security are considered private goods. 

Another important property of goods is whether they are durable or non-durable. I 

define durable goods as those that have the potential to provide long-term benefits because 

they are difficult for the government to take away once provided. These goods usually 

involve infrastructure—whether physical, administrative or personnel-based—that create 

sunk costs and render the good hard to discreetly remove. It is difficult for the government 

to use them as a tool to swiftly punish non-voters or protest participants. Additionally, these 

goods often have the potential to improve the human capacity of recipients in ways that 
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could increase their independence and improve their levels of development because they 

can enhance health, education, or infrastructure over the longer-term. As such, providing 

these durable goods sends a message that the government is investing in an individual/area 

for the long-term. 

In contrast, I define non-durable goods as those that do not represent long-term 

benefits because the government can easily stop their provision and they pose little risk of 

lost investment. For example, the provision of cash or food or the payment of fees help the 

recipient in the immediate term but once they are used up, additional distribution is required 

from the government. This short duration is particularly true if the amounts provided, 

which tends to be the case in developing countries, are of relatively small value. Their 

temporary nature also means that they are less likely than durable goods to improve the 

development capacity of individuals and regions over the longer-term. It is likely that the 

recipients of such benefits will be aware of the potential for the benefits of these short-term 

goods to be sopped. As such, the reversible short-term nature of these goods will likely 

signal to them that benefits are temporary and dependent upon compliance.  

These two properties of goods are correlated. Public goods typically have a higher 

level of durability than private goods. This is because public goods, such as schools and 

health centers, require buildings, staff, and supplies. While financial transfers to these 

facilities can be stopped, this takes time to have an effect and may not immediately halt 

access. Retraction is also politically challenging because systems are somewhat 

bureaucratic and transparent. In contrast, private goods have less durable properties. 

Payments to individuals in terms of school fees or electoral handouts can be one-off or 

clandestine without the stricter protocols of public transfers. This assumption regarding the 
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durability potential of public versus private goods is reflected in existing literature. For 

example, Diaz-Cayeros et al (2016) have explored the difference between these types of 

goods and refer to the “reversible”  nature of discretionary private transfers in contrast to 

infrastructure-based public goods that are “less vulnerable to opportunism” (7). 

To better illustrate the two categories of durable public goods and non-durable 

private goods, I include some examples in Table 1. Many different government-provided 

goods could fit within these two categories, however, in the empirical section of this 

dissertation I focus upon 7 durable public goods and 8 non-durable private goods that are 

displayed in the table. These goods were chosen because they were items likely to be 

provided by the government in the context in which I tested the theory (Uganda) but they 

also likely reflect the type of goods that might be provided in other developing countries.  

TABLE 1: CATEGORIZING THE PROPERTIES OF GOODS 

Type of 

Good 

Examples of 

Government-Provided 

Goods 

Durable/Non-durable Properties 

Public 

Water source 

Physical infrastructure required for bore 

holes and taps. 

 

Provides the basic need of water to the 

population but can have a long-term impact 

upon human development through 

improvements in health and sanitation.  

Health clinics 

Infrastructure required for structure, staffing, 

and medical resources. 

 

Provides health benefits that can have a 

long-term impact upon human development. 

Electricity 

Infrastructure required to provide electricity, 

whether solar or non-renewable energy. 

 

Provides capacity-building through greater 

communications ability and increased 

productivity.  
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Paved/tarmac roads 

Infrastructure required in terms of materials 

and machinery. 

 

Provides capacity-building through 

increased communication and ability to take 

goods to market or to receive supplies. 

 

Roads can also, however, support the ability 

of the government to access an area to exert 

control. 

Primary and Secondary 

schools 

Infrastructure required for structure, staffing, 

and educational resources. 

 

Education provides longer-term capacity 

because acquired knowledge cannot be 

removed. Can support job opportunities or 

build capacity to challenge the government 

(especially above primary). 

Banks/financial 

institutions 

Infrastructure required for structure, staffing, 

and financial transfers. 

 

Banks enable individuals to earn interest on 

savings or to take out loans to grow 

businesses. Their existence in an area is an 

indication of growing financial 

independence. 

Private 

Informal payments Informal payments include one-off payments 

from MPs/other government officials that 

are received unofficially. For example, 

payment for funeral expenses. 

 

Given their sporadic nature, these are 

unlikely to provide capacity building in the 

long-term. 

Vote buying (defined in 

the survey as “any type of 

gift. E.g., Food or cash”) 

Vote buying tends to include small, one-off 

payments that are unlikely to support longer-

term capacity building and independence.  

 

They are also explicitly linked to a short 

period of time before an election, rather than 

ongoing support. 

Pensions Formal payments, typically, over a longer 

time period than informal payments and vote 

buying. 
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They have, however, limited long-term 

benefits after being stopped, which could 

occur quickly.  

Poverty reduction 

transfers 

Formal payments, typically, over a longer 

time period than informal payments and vote 

buying. 

 

They have, however, limited long-term 

benefits after being stopped, which could 

occur quickly. 

Other social security 

payments. 

Formal payments, typically, over a longer 

time period than informal payments and vote 

buying. 

 

They have, however, limited long-term 

benefits after being stopped, which could 

occur quickly. 

School fees Formal payments, typically, over a longer 

time period than informal payments and vote 

buying. 

 

Education could support longer-term 

capacity building, however, payments can be 

stopped relatively quickly. 

Agricultural inputs 

 

Could be formal or informally provided. As 

such, they could be one-off provisions or a 

flow that can be quickly stopped. 

 

Unlikely to produce strong capacity building 

or financial independence. However, may 

provide some longer-term benefits if items 

provide benefits into the future (for example 

yearly producing plants or farm animals that 

provide eggs or dairy) but shorter-term 

benefits if in the form of fertilizer or single 

use seeds. 

Government loans Loans tend to be formally provided and they 

may be larger amounts of money than the 

above transfers because trust and security 

may be required. 

 

Subject to the amount of money and the 

duration of provision, loans could support 

longer-time financial welfare However, the 

government could call in the loan or deny 

future loans as punishment. 
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Implications for Distribution to Different Ethnic Groups  

If we accept that different kinds of goods have different effects on recipients’ capacities, 

we would expect regimes to take advantage of this in their efforts to promote stability. The 

premise of the theory is that governments dominated by a single ethnic group seeking to 

retain power in an electoral authoritarian regimes are likely to require and seek support 

from non-elites across several ethnic groups. They will, however, alter their strategy 

depending on the historical relationship of groups to the regime in order to maximize their 

support from different groups but minimize the risk of providing long-term benefits to 

likely defectors. I assume that the regime views the likelihood of defection from each of 

the four groups as the inverse of the preferences of each group vis-à-vis the regime. As 

such, I would expect the level of trust that the regime has for each group to be: 

Coethnics of the Regime > Historical Ally > Non-Salient Group > Historical Adversary 

This ordering assumes that the regime will be risk averse and consider the likely 

support of non-salient groups that have not demonstrably ‘picked a side’ in the past to be 

lower than that of coethnics and past allies. They will, therefore, be treated as less trusted 

than those who have actively supported the regime in the past. 

Minimizing the Risk of Provision 

I focus on two risks associated with the provision of distributive goods to the public in such 

contexts. The first is the risk that the government provides goods to groups or individuals 

but the recipients do not provide their support in return. The second risk is that recipients 

use the human capital benefits associated with accessing distributive goods to actively 



37 
 

challenge the regime (Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2005). Both these risks are higher 

with public goods than with private goods. 

First, the non-excludable nature of public goods means that multiple people are 

targeted with those goods at once, whether the individuals have earned their share by 

providing their support to the regime. Excluding non-supportive individuals from benefits 

is easier with private goods because they can be directly targeted. Such direct targeting 

does, however, rely on the government knowing which individuals provide support and 

which do not. That knowledge is likely to be weaker in contexts where the targets are not 

of the same ethnic group as the regime and therefore the regime may lack the social 

networks for sanctioning (Habyarimana et al 2007). That problem is likely offset, however, 

in contexts with a dominant authoritarian party that has party brokers acting on its behalf 

who are also culturally embedded in the community (Stokes et al 2013). 

Second, as discussed above, public goods tend to involve some form of 

infrastructure and sunk costs, which make it difficult for the government to stop the benefits 

that the goods provide in the event of groups or individuals retracting their support for the 

government. Public goods also tend to have longer-term capacity building benefits for the 

recipients in terms of building their human capital, as discussed above, which means the 

benefits to the recipients can last even if the government attempts to stop continued access 

to the public goods by cutting funding for upkeep or reducing staffing. In contrast, the 

benefits of non-durable private goods rely on continual provision by the government. In 

the event of a group or individual failing to provide continued support for the government, 

the flow of private goods can be swiftly halted and their benefits to the population quickly 
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disappear.5 This is particularly the case in developing countries where cash-based transfers 

to individuals tend to be of small value and quickly depleted.   

While the provision of public goods can be cheaper than providing private transfers 

on a large scale because public goods can benefit more people at once, I expect the 

government to take the risks discussed above into account when making the decision to 

provide a type of distributive good to its population. As a result of those calculations, the 

long-term investment and benefits associated with public goods will be provided 

predominantly to those groups that the government believes are less likely to withdraw 

their support or rebel against them. Groups that it considers less loyal, but whose support 

may still be important in contexts where public opinion has implications for stability, will 

be targeted with non-durable private goods because the government perceives a greater 

potential need to halt those benefits in the future due to non-supportive activity. 

Based on the potential costs associated with these goods, and in reference to the 

four classifications of ethnic groups described above, I predict that durable public goods 

will be provided to coethnics and historical allies of the regime because these groups have 

proven to be trustworthy in the past and likely have a relatively stronger preference towards 

                                                           
5These assumptions about the long-term value of public versus private goods could be 

complicated depending on the capacity-building value of different types of goods. For 

example, a public bore hole can promote the survival of the population but it does not 

necessarily directly promote their long-term capacity. In contrast, small private transfers 

that enable a child to go to school could enable the human capital development of the 

recipient in the longer term in a way that could promote their independence vis-à-vis the 

regime. While this is an important consideration, the subjectivity of discussions over which 

sector (sanitation, health, education…etc.) is most important for development makes a 

direct comparison between goods challenging. While I explore the types of public and 

private goods provided to different groups in Chapter 5, I contend that the main difference 

in the durability of these goods and the costs and benefits of public versus private provision 

remains important irrespective of the sector to which they contribute. 
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the regime versus other possible rulers from other groups. In contrast, short-term private 

goods with lower durability will be provided to ethnic groups that are historically 

adversarial or not politically salient because the regime views these groups as more likely 

to need punishment due to their lower initial preference for the regime and the greater 

potential attractiveness of a contender from another group. 

Maximizing the Benefits through Signals to Recipients 

These predictions are also bolstered by a consideration of the likely effects of providing 

those goods to different sections of the population and the benefits to the regime as a result 

of provision. I contend that specific groups are more likely to be incentivized to provide 

support to the regime through different mechanisms that are based on their previous 

relationship with the regime. 

Those groups that have either strong social ties via shared ethnicity with the regime 

or those who have provided their support in the past to the regime as allies are likely to 

expect gains from the government in return for those actions and to seek a strong signal 

from the regime that their relationships are being adequately recognized and rewarded. 

Durable public goods, due to their sunk costs and infrastructure, provide a strong signal of 

long-term investment and commitment by the regime to these groups that builds upon their 

existing ties. Receiving these goods will thus help to secure the support of such groups by 

reassuring them that the existing regime cares about their development and is the best 

option for their continued welfare. As such, recipients will be less likely to vote for a 

challenger or join a protest unless they expect the same high level of provision under the 

new regime. 
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The risks described above that are associated with providing durable public goods 

to less trusted groups are already strong reasons for the government to focus on providing 

non-durable private goods to adversaries and non-salient groups. However, the provision 

of private goods that rely on a sustained flow of resources from the government to provide 

continual benefits also has a specific effect on the recipient that will help to secure their 

support. I assume that recipients of private goods will be aware that the benefit of each 

small transfer is fleeting without continued government provision. As such, though private 

goods are a benefit from the regime, this carrot contains an implicit stick—unless the 

recipient continues to provide their support to the regime, the flow of goods will be stopped. 

In contrast to the long-term commitment and affirmation of social ties signaled to coethnics 

and allies by durable public goods, the provision of non-durable private goods underscores 

the conditional nature of provision under the current regime for those groups for which it 

has less reason to trust. Receipt of these goods, therefore, acts as an implicit threat to would-

be defectors and should lessen their propensity to engage in protest, rebellion or voting for 

the opposition. 

The above discussion of both the risks and the benefits of providing different types 

of goods to the four types of ethnic group leads to five hypotheses that I will test in this 

dissertation.  Those hypotheses are divided into two groups. The first set relates to whether 

the government uses the strategy of differentiated distribution. 

H1a: Coethnics and allies receive a higher proportion of public goods than adversary and 

non-salient groups. 

H1b: Adversaries and non-salient groups receive a higher proportion of private transfers 

than coethnics and ally groups. 



41 
 

The second set of hypotheses relates to whether use of that strategy actually 

promotes support for the regime and explores the mechanisms through which that support 

is induced from the different groups. 

H2a: Those who receive more goods (of either type) from the government are likely to have 

a higher opinion of the government’s performance than those who receive fewer goods. 

H2b: The receipt of private goods, in particular, increases recipients’ understanding that 

goods will be retracted if support is not forthcoming. 

H2c: The receipt of public goods, in particular, increases recipients’ belief that the regime 

cares about the long-term development of the recipient. 

Table 2, below, summarizes the above discussion of the properties of the different 

goods, their likely impact upon recipients of the two different types of goods, and the 

targeting strategy that I expect the government to use in reference to the four different 

ethnic classifications. 
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TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF GOODS AND TARGETING STRATEGY 

Type of 

Good 

Examples Typical 

Properties 

Effect on 

Recipients 

Groups 

Targeted 

Durable 

Public 

Good 

Water 

sources, 

health 

centers, 

primary and 

secondary 

schools…. 

All involve 

physical, 

administrative or 

personnel 

infrastructure and 

sunk costs. 

 

Physically hard to 

remove. 

 

Hard to exclude 

people from their 

use. 

 

More likely to 

have longer-term 

impact on the 

capacity of a 

group of 

recipients. 

Recipients 

reassured that they 

are rewarded for 

continued loyalty 

by a regime that is 

focused on their 

long-term welfare. 

 

They are more 

likely to vote for 

the regime and 

avoid protest 

because an 

alternative 

government may 

not have the same 

level of 

commitment to 

their welfare. 

Allies 

and 

Coethnics 

 

Non-

Durable 

Private 

Good 

Small cash 

transfers for 

school or 

medical fees, 

agricultural 

supplements

… 

Involve little 

infrastructure and 

few sunk costs. 

 

Quickly depleted 

meaning that 

benefits are 

fleeting unless 

continually 

supplied. 

 

Easier to exclude 

people from their 

use. 

 

Less likely to 

have a long-term 

impact on the 

capacity of a 

group of 

recipients.  

Recipients are made 

aware that the flow 

of benefits they 

receive from the 

current regime are 

dependent upon 

their continued 

support of the 

government. 

 

They are more 

likely to vote for the 

regime and avoid 

protest because they 

fear that the 

government would 

stop their benefits 

as punishment and 

the negative effect 

will be swiftly felt. 

Adversaries 

and 

Non-Salient 
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4. Scope and Universe of Cases 

The scope of this theory includes authoritarian developing  countries, where ethnicity is a 

salient aspect of political competition, and which have had a single ethnic group in power 

for a long period since the adoption of (typically skewed) multi-party elections that make 

public opinion an important consideration in regime maintenance strategies. These may 

also be termed hybrid regimes. While the theory is likely to be applicable to countries 

where a single ethnic groups holds power, it is most likely to hold in contexts where that 

group is also a non-majority group in numerical terms—a factor that makes it even more 

necessary for a regime to reach beyond its own ethnic group for political support. 

 The specification of ‘resource-poor’ in the above scope conditions is related to the 

question of distribution of goods by the government versus the redistribution of goods or 

resources from one particular group to another. The above theory focuses exclusively on 

distribution of goods, rather than redistribution, and assumes that each group in the country 

will get something, without explicitly examining whether assets are taken from one group 

to be provided to the others. This begs the question: where do the resources come from? 

In the case of many developing countries, governments have access to external rents 

(whether in the form of grants or long-term loans) that enable them to provide to their 

populations without necessarily extracting resources from their own populations (Moss, 

Pettersson, and van de Walle 2006). Many low income countries also lack sophisticated 

tax systems to enable them to extract money effectively to support their budgets and a high 

proportion of citizens still rely on subsistence agriculture for their livelihoods. The taxation 

ability of countries within sub-Saharan Africa has been particularly slow in developing 

with tax levels there being currently lower than they were in the 1970s (Roel and Miller 
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2018). The flow of external funds also means that countries are not incentivized to develop 

effective revenue streams from their own populations. Indeed, authoritarian leaders may 

actively resist doing so in order to maintain high levels of expenditure while avoiding an 

expectation of accountability of the government to the population (Moss, Pettersson, and 

van de Walle 2006; Ross 2011). As such, an additional scope condition for this theory is 

that the government has access to some external rents that enable it to direct resources to 

different parts of the country without overly extracting from a particular group within the 

population. 

While there are challenges with effectively taxing developing country populations, 

it can instead be easier for governments to capture physical resources in the event that 

particular regions of the country are rich in oil or minerals. Such opportunity may cause a 

challenge to my theory’s predictions because a group may be worse off in aggregate despite 

being provided with some government resources in return because the government has 

extracted from them more than others. Existing literature suggests that this can cause 

frustration for those group that consider themselves to be subsidizing others (Treisman 

1999). In the event that one group is subject to this type of extraction, the government may 

still target those groups with some goods as compensation in an attempt to retain their 

support in spite of the redistribution of their wealth in order to avoid potential succession 

or rebellion. Those goods that the government provides in compensation may also fit the 

patterns described above—with groups being compensated for extraction with either 

durable public goods or non-durable private goods based on the extent to which they are 

trusted by the regime. However, the regime may also need to provide the resource owning 

group with additional higher value goods to offset the extraction, which could lead to an 
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adversary group receiving more durable goods—in contrast to the theory outlined above. 

Given the potential for ethnic group and extraction-based incentives to either reinforce or 

diverge in their effect on the type of good that would be provided, I exclude countries with 

access to high value natural resources from the scope of my theory for this initial 

investigation. However, access to internal rents may be a useful variable to explore in future 

work. 

Based on an initial examination of the politics of the 46 countries6 listed as ‘least 

developed’ according to the United Nations Committee for Development Policy, there are 

14 countries who have experienced lengthy periods of authoritarian leadership (based on 

Polity IV scores) of one ethnic group since the 1990s, hold some form of multi-party 

elections, and where ethnicity is salient for politics. This includes the following countries: 

Angola, Burkina Faso, Chad, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Gambia, 

Guinea, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mauritania, Rwanda, Togo, Uganda, and 

Yemen. This list takes into account authoritarian regimes that have recently fallen but 

managed to maintain power for a relatively long period despite the introduction of 

elections. This list excludes countries that have been effectively failed states for long 

periods, such as Afghanistan, Central African Republic, Somalia, Sudan, and South Sudan 

or where there has been frequent changes in leadership. As described further in Chapter 4, 

however, it is necessary to look more closely at each county’s ethnic relationships over 

                                                           
6As of December 2018 these were: Afghanistan, Angola, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Burkina 

Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, DRC, Djibouti, 

Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Kiribati, Lao People’s 

Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, 

Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra 

Leone, Solomon Islands, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tuvalu, 

Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Vanuatu, Yemen, and Zambia. 
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time to better determine the likely applicability of the theory to each country in terms of 

whether groups fit into the four ethnic classifications described in the theory and, in 

particular, whether the main fault line for politics is ethnicity. Subsequent closer 

examination of the socio-political structures in each of these countries, may lead to some 

of them being excluded from the universe of cases. 

While the strategies proposed by the theory are most pertinent for single-ethnicity 

authoritarian regimes—due to their strong control of resources and need to court non-

coethnics—they likely apply to some extent in clientelist democracies and to core-versus-

swing voter debates in general. However, previous work has indicated that directing 

resources to specific ethnic groups and excluding others becomes more challenging in 

democratic contexts (Burgess et al 2015). Additionally, as noted above and explained 

further in Chapter 4, the mapping process does not rely on the voting patterns of different 

groups to categorize them due to the risk of endogeneity and individuals appearing to act 

like core voters due to the gifts they receive and the lack of a viable opposition rather than 

their behavior reflecting ideological or ethnic identification with the regime. I elaborate 

this point in Appendix 1. 

Future work will seek to examine more closely under which contexts the theory 

holds and whether the patterns found in this dissertation are affected by the size of ethnic 

groups in and out of power and their geographic dispersion around a country. 

5. Conclusion 

In this dissertation, I seek to contribute knowledge to debates focused on authoritarian 

stability and distributive politics in ethnically-divided contexts. As such, in this chapter, I 
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have introduced a new theory to help explain the resource distribution strategies used by 

single-ethnicity authoritarian regimes to maintain power. The theory focuses upon the 

different historical relationships that ethnic groups have with the regime groups and upon 

the varied properties held by specific types of goods. I predict that governments will seek 

to maintain power by buying the support of multiple groups with goods, but will seek to 

minimize the risks of groups using those goods against the regime by capitalizing on the 

durable versus non-durable nature of public versus private goods. In this chapter, I have 

also briefly outlined the scope of the theory and a potential universe of cases. In the next 

chapter, I will provide an explanation of why I chose Uganda as a test case for the theory 

and provide an overview of its recent political history. 
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Chapter 3: Authoritarianism and Goods Distribution in the Ugandan Context 

 

 

In this chapter, I briefly outline Uganda’s political history, explain why it was chosen as a 

case upon which to test the theory of differentiated distribution, and describe the context 

of goods distribution across the country. Throughout this chapter I draw on secondary data 

sources and original interview evidence collected over seven months of field work in 

Uganda. I undertook over 30 interviews with government and non-government actors at 

the national and district level and engaged local language research assistants to undertake 

interviews with 40 village chairpersons in four different districts. I find that Uganda is a 

useful test case for the theory of differentiated distribution because it has had a single 

ethnicity authoritarian regime in power for over thirty years, holds elections that allow for 

some contestation and make public opinion an important consideration to the regime, and 

it has a system of governance that allows the President and his government strong control 

over resource distribution. 

1. The Interview Process 

I undertook semi-structured interviews with government, NGOs, civil society, the media, 

and researchers in the capital (Kampala) and the four survey districts (Kapchorwa, 

Mbarara, Moroto, and Mpigi) to learn about the current political context in Uganda, 

whether ethnicity was salient for politics and resource allocation, and the extent to which 

the central government influences local level decision-making and distribution of goods 

and services around the country. The interviewees were chosen mainly based upon their 

role in decision-making or in the implementation of different types of service delivery. For 

example, MPs from districts with different historical relationships with the regime were 

interviewed to understand their perspective on resource allocation to their area and the 
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transparency of decision-making by the government. Similarly, the program managers or 

technical advisors of donor organizations, NGOs, and CSOs in charge of health, education 

and livelihoods projects were contacted via phone or email to provide their opinion on 

government influence over their programming and allocation of aid to different districts. 

Having first sought to contact relevant individuals through internet searches to determine 

people likely to have knowledge of different sectors and government influence, I asked 

interviewees to suggest other organizations or individuals that they thought would be able 

to provide additional information or who were active in service delivery in the four survey 

districts. Following initial contact, I met the interviewees in person and conducted the 

interviews in English. For the interviews with village chairpersons, local language 

enumerators conducted an inventory of local services with them before asking questions 

about relations with different development actors over time. All interviews were 

anonymous and I refer to all interviewees throughout in terms of the role their roles and 

their broad geographic location. Interviewees were provided with anonymity to ensure their 

safety in an authoritarian context and to encourage them to speak freely without fear of 

reprisal. 

2. Uganda’s Recent Political History 

Uganda gained independence in 1962 and has since experienced a succession of 

authoritarian leaders. President Yoweri Museveni of the National Resistance Movement 

(NRM) has been in power since the end of the civil war in 1986. Throughout his time in 

government, Uganda has consistently been ranked as non-democratic by Polity IV, is 
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currently classed by Freedom House (2018) as ‘partly free,’7 and received a score of 0.359 

and 0.279 from the V-Dem Project in 2017 on their electoral democracy and liberal 

democracy indices, respectively.8 In addition to having over 60 Ugandan ethnic groups, the 

country is home to the second highest number of refugees in the world who predominantly 

come from neighboring DRC and South Sudan (UNHCR). 

Uganda was colonized by the British in the nineteenth century. At that time, the 

area consisted of five traditional kingdoms with hierarchical ethnic structures in the south9 

and other territories with less stratified ethnic groups in the rest of the country. During their 

rule over the country, the British used a strategy of indirect governance and largely relied 

upon members of the Baganda tribe—who were traditionally viewed by the colonial power 

as the most intelligent ethnic group—to act as administrators in other parts of the country 

(Kasozi 1994). This strategy was most successful in the south of the country, while areas 

of the north resisted colonization. Despite their resistance, the ethnic groups from the north 

were brought under control and used as soldiers in the colonial army because they were 

considered by the British to be more naturally ‘martial’ than other ethnic groups. This was 

in contrast to the Baganda who were viewed as more suited to administrative tasks 

requiring education (Decalo 1998). 

Despite colonial favoritism towards the south in the allocation of political positions, 

it was leaders from the north who initially managed to accrue the most power in the 

                                                           
7 According to the 2018 Freedom in the World Report, Uganda scored a 5/7 overall 

freedom rating with 7 being the least free. Its political rights were lower at 6/7 than its 

civil liberties at 5/7, which were scored on a similar scale of 7 as the least free. 
8 Both indices score countries on a scale of 0-1, with 1 being the most democratic. For 

context, in the same year, the US received a score of 0.822 and 0.727 on the two indices. 
9 Bunyoro, Buganda, Ankole, Toro, and Busoga. 
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immediate post-independence period. The Ugandan Congress Party gained a large amount 

of support in the post-independence elections and their leader Milton Obote, from the 

Lango region in the north, became Prime Minister in a power-sharing deal with the Kabaka 

(King of the Baganda), who acted as President. However, Obote used his position to amass 

the majority of political power and undermine the Kabaka. In 1966 Obote exiled the 

Kabaka and soon after assumed the presidency of the country. 

While in power, Obote favored the north in terms of patronage and gave particularly 

important positions in the military and government to his fellow Lango and, to a lesser 

extent, neighboring Acholi (Mutibwa 1992). As such, the previously favored southern 

groups became marginalized. This pattern of northern favor continued after Idi Amin used 

his high position in the army to stage a successful coup and oust Obote in 1971. Initially 

he favored ethnic groups from his own West Nile region and fellow Muslims with positions 

within his army and cabinet (Decalo 1998). Upon coming to power, Amin killed many 

Acholi and Langi soldiers that had previously served Obote (Mamdani 1976). Over the 

years, however, most other groups also became targets of his atrocities as he saw them as 

threatening his hold on power and he came to trust only foreign mercenaries in his army 

(Decalo 1998). Uganda suffered heavily under Aim’s rule in both human, social, and 

economic terms as infrastructure and industry—such as cotton manufacturing in the east—

were destroyed (Jones 2009). In 1979, Amin was overthrown with the help of Tanzanian 

military intervention and the Presidency was assumed briefly between 1979 and 1980 by 

two members of the Baganda ethnic group—Yusuf Lule and Godfrey Binaisa—before 

Obote once again rose to power via an election in 1980 (Mutibwa 1992). 
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During his second time in power, Obote again favored the same ethnic groups as 

before and filled his military and government with Lango and Acholi. The patronage to the 

northern groups and the continued marginalization of the previously wealthy south led to 

the formation of the National Resistance Army under the leadership of Yoweri Museveni—

a member of the Banyankole ethnic group from the south west of the country. The ranks 

of the NRA were filled predominantly with Banyankole, Baganda, Bakiga, and Banyoro 

(Tripp 2012). A civil war began in 1981 as the NRA attempted to push Obote from power. 

Initially the northern ethnic groups were united behind Obote. However, he began 

to rely too much upon the Acholi soldiers to undertake the fighting and protected his own 

Lango members of the military. This led to a successful coup in 1985 by Tito and Bazileo 

Okello, two Acholi officers, which toppled Obote. Tito Okello became president for a brief 

period between 1985 and 1986 when the NRA successfully defeated the northern forces. 

The NRA leader Museveni has retained power over the country to date. However, the north 

of the country strongly resisted the new rule of the south with armed movements for over 

a decade into Museveni’s regime. Fighting between the predominantly Acholi Lord’s 

Resistance Army and government forces destroyed much of the north of the country from 

1986 into the 2000s. While the North is now largely peaceful, the commander of the Lord’s 

Resistance Army has not been apprehended. 

3. Uganda as a Test Case for the Theory of Differentiated Distribution 

I chose Uganda during Museveni’s regime as the focus country upon which to test the 

differentiated distribution theory because it fits the four criteria of the theory’s scope 

conditions outlined in Chapter 2. First, Museveni’s regime is an authoritarian government 

that has been in power for over 30 years and it has allowed somewhat competitive elections 
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and some freedom of association. These factors mean that the regime is likely to require 

strategies to maintain popular support rather than concern itself only with the potential of 

elite level coups. Second, ethnicity is politically salient in the country and has been 

highlighted as an identity characteristic upon which patronage networks are based. The 

theory requires the ability to identify different ethnic groups and classify them with respect 

to the ruling ethnic group. This is possible in the context of Uganda. Third, there is evidence 

to suggest that Museveni and his government are able to affect goods provision at the local 

level and have acted strategically to support regime maintenance in the past. As such, he is 

likely not only to have the need to implement the strategy of differentiated distribution, but 

also the capacity to do so. Fourth, the Ugandan economy does not rely heavily on natural 

resources and the distribution of benefits to different parts of the country does not rely to a 

great extent on extracting disproportionately from one ethnic group to redistribute benefits 

to others. Instead, it has access to external rents to support distribution. I elaborate each of 

these four reasons further below. 

3.1 Authoritarianism in Uganda under Museveni 

As noted above, Yoweri Museveni came to power in 1986 at the end of the civil war with 

the north. In so doing, he transitioned the rebel movement National Resistance Army into 

a political organization called the National Resistance Movement (NRM). He has been in 

power as president at the head of the NRM ever since. The government has been 

consistently classified as a personalistic authoritarian regime by Geddes, Wright and 

Frantz, (2014), which, according to them, is the regime type more likely to be threatened 

by mass pressures than internal elite challenges. There are a small number of active 

political parties that currently challenge the NRM in elections and there has been some 
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space for the media and NGOs to operate independently, however, as explained in more 

detail below, that space has been closing in recent years. As described by the head of a 

Ugandan NGO, “Uganda has a democratic face but is more of a dictatorship.”10 

 In the initial post-war period, the country was run under a ‘no party’ political system 

with Museveni’s National Resistance Movement as the only political body. Museveni 

defended this decision as a way to avoid the return to ethnic conflict that might have been 

catalyzed by political competition (Tripp 2004). In reality, this strategy allowed Museveni 

to entrench the NRM structure around the country and to avoid political challenges. NRM 

local organizations, called Resistance Councils, were also set up in every area of the 

country to ensure the party had a presence within every village (Green 2008). While 

elections were held at various levels, the only candidates were from the NRM until 2006 

when the first multi-party elections were held. A number of internal and external pressures 

led to the decision to finally allow multi-party competition after almost twenty years of 

NRM monopoly on power. First, there was increasing international pressure from the West 

for Uganda to improve its democratic credentials following its recovery from the civil war. 

Second, there were internal calls for increased competition and representation particularly 

from what remained of the post-independence Uganda People’s Congress party. Third—

and perhaps of greatest importance—Museveni saw an opportunity to increase his personal 

hold on power by conceding to calls to democratize. The 1995 constitution included a term-

limit clause for presidents. In return for agreeing to multi-party elections, the term-limit 

                                                           
10 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
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was removed, allowing Museveni to compete in presidential elections in the future (Mayak 

and Katono 2010). 

Since the first multi-party elections were held in 2006, there has been some growth 

of opposition parties but it has been hard for them to compete with the NRM organizational 

structure that had penetrated down to the village level throughout the country. They also 

lack the funds available to the government party and the patronage potential that they 

represent. The most successful opposition party has been the Forum for Democratic 

Change (FDC). In the 2016 elections they won 36 of the 426 seats in parliament, in contrast 

to the NRM’s 293. The greatest electoral threat to Museveni himself came from the FDC’s 

2016 presidential candidate, Kizza Besigye. He is from the same Banyankole ethnic group 

as Museveni but is from the Bairu tribe rather than the Bahima. He gained 37% of the vote 

in 2016, according to the government results, and had particular support in urban areas 

(Electoral Commission of Uganda). Despite this growth in support for the opposition over 

time, Museveni and the NRM still have a large majority in government. This majority is 

partially due to Museveni’s manipulation of the electoral landscape. Not only does 

Museveni’s NRM have a monopoly over media coverage and grassroots campaigning 

mechanisms, he has also used repression to counter the opposition. Besigye has been 

imprisoned several times and government forces were called to crush protests after the 

2016 election, amid suspicion of result rigging by the government and the shutting down 

of social media (BBC 2016; Freedom House 2016). 

Despite the limitations in terms of political party competition, there is some 

freedom to question the government in Uganda under Museveni via the media and civil 

society.  For example, there are several newspapers in Uganda and many NGO and civil 
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society organization are active. However, there are restrictions on the level of freedom 

enjoyed by both of these. The government controls the Vision Group, which produces the 

daily New Vision English-language newspaper, and the UBC that produces radio and TV 

programs in English and local languages (Freedom House 2017). There are also a number 

of independent newspapers—such as the Red Pepper and The Observer—which tend to be 

more critical of the government. However, the government has placed restrictions on some 

types of coverage and reporters and editors have been arrested for producing critical 

content during times of heightened political tension. For example, the government banned 

journalists form covering opposition protests in the 2016 election year and journalists from 

the Red Pepper paper were charged with treason for reporting that Museveni was 

interfering with politics in neighboring Rwanda (Freedom House 2017; Observer 2017). 

During the 2016 election campaign, rural media was particularly targeted with radio 

stations taken off the air if they mentioned the opposition. There was, however, greater 

freedom in Kampala that was likely because the government did not want to appear too 

repressive in the eyes of diplomats and donors residing there (Abrahamsen and Bareebe 

2016). A newspaper editor in Kampala particularly highlighted the disjunction between 

media freedom in the capital versus more rural areas. He claimed that the national level 

newspapers produced in the capital were allowed more liberty on reporting because they 

would be read by other countries, while media houses in more rural areas were subject to 

control because this would be less noticed on the international stage and because they 

reached a larger proportion of the electorate.11 

                                                           
11 Anonymous interview, newspaper editor, Kampala, June 2016 
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One interviewee explained the effect of recent break-ins at some media houses, 

claiming that even without direct government action many outlets were becoming “self-

regulating” in what they were reporting.12 Another elaborated how the media environment 

in Uganda had become more restrictive over time:  

Things have gotten more difficult recently. More journalists have been beaten in 

the last 5 years. The police chief uses tougher language against journalists, saying 

that if they are seen to be giving voice to opposition politicians they will make 

themselves legitimate targets. The regime also tries to control media owners13 

In addition to this recent shrinking of freedom for the media, there has been a 

similar closing of NGO space. This is despite the hope that existed surrounding the NGO 

environment in Uganda during the early 2000s amid the general shift towards increased 

democratization on the continent (Tripp 2004). In recent years, there have been reported 

instances of surveillance through phone tapping and various forms of intimidation of 

NGOs, CSOs, and activists who focus on issues of government transparency and advocacy 

(Hammett and Jackson 2017). The government has also used new legislation as a tool to 

control NGO activities. Several interviewees from NGOs and CSOs, both in the capital and 

in more remote areas, were fearful that the NGO Act of 2016 would affect their ability to 

carry out work.14 The Act outlines mechanisms for the National Bureau for Non-

Governmental Organisation to “register, regulate, coordinate and monitor” NGOs with the 

                                                           
12 Anonymous interview, Research NGO, Kampala June 2016 
13 Anonymous interview, newspaper editor, Kampala, June 2016 
14 Anonymous interviews with: CSO, Kapchorwa, August 2017; NGO, Kampala, April 2017; 

CSO, Kampala, June 2016; NGO, Kampala, July 2016; Research NGO, Kampala, June 2016; and 

NGO, Kampala, July 2016. 
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annual registration of organizations being an important component that could allow the 

government to refuse accreditation to organizations of whose activities it does not approve. 

Interviewees also mentioned several other laws that indirectly targeted their 

activities. For example, some claimed that the Public Order Management Bill limited their 

ability to gather together, the Interception of Information Act restricted their privacy, and 

the Anti-Terrorism Act could be used against them and lead to arrests and freezing 

accounts. These fears were particularly expressed among organizations who worked on 

governance and accountability issues that could be seen as criticizing the government.15 

Some of their fears seem to have already been realized—interviewees repeated stories of 

human rights focused NGOs suffering from break-ins and computer theft.16 For example, 

one research organization claimed that their own work was affected; the organization was 

investigated by the government and made to suspend work that focused on vote buying.17 

Even without directly using the powers within these pieces of legislation, however, the 

government seems able to have a restrictive effect on civil society. One NGO claimed that 

“there is more scrutiny and self-regulation due to fear”18 and another that “There is space, 

but civil society is aware that it could be restricted at any time. It is in the back of their 

minds and affects what they do. They are looking over their shoulders.”19 

Finally, in addition to attempting to quash political opposition and public criticism 

through control of the media and civil society organizations, the government has 

                                                           
15 Anonymous interviews with NGOs and CSO, Kampala, June and July 2016. 
16 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, June 2016, and a Research NGO, Kampala, June 

2016) 
17 Anonymous interview with Research NGO, Kampala June, 2016 
18 Anonymous interview with Research NGO, Kampala, June 2016 
19 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
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periodically resorted to outright public repression during Museveni’s regime. At the 

beginning of his time in power, Museveni was accused to committing atrocities in the north 

in his attempts to put down the rebellion by the Lord’s Resistance Army (Apuuli 2006). 

More recently, in the 2016 election campaign, official security services were used during 

protests to fire live ammunition and arrest participants, while volunteer forces were set up 

by police around the country with the official remit of ensuring no election violence but 

reportedly with the practical purpose of intimidating opposition supporters with their own 

brutality (Abrahamsen and Bareebe 2016). Interview respondents also commented on the 

increased visibility of security forces in the capital following the 2016 elections, stating 

that “The country is now ‘under siege’ by men with guns. Instead of there being flowers at 

roundabouts, there are policemen.”20 These acts of physical repression, however, seem to 

be used as a last resort at times when the government feels particularly threatened and do 

not appear to represent the main strategy of control used by the regime. Indeed, 

interviewees commented on the increased presence of armed security forces in the capital 

after the 2016 election because the government was fearful of protests occurring but their 

presence reduced as time passed.21 

While elite threats have occurred during Museveni’s regime, particularly in the 

form of opposition leader Besigye, it is apparent that President Museveni is also concerned 

with public opinion due to the risks induced by multi-party elections and protests. His use 

of NGO and media restrictions, in addition to the use of repression during the 2016 and 

2017 protests, underscores that he is aware of the need to manage public opinion. As such, 

                                                           
20 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
21 Anonymous interview with CSO, Kampala, July 2016 
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the distribution of resources to buy public support from different groups is likely to be a 

useful strategy of regime maintenance in this context. 

3.2 The Role of Ethnicity in Contemporary Ugandan Politics 

Ethnicity has been salient for politics in Uganda throughout its history. Original interview 

and survey data highlight the role that ethnicity is perceived to play in the contemporary 

period for receipt of government services and in daily life.  

The largest group in country is the Baganda, who constitute 16.5% of the 

population. While important in politics, they have only held the position of president either 

when it was mainly ceremonial in the immediate post-independence period or in the brief 

transition period following the ousting of Amin in 1979 (Omara-Otunnu 1987). Museveni 

is a member of the Banyankole, who reside mainly in the south west of the country and 

comprise just under 10% of the population. While a numerical minority in comparison to 

the Baganda, they are the second largest ethnic group in Uganda and are of similar size to 

several other ethnic groups. For example, the Bagosa, Bakiga, and Iteso comprise 8.8%, 

7.1%, and 7% of the population, respectively (CIA 2018). 

As noted above, the previous leaders from the north of Uganda tended to favor their 

own ethnic groups or region in the allocation of positions in the government and army 

(Rubongoya 2007). Museveni is not an exception to this rule. The majority of his NRA 

force in the 1980s civil war was made up of Banyankole, Baganda, Bakiga, and Banyoro 

(Tripp 2012). While there was some effort in the early stages of his regime to give positions 

to other groups—for example, the Prime Minister in 1992 was from the Lango ethnic 

group—the majority of the positions went to members of the groups who had supported 
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him in the war. In later years, this narrowed further with roles in the cabinet and the military 

going to members of his Banyankole group and, more specifically, to his Bahima tribe 

(Tripp 2010). This has led to some tensions with different ethnic and tribal groups within 

the military. At the elite level, Tripp considers these military fractures to be a potentially 

large threat to Museveni’s survival as president. Indeed, Museveni seems to be taking some 

of the dissatisfaction among different ethnic elites into account in recent years. For 

example, Ugandan papers reported that since the 2016 presidential election, Museveni has 

made a greater effort to include other groups in his cabinet as a form of appeasement (The 

Observer 2016). 

Interviewees in the capital seemed very aware of this recent change in policy. When 

asked whether ethnicity was important for politics in Uganda, a number of people brought 

up cabinet positions as an example of where ethnicity was salient. For example, an NGO 

representative claimed that following the 2016 election, Museveni was concerned by the 

public claims that he did not win fairly so he extended cabinet positions to people from 

different ethnic groups that he had not included previously.22 However, my interviewees 

also expressed their doubt that the provision of these cabinet positions would be a real 

vehicle for ethnic group representation and power. An NGO representative stated “there is 

a general feeling of trying to balance ethnic representation [at the cabinet level], but this is 

only window dressing.”23 Most of the interviewees still noted ongoing bias in both cabinet 

appointments and positions in the military.24 They claimed that most of the cabinet continue 

                                                           
22 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, July 2016. 
23 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, July 2016. 
24 Anonymous interviews with: CSO, Kampala, June 2017; MP, Acholi, May 2017; Lawyer, 

Kampala, June 2016; NGO, Kampala, June 2016; Research NGO, Kampala, July 2016; NGO, 

Kampala, July 2016. 



62 
 

to come from the west and the central regions, which are traditionally loyal to Museveni, 

yet some positions have also gone to other areas of the country that have provided votes 

for the NRM in order to appease them.25 However, the most important ministerial posts, 

which according to interviewees include those related to defense and finance, go to people 

from Museveni’s own ethnic group.26 Positions that are held by other ethnic groups tend to 

have authority over less money27 and even the positions held by the historically loyal 

central region have little power.28 

In addition to favoritism in high level cabinet positions, ethnic bias is also noted by 

interviewees in the army and business community. Several people claimed that there is 

even less ethnic diversity in important positions in the security forces than the cabinet due 

to the need to retain loyalty in these powerful positions that hold the potential to threaten 

Museveni—most of the generals are from Museveni’s region or even his family.29 This sort 

of favoritism also affects the business community as well. One academic found in her own 

work that the people who had become wealthy were either of the President’s tribe or they 

had fought on the same side as the president in the civil war.30 These are also the groups 

that have become successful in the new industries coming out of the west. One interviewer 

claimed that the government has promoted industries that have their roots in the west, such 

as dairy and fish, when they were previously not in high demand across the country. They 

suggested that the government had used marketing to popularize foods that originated in 

                                                           
25 Anonymous interviews with Research NGO, Kampala, June 2016 and Research NGO, 

Kampala, July 2016 
26 Anonymous interview with CSO, Kampala, June 2017 and NGO, Kampala, June 2016 
27 Anonymous interview with Research NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
28 Anonymous interview with NGO Kampala, July 2016 
29 Anonymous interview with CSO, Kampala, June 2017 and NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
30 Anonymous interview with Lawyer, Kampala, June 2016 
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the president’s home region to boost profits for the owners, which had reduced demand for 

more traditionally popular foods from the east.31 

In addition to influencing elite patterns of political power and wealth, several 

political figures and members of civil society that I interviewed claimed that ethnic-based 

patronage and discrimination affects the Ugandan population across the country. Indeed, 

these elite positions held by Museveni’s group are seen to affect resources for the masses. 

One northern MP complained about the lack of diversity in the cabinet and stated that “with 

government jobs goes district resources, goods provisions and appointments—they don’t 

look beyond their region.”32 

Ethnicity was particularly seen by some interviewees to affect goods and service 

delivery at the local level.33  Many interviewees agreed that the majority of resources and 

services were directed to western communities or that the size of budget received by 

different districts was determined by their ethnicity.34 Examples of sectors affected by 

ethnic bias provided by interviewees included infrastructure, health centers, schools, 

produce manufacturing industries, and agricultural inputs.35 One MP expressed anger that 

people lacked drinking water in north and eastern regions, while the government was 

sending water to cows in the West of the country.36 

                                                           
31 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, April 2017 
32 Anonymous interview with MP, Acholi, May 2017 
33 Interview with research organization, Kampala, June 2016 
34 Anonymous interview with Research NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
35 Anonymous interview with: Research NGO, Kampala, July 2016; NGO, Kampala, April 2017; 

MP, Acholi, May 2017 
36 Anonymous interview with MP, Acholi, May 2017 
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Not all instances of limited service delivery, however, were blamed upon ethnicity 

by interviewees. Another Northern MP suggested that some of the neglect seen in the 

northern regions may instead be due to rampant corruption that the president does nothing 

to halt. When funds are stolen and services are not delivered, they claim that people in the 

previously rebellious north interpret the effects as the central government not caring for 

their welfare. They claim that “people in the area say “see—they don’t want us”…the 

president and his team, unless there is a change, it looks like he is engineering.”37 As such, 

perception based on historical relationships may affect whether people believe the central 

government is engaging in favoritism. 

Another northern MP also claimed that there was no historical legacy causing 

punishment to the North and that Museveni has tried to address problems since the end of 

the civil war. It should be considered, however, that the MP was a member of Museveni’s 

NRM party and may be more loyal to the president than members of the opposition from 

the same area. He stated that: 

When Obote passed on in Zambia, Museveni brought his body back and buried it 

in his ancestral home. He was not worried that this would galvanize power. It 

showed good will. My strongly held opinion is that to govern this country and 

govern well, the President wants to make knowledge and opportunities available 

in Lango sub-region to govern this country.38 

The fairly common claim of coethnic privilege was also denied by several 

interviewees from the West of the country. Interviewees from the President’s home district 

                                                           
37 Anonymous interview with MP, Acholi, May 2017 
38 Anonymous interview with MP, Langi, May 2017 
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were quick to claim that they were not favored above others. An MP from the region 

explained that the difference in development was because people in the west suffered less 

from the civil war than other regions and that people in the region were engaged in 

production and fueled their own development.39 A civil servant from the area also claimed 

that “It is not true that the west gets all. It is a fallacy for people who are not there.”40 

While perceptions likely feed into assessments of whether and why certain districts 

receive more than others, ethnic considerations remain important despite Museveni’s 

attempts to downplay its salience. One interviewee summed up the situation in Uganda at 

the elite level and in resource provision: “Ethnicity is a strong consideration and it is not 

going away.”41 This assessment received support in the household survey I undertook in 

four districts in different parts of the country in 2017, which is described in greater detail 

in Chapter 5. I included three questions in the survey to gauge how important ethnicity was 

for individuals at the grassroots level in Uganda on an everyday basis. These were the three 

relevant questions: whether the respondent was proud to be a member of their ethnic group, 

whether they agreed that when their group benefits or suffers they also benefit or suffer as 

an individual, and whether they agreed that when their ethnic group is criticized they feel 

personally insulted. These questions attempted to capture a range of different ways that 

ethnicity might be politically salient. The percentages ‘strongly agreeing’ with these 

statements were 81% (of 431), 76% (of 410) and 75% (of 412), respectively, which 

                                                           
39 Anonymous interview with MP, Ankole region, May 2017 
40 Anonymous interview with civil servant, Mbarara, July 2017 
41 Anonymous interview with Research NGO, Kampala, June 2017 
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indicates that ethnicity remains not only important for people moving in politically engaged 

circles in the capital but also for ‘typical’ Ugandan villagers. 

Given the salience of ethnicity in Uganda for politics and the perceptions that the 

history of different groups with the ruling regime affects resource allocations, the use of a 

differentiated distribution strategy may indeed be effective in the context of Museveni’s 

Uganda. 

3.3 Central Government Control and Strategy in Uganda 

The theory will only hold in an environment where the central government is able to affect 

resource allocation at the local level and where the government is strategic enough to 

employ a differentiated distribution strategy. While Uganda has a nominally decentralized 

governance system, it appears that the district level and downwards have limited control in 

practice over the goods and services that they able to provide. The President has also 

demonstrated its ability to employ strategic regime maintenance strategies in the past in 

relation to elites, the broader Ugandan population and the international community. In this 

section, I explain the role of Museveni in the decentralized system of governance and 

provide examples of his past strategic behavior. 

3.3.1 Decentralization 

Decentralized systems of governance are typically designed to take some of the 

responsibility for policy making, service delivery decisions, or financing burden away from 

the central government level and provide it to the more local level. There are different 

possible forms of decentralization that provide varied amounts of autonomy to the local 

level in terms of policy making, fiscal responsibility, and administrative independence. The 

benefits of this approach in Africa were envisaged to be increased stability through power 



67 
 

sharing between ethnic groups and strengthened institutions, improved development via 

services designed to meet local needs, and deepened democracy through increased 

accountability at the local level (Dickovick 2012).  

In Uganda, the government officially began the decentralization process in 1992 

with the Local Government Decentralisation Programme. This was further formalized with 

additional power provided to the various layers of government through the 1995 

Constitution and the 1997 Local Government Act. The five tiers of decentralized 

government in Uganda include the district level (LC5), the county (LC4), the sub-county 

(LC3), the parish (LC2), and the village (LC1). Given that elections are supposed to be 

held for positions at each of these levels, it has been described as one of the most 

decentralized in Africa (Francis and James 2003). 

 There have been some positive outcomes from implementing the decentralized 

structure of government. For example, increased responsibility for the districts helped to 

reduce the tensions between districts and the central government that could have led to the 

resumption of national level conflict (Green 2008). The likelihood of conflict has, however, 

increased at lower levels due to local elites jockeying for power in the local administration 

and because of tensions between ethnic groups who want to branch off from existing mixed 

districts into new more ethnically homogenous ones. The squabbles over positions at the 

district level are particularly heightened because a large amount of power is concentrated 

there, rather than being diffused down to the lower levels (Green 2008). 

Decentralization has also had an ambiguous effect on the quality of service 

provision. The ability to shape the quality of services to meet the needs of local people 

appears to be limited and much of the control over provision at the local level is still 
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affected by the central government. While the central government has allowed some 

elements of decentralization of policy, taxation, and administration, there have been limits 

to the practical autonomy allowed to local level government in each of these areas. In terms 

of policy,  national-level plans that are created at the center still set the standards for 

implementation of most services to be provided at the lower levels and central bodies are 

responsible for monitoring them (Alonso-Garbayo 2017). For example, the government 

produces national plans and standards in different sectors—such as health, water and 

sanitation, and education—that district governments and NGOs must follow. Indeed, 

several NGO interviewees noted that they determine where and what to work on by 

following those government plans.42 Dickovitch and Riedl (2010) claim that the use of such 

standards in Uganda and other countries in the region are effectively a “back door” that 

provides control over spending at the local level. Since multiparty elections were 

introduced in 2006, the central government has also reduced the amount of discretionary 

funds provided to districts in favor of conditional budget lines for specific services, which 

provides greater control over what is provided at the district level (Aworti and Helmsing 

2014). 

The extent of fiscal decentralization is also affected by the limited amount of funds 

that are created at the local level through taxation—in 2010 only about 20% of the Ugandan 

district budgets were collected locally (Dickovitch and Riedl 2010). Much of this taxation 

came from the ‘graduated personal tax’ that was deemed as regressive and reliance upon it 

has reduced and been replaced by taxes on businesses and hotels, which means that the 

                                                           
42 NGOs and CSOs working in the areas of health, water and sanitation, livelihoods, 

social protection and education based on interviews in Kampala between June 2016 and 

October 2017. 
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ability to create local revenue is higher in urban areas (Green 2015). Despite that, an 

interview with an official in Mbarara, one of the more developed districts in the country, 

implied that they struggled to gain 10% of their budget from such taxes and mainly relied 

on the transfers from the center.43  

The district level government, however, is provided the opportunity to create plans 

based on local need and to feed requirements for funding, materials, and staffing up to the 

central government for inclusion in subsequent budgets. Despite there being this 

decentralized planning process to create budgets, Green (2015) notes that “central 

government funding for local governments has been neither reliable nor adequate” (500). 

The lack of responsiveness from the center affects local services in various ways. For 

example, within the health service, additional staffing needs are often not approved by 

central bodies due to limited funding and space for making autonomous decisions at the 

district level was limited (Alonso-Garbayo et al 2017; Henriksson et al 2017). 

The challenge of decentralized planning and service provisioning in a system where 

most of the funds come from the center was a clear theme in many of the interviews. For 

example, one interviewee in Kampala claimed that “the autonomy of the local level is only 

theoretical. They must provide the services, but they have less control because they do not 

have the funds.”44 Interviews with local government actors specifically in the four survey 

districts led to similar conclusions. For example, one civil servant explained that, while 

                                                           
43 Anonymous interview civil servant, Mbarara, July 2017. 
44 Anonymous interview with CSO, Kampala, June 2016 
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they have a devolved planning process, the money comes from the central government and 

there are always funding gaps.45 

 While there is on paper some ability for planning to occur at the local level and 

their plans to be fed upwards, the needs of the district governments often go unmet.46 Civil 

servants from the west and the north both claimed that they produce plans with local 

consultations but they are met with funding gaps that limit their ability to follow their own 

plans.47 NGOs in those areas also recognize that while the district government may want 

to support development in their area, their hands are tied by the resources provided by the 

central government. One NGO claimed “the will is there but they lack the resources,”48 

while another suggested that the motivations of the central government were actively 

detrimental to development in a northern district, stating that “the local government is 

interested in promoting development but the national government wants to ensure that 

people do not get out of poverty.”49 

Interviewees also noted that these budget decisions can have a direct impact upon 

staffing delivered at the local level. One claimed that “it is up to the central government if 

a school has teachers because the government pays the teachers,”50 another stated that “the 

central government pays the wages and this means they can decide on who is employed 

                                                           
45 Anonymous interview with Civil servant, Moroto, August 2017 
46 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, April 2017 
47 Anonymous interview with civil servant, Moroto, August 2017 and civil servant, 

Mbarara, July 2017 
48 Anonymous interview with NGO, Mbarara, July 2017 
49 Anonymous interview with NGO, Moroto, May 2017 
50 Anonymous interview with News Editor, June, Kampala 2016 
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and how many people are employed at the local level,”51 and another that “it is there on 

paper. The ministry has the final say on recruitment.”52  

Even when budgets are formally approved, a researcher claimed that not all the 

money budgeted for districts actually gets sent by the central ministry down to them. 

Indeed, some quarterly payments have been missed altogether. They suggested that the 

Ministry of Health and the Ministry of Public Service were among the worst offenders for 

providing payments. Additionally, their research indicated that some ministries were 

responsible for targeting funds towards groups who are supportive of the government. They 

made this claim of the Agricultural Ministry and suggested that is it “more political than 

systematic.”53 Several other interviewees also suggested that the central government 

provides resources to areas that are supportive of the government. For example, one 

claimed that “the center has a big influence with the smaller levels of government. The 

districts that do not support the NRM get fewer resources.”54 

This favoritism seems to be a particular problem in some areas of the country that 

have had an antagonistic relationship with the central government and it appears that the 

directives for favoritism come from the highest level. For example, an MP from the north 

claimed that: “Museveni has also stated that he will not prioritize regions that do not 

support him. The civil service followed suit. The area received few project interventions.”55 

Others agreed that there is a strong influence from the president on where funds actually 

                                                           
51 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, June 2016 
52 Anonymous interview with Education Advisor NGO, Kampala, April 2017 
53 Anonymous interview with Research NGO, Kampala, July 2016 
54 Anonymous interview with NGO, Kampala, June 2016 
55 Anonymous interview with MP Langi region, Kampala, May 2017 
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get spent: “the National development plan should be the guide for broad and balanced 

development. Development needs are identified by the UNDP and resources should be 

directed in that way. But it is not clear to me how it is divided. It is decided by lobbying 

and the cabinet and by the President who makes promises.”56 

Existing studies also suggest that the President takes a direct role in local 

provisioning. Lambright (2014) noted the interference of the President in local government 

decision-making in the capital, which creates negative effects on service delivery. He also 

has the power to determine which districts benefit from particular projects and can direct 

them in a way that meets his political objectives. For example, Hickey and Bukenya (2016) 

claim that Museveni recently agreed to extend a social protection program pilot to an 

additional district in order to gain their electoral support. It has been suggested that such 

transfer programs are unlikely to be implemented in a programmatic manner in Uganda 

and will remain a form of patronage into the foreseeable future (Hickey and Bukenya 

2016). In relation to provision of such private transfers at the local level, it appears that 

political actors from the district level down to the village have influence over their local 

distribution. My survey evidence57 indicates that there have been instances of favoritism in 

provision of goods to NRM supporters and that this occurred particularly with private 

goods including agricultural inputs, loans, funeral costs, school fees and employment 

opportunities. Typically, the people holding office at the lower local levels come from that 

location and are therefore, due to the geographical concentration of ethnic groups in 

Uganda, usually from among the same ethnic group. As such, these local leaders are 

                                                           
56 Anonymous interview with MP Langi region, Kampala, May 2017 
57 Discussed in greater detail in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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socially embedded in the communities and are likely more able to identify and sanction 

non-supporters than those from other groups (Habyarimana et al 2007). Given the power 

of the central government over location of transfer programs and the influence of party 

actors at the local level, it appears that both public and private goods can be subject to 

central manipulation and party favoritism. 

In addition to this financial and resource control, there is also political control by 

the president at the local level in Uganda.  Indeed, some claim that the original motivations 

behind decentralization in Uganda may also have been to maintain central government hold 

on power. It has been suggested that the decentralized system is “less a check on the power 

of the central government than an extension of its control into local areas” (Green 2015, 

496). Indeed, Dickovick and Riedl (2010) note an attempt to ‘recentralize’ power through 

drawing back some initial administrative decentralization to regain control over choosing 

staff for senior local positions. Additionally, there are centrally appointed positions that are 

important for decision-making. For example, the positions appointed by the central 

government are the Chief Administrative Officer, who is in charge of running the district 

government and overseeing the provision of devolved services, and the Resident District 

Commissioner, who represents the president at the district level and is responsible for 

raising national level concerns at that level. Green (2008) claims that power is concentrated 

at the district level rather than being effectively spread down to the other levels of local 

government. As such, the national government has found it necessary to maintain political 

posts at the district level for members of the NRM, which maintains central influence over 

local members of the district government (Green 2008). Manyak and Katono (2010) also 

noted that for the Resident District Commissioners “the present focus appears less on 
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monitoring local government activities and more on doing what the president thinks is 

important in that district to secure his re-election” (15). 

Several of my interviewees also claimed that the central government have channels 

for political control over the local levels through political appointments at the district. An 

international donor organization claimed that “power has not really infiltrated down to that 

level. The RDC will still have to make phone calls to the top.”58  They also claimed that 

sometimes they are unable to work directly with district government figures because they 

do not have the power. Instead they must interact with ministries at the central level.59 The 

influence of the central government over local level actors is clear in this example provided 

by and INGO: 

The wife of the president is supportive of girls’ rights. She promoted the 

Children Amendment Act. However, she told us that they should not do 

any activities that mean that children are empowered to question adults 

because that is disrespectful and not part of the Ugandan culture. Then, at 

the local level, government told us the exact same thing. There are strong 

channels from Museveni and his close group down to the local level. Their 

message reaches down.60 

These political appointees are not the only actors constrained in their local 

autonomy, MPs also find their power is limited to determine development outcomes in 

their areas. One MP from the north stated “I don’t know how democracy works in other 

                                                           
58 Anonymous interview with donor organization, Kampala, June 2016 
59 Anonymous interview with donor organization, Kampala, June 2016 
60 Anonymous interview with INGO, Kampala, July 2016 
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places, but the elected here do not have power. There is no impact of what you do and 

plan.”61  However, this appears to be somewhat dependent on whether MPs are of the ruling 

party or not. One NRM MP from a previously rebellious region in the north claimed that 

while their predecessor was unable to gain resources for their area they did so because “I 

carried a voice but it was the voice of the NRM. The government was able to listen because 

it is an NRM government. It is difficult in a multi-party system to provide programs through 

the opposition.”62 

Based on the secondary and interview evidence, it appears that decentralization has 

not effectively provided autonomy to local levels of government in Uganda to provide 

resources to their populations. Instead, much of the power still lies with Museveni and his 

central government in terms of policy making, financing, and direct political control 

through loyal actors. 

3.3.2 The Strategic Nature of Museveni’s Regime 

In addition to having a large amount of control over decision-making at the district level, 

Museveni has demonstrated his ability to act strategically to maintain his power. Three 

important examples of his government using sophisticated strategies to maintain power 

include the proliferation of new districts, Museveni’s management of relations with the 

international aid community, and his manipulation of democratic processes to support his 

government. 

                                                           
61 Anonymous interview with MP Acholi region, Kampala, May 2017 
62 Anonymous interview with MP Langi region, Kampala, May 2017 
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When Museveni came to power in 1986 there were 33 districts in Uganda. At the 

time of writing, this has increased to 112. The proliferation of new districts that has 

occurred in recent years has enabled the president to reduce the bargaining power of larger 

units (Grossman and Lewis 2014) and to directly extend his control through larger 

patronage links and additional local security officials (Lewis 2014). Indeed, Awortwi and 

Helmsing (2014) claim that new districts have tended to be created out of existing districts 

predominantly in the east and north of the country where the opposition was strong. The 

newly created districts are seen as a form of patronage and have been rewarded by votes 

for the NRM in subsequent elections. Similarly, Green (2010) claims that the creation of 

new districts is a way to provide additional political positions as a form of patronage after 

the ability to skim rents from public funds was reduced with the introduction of structural 

adjustment. It was also due, he asserts, to the heightened need to buy support produced by 

the introduction of multi-party elections. Some interviewees also displayed awareness of 

the strategic nature of administrative proliferation in terms of the effect on elites. For 

example, one NGO representative claimed that “the national government is only interested 

in generating political capital and gaining elite support. It is not interested in the people. 

When an area goes from a sub-county to a municipality there is no extension of services. 

However, it does create political positions. People do not get services.”63 

In addition to managing relationships with domestic elite through district 

proliferation, Museveni has demonstrated his strategic nature in his interactions with the 

international aid community and his ability to capitalize on trends within the donor 

community. Since 2001, Western aid has become increasingly focused on the threat of 

                                                           
63 Anonymous interview with NGO, Moroto, May 2017 
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terrorism and the need for governments in areas at risk of terrorism to be able to counter 

threats with force. Museveni has been able to use this shift in priorities to gain a large 

amount of funding for his military and other security forces by highlighting Uganda’s role 

in pacifying extremism at home and in other countries in the region. However, the increase 

in military strength has, Anderson and Fisher (2018) claim, been used to bolster his control 

over the country and potential opposition to his regime. Indeed, they specifically describe 

Museveni as being “far from a passive player in the process” with international donors (74) 

and have highlighted the “strategic thinking on both sides” of the relationship (86). 

Another way in which Museveni has been able to skillfully influence donors has 

been to manage Uganda’s image as both a country capable of maintaining order and as in 

need of military support. He has been able gain funding for the military by highlighting 

ongoing security challenges in remote areas of the country, while underscoring his capacity 

to build a strong state through the relative security of the capital in which most donors 

spend their time (Fisher 2014). Museveni has also highlighted his capacity to help tackle 

terrorism in neighboring states in order to gain additional resources. One of the reasons this 

strategy has been possible is due to an increased support among the west for African 

countries to be at the forefront of tackling security problems on the continent. This means 

that the international community has been more willing to supply Uganda’s military, but 

the Ugandan government—among others in the region—has also been able to push back 

to an extent on western prescriptions for exactly how to use those increased supplies by 

using the rhetoric of ‘African solutions for African problems.’ Fischer and Anderson 

(2015) describe this process as a demonstration of “a clear understanding of negotiating 

capacity and leverage” (142). 
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My interviews, however, suggest that the international community have not been 

blind to Museveni’s failings as a democratic leader, even prior to the widely criticized 2016 

elections. Despite his limitations, it appears that western actors generally preferred him as 

the leader of Uganda to the main opposition candidate Besigye. An expat director from an 

INGO stated “The feeling among diplomats was that he would have been a worse dictator 

than Museveni. All expats would have been sent out according to what he has said…People 

have a lack of freedom of expression, but this is traded for safety.”  They also claimed that 

Uganda under Museveni is seen among diplomats as “the least worst dictatorship,” 

although there is “zero freedom and democracy”.64  

At the domestic level, Museveni has also been able to leverage his reputation as a 

pillar of stability. He has politicized domestic terror threats around election times and 

promoted the NRM as the party of security (Romaniuk and Durner 2018). Crucially, 

however, Museveni has also recognized where this strategy is unlikely to work and relies 

on the distribution of resources to those unlikely to vote for him based on stability alone. 

One INGO representative explained the inter-generational divide in the appeal of security 

and Museveni’s strategy for tackling it: 

The older generations here see Museveni as bringing peace and stability. They still 

provide support. The younger generation are questioning him. All they have seen 

is Museveni in power. They question his accountability. The youth vote is not in 

support of Museveni. There could be risk of an Arab Spring type uprising. Older 

people still think of the war and genocide. It is like Kagame in Rwanda. He 

                                                           
64 Anonymous interview with INGO, Kampala, July 2016 
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understands that problem. He has been creating more infrastructure to try to get that 

support back. He is putting a lot of money into youth economic empowerment to 

appease these key voters.65 

Finally, Museveni has demonstrated his strategic nature via his ability to 

manipulate nominally democratic institutions in order to retain his position. In 2017, he 

managed to gain enough political support to amend the constitution to remove age limits 

that would restrict him from running in future elections (Daily Monitor 2018). This was 

similar to his successful attempt in 2005 to remove term limits that would have ended his 

presidency. He has also used his cabinet appointments strategically. In addition to 

considerations of ethnic representation discussed above, one interviewee highlighted a new 

tactic to include multiple political parties in the post-2016 cabinet: 

For the first time in the regime’s history, ministers from the opposition have been 

appointed. This is because people know that the president did not go through 

official systems in this election and he feels the need to appease the spirit of the 

people. Additionally, many ministers have been appointed. This helps to entrench 

him and to appease the other side.66 

Given Museveni has demonstrated his ability to use sophisticated strategies to co-opt 

elites through district proliferation, capitalize upon his relationships with international 

donors to bolster his military, and to manipulate the constitution and ministerial 

                                                           
65Anonymous with interview INGO, Kampala, July 2016 
66 Anonymous with interview CSO, Kampala, June 2016 
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appointments, it is likely that he would have the ability to enact a strategy of differentiated 

distribution in Uganda. 

3.3.4 Funding Distribution in Uganda: Taxes, Rents, and Borrowing 

In the case of Uganda, the distribution of government goods and services does not rely to 

a great extent on redistribution from particular ethnic groups to others because extraction 

from the population is fairly low and does not disproportionately penalize a specific region 

or group. Instead, the government can rely on external rents and their shortfalls are covered 

by borrowing. 

Domestic taxes in Uganda made up approximately 54% of Uganda’s total revenue 

in the 2016/17 budget, which represents an increase over time. However, international trade 

taxes still contributed 42% of the total revenue, reflecting the ongoing challenge of 

effectively taxing the population (Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic 

Development 2018). Direct domestic taxes are drawn mainly from the pay of formally 

employed individuals earning over 235,000 UGX per year and taxes to businesses with a 

turnover greater than 10 million UGX.67 The tax bands are fairly progressive, with larger 

companies and higher earning individuals taxed at a higher percentage of their earnings. 

However, it is difficult for the government to draw much revenue from taxes due to non-

compliance, a large informal sector, and a high reliance on subsistence farming for the 

livelihoods of much of the population (Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic 

Development 2017; UBOS 2018).  Indeed, tax compliance attitudes in Uganda were found 

to be particularly low in comparison to other countries in the region, with Ugandans 

                                                           
67 63.83 USD and 2,716.17USD, respectively, based on OANDA rates 03/04/2019. 
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claiming both that taxes were too high and that people’s income is too low to be able to 

contribute to the state (Ali, Fjeldstad, and Sjursen 2014).  

Given that a greater proportion of the working population are engaged in 

subsistence farming in the north and east of the country, the majority of individual taxes 

come from the capital, the west, and the central region where mostly ally and coethnics of 

the president reside (UBOS 2018).68 This does not appear to be a deliberate attempt to 

target these groups for extraction versus the others but to be the result of a fairly progressive 

tax system. Other direct domestic taxes come from corporations and businesses, the 

majority of which again reside in the west and central regions, while indirect taxes 

predominantly accrue from the sale of particular types of goods. In 2016/17, manufacturing 

provided 1,011.77 billion USH of taxes from VAT on different goods. Aside from the 

traditionally taxed goods of alcohol and cigarettes, one agricultural sector is particularly 

earmarked for taxation among these ‘manufactured’ goods—the dairy sector contributes 

approximately 11.03 billion USH to revenue in Uganda through taxes on milk. Given that 

the majority of milk production occurs in the south-west of Uganda and Ankole in 

particular, this could represent extraction from coethnics to support the rest of the country. 

However, the dairy industry in the West has been cultivated by NRM policies since coming 

to power and is seen as a form of patronage to political elites in the area (Kjær 2015). It 

does not therefore seem that this situation reflects the patterns identified by Kasara (2007) 

of presidents taxing their coethnics most heavily due to the ease of taxing groups with 

                                                           
68 The percentage of the working population engaged in subsistence agriculture in 

2016/17 were 58.7%, 57.2%, 46.9%, 39.7%, 32.4%, 3.7%, and 0.9% in Karamoja, the 

East, the North, the West, the Central region, peri-urban Kampala, and Kampala 

respectively. 
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whom they have social ties, but an economically efficient way of producing revenue for 

the government and rewarding the region at the same time. As such, this extraction seems 

to be generally offset by the benefits of the lucrative dairy sector in the area. Taxation, 

however, forms a relative small area of the economy and the government has highlighted 

the need to improve the system so that it becomes a more sustainable source for government 

spending in the future (Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development. 2017). 

Rents from natural resources also do not make a big contribution to the Ugandan 

economy—at least not at this point in its history. A sizable amount of oil reserves was 

discovered in the West of the country in Bunyoro in the early 2000s but, while contracts 

have been negotiated, no oil has yet been extracted. The majority of the oil is, based on 

existing plans, likely to be brought into the national budget and thus be extracted from the 

area. However, current legislation in the 2014 Public Finance Bill include the stipulation 

that 7% of profits will go back to Bunyoro as compensation (Hickey and Izama 2016). 

While there is speculation about the effect that these resources will have on distribution in 

the future, these rents do not currently have an impact upon the economy. 

The rents that are more important in the contemporary period are those that accrue 

from international aid. Net official development assistance to Uganda amounted to 

2,008.1USD million in 2017 (OECD 2019). This represents 7.9% of Uganda’s GNI that 

year and reflects an increasing trend in recent years (OECD 2019). In the official projected 

budget figures for 2018/19, externally funded projects were set to make up 7,734.5 billion 

UGX of the 30,745.2 billion UGX resource envelope. This amount includes 1,585.6 billion 

UGX in grants, 3,459.4 billion UGX in concessional loans, and 2,689.6 billion UGX in 

non-concessional loans (Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development 2018). 
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These international contributions help to fund many of the social sectors of interest to this 

dissertation. For example, health, water and sanitation, and education services (OECD 

2019). In addition to international loans, short falls in the budget will be met by domestic 

borrowing, another source of funding that does not rely on redistributing resources 

specifically from one ethnic group to another. In 2018/19 domestic borrowing will amount 

to 1,783.4 billion USH. While the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic 

Development (2018) states that the level of Uganda’s public debt is sustainable, being at 

28% of GDP,69 the level of public debt has been increasing over time. 

Given that the tax system is fairly progressive and based on income rather than region, 

that the country lacks natural resources concentrated in one region, and that the government 

has access to international funds and subsidizes its revenue through borrowing, 

redistribution of resources from one ethnic group to another is unlikely to have a large 

impact upon the mechanisms of my theory in the case of Uganda. 

4. Conclusion 

As evidenced above, Uganda under Museveni serves as a useful test case for the theory of 

differentiated distribution due to three main factors. First, it is as an electoral authoritarian 

regime under the rule of a personalistic dictator that renders it at risk from mass pressures. 

This means that resource distribution to maintain the support of the broader population will 

likely be a strategy of the government in addition to a focus on elite-level challenges. 

Second, Museveni’s government is made up of an ethnic minority group in a context where 

ethnicity is salient for politics. As such, it will be important for Museveni to look outside 

                                                           
69 50% of GDP is used by the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development 

as the threshold of unsustainability. 
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his small group for political support and target more than just his coethnics. This makes 

the use of a differential distribution strategy that takes into account relationships with 

different groups more likely. Finally, despite nominal decentralization in the country, 

Museveni and the central government have the capacity to control the supply of resources 

around the country. Museveni has demonstrated his ability to influence local goods 

provision and has displayed a level of strategic thinking in his strategies to create districts 

and influence constitutional changes. Given this past behavior, Museveni is likely to have 

the skills and capacity to enact a sophisticated differentiated distribution strategy. 

Additionally, the mechanisms of the theory should not be complicated by the need to 

compensate particular groups for extraction. The rents from international donors and high 

levels of borrowing enables the government to distribute goods to different ethnic groups 

in the country without extracting predominantly from one ethnic group and redistributing 

those benefits to others. In the next chapter, I look further at the Ugandan context by 

examining the different ethnic groups that have been salient for politics under Museveni’s 

regime and classify them in order to test my theory. 
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Chapter 4: Mapping Ethnic Groups in Uganda 

 

 

In this chapter, I explain the mapping process I use to classify different ethnic groups with 

respect to their relationship with the ruling regime. First, I explain the procedure that uses 

highly cited academic texts to establish the nature of relationships between groups and how 

they may have changed over time. Second, I present the results of that mapping in the case 

of Uganda under President Museveni by listing each of the ethnic groups in Uganda as 

coethnics of the regime, historical allies of the regime, historical adversaries of the regime, 

and groups that are not politically salient vis-à-vis the regime. These are the four categories 

used to construct the theory and hypotheses outlined in Chapter 2. I also present a summary 

of the evidence that led me to make those classifications for each of the groups. The 

classifications that I outline in this chapter are foundational to the subsequent quantitative 

analysis in this dissertation that tests the theory of differentiated distribution.  

1. The Mapping Methodology 

1.1 Conceptions of Ethnicity 

In the supplementary material to Chapter 2 (Appendix 1), I provided a definition of 

ethnicity that I use throughout this dissertation. To review, I take a constructivist approach 

that recognizes that ethnic identities of groups and individuals and the relationships 

between different groups are not necessarily static over time. The salience of ethnicity—or 

particular ethnicity characteristics or groups—for politics can in particular circumstances 

be altered by elites and individuals (Fearon and Laitin 2000; Posner 2005; Chandra 2012). 

Despite this claim that ethnic identities are constructed categories, I choose to focus upon 

them in this mapping because they have often been deemed salient for politics in the 
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African context over the history of the continent in terms of control and functioning of the 

state, the economy, and violence, among other factors (Ranger 1983; Jackson and Rosberg 

1984; Easterly and Levine 1997; Habyarimana et al 2007; Arriola 2009; Boone 2011). 

Using the process that I describe below, however, acknowledges that ethnicity is not always 

competitive, conflictual, or consequential. Indeed, with this mapping methodology, I 

recognize that ethnicity may not be politically salient—or at least not the most politically 

salient identity—in a country or in different time periods in that country. As I describe 

below, this mapping acknowledges that groups and relationships are not static—I allow 

ethnic groups to have both cordial and adversarial relationships with each other over time. 

By using this mapping methodology, I am seeking to extend existing studies of African 

distributive politics beyond a focus on whether coethnics of the regime gain more than 

‘non-coethnics.’ Instead, I attempt to break down the multiple different non-coethnic 

groups and classify them in terms of their relationship to the regime. Some recent work has 

begun to make distinctions between different non-coethnic groups. For example, Dickens 

(2018) has explored distribution patterns to different non-coethnic groups with a focus on 

the linguistic proximity to the regime ethnic group. This is a useful extension of existing 

work that begins to breakdown the seemingly homogenous group of ‘non-coethnics.’ 

However, I consider it important to examine not only the relatively static identity markers 

associated with the language of groups but also to look at the political relationship between 

them. 

To some extent, the examination of political relationships between ethnic groups 

echoes previous debates associated with using indices to measure a country’s ethnic 

diversity and fractionalization. A number of these indices rely on the extent of 



87 
 

ethnolinguistic divisions in a country without considering whether each of those linguistic 

strata are actually salient politically (Easterly and Levine 1997; Alessina et al 2003). In 

contrast, Posner (2004) advocated the use of a measure that took into account only 

politically relevant groups because identity groups that were not salient were unlikely to 

have an impact on the political, social, or economic outcomes of interest. The methodology 

I describe below—and which I use as a basis for the remaining sections of this 

dissertation—is more similar to Posner’s political-based indexing than other alternative 

indices. 

1.2 The Ethnic Mapping Process 

I employed a two-stage process to classify ethnic groups in Uganda into the four categories 

outlined in my theory. The first was to determine which (if any) ethnic groups in the country 

were politically salient in national politics since independence to the present time. The 

second was then to classify politically salient groups in terms of their relationship to the 

different ruling ethnic groups across that time period. 

I adapted the process from a technique designed by Hale and Lambright (2014) to 

map multiple social groups in sub-Saharan African countries to understand which groups 

constituted important patronage networks, with the understanding that ethnicity may not 

be the only—or even the most important—identity marker. The methodology involves 

reviewing secondary data sources to create a dataset of different social groups. The 

secondary sources were chosen based upon being the twenty most cited academic texts 

published since independence (ten published prior to the past decade and ten published 

within the past decade—with two of those being published within the past two years to 

ensure up to date information) according to a Google Scholar search for “Country Name 
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Politics.” The number of sources was determined by Hale and Lambright based on the 

guidance from Posner (2004) that between 5 and 20 sources are required to determine the 

politically salient groups in a country. 

I used this method for Uganda by closely reviewing 20 highly cited academic texts 

on the politics of the country (listed in Appendix 2). Ethnic groups were first identified as 

salient for national politics (based upon their involvement in policy, lobbying, elections, 

protests, control of the state, and use of political violence). I then moved beyond Hale and 

Lambright’s method to code groups in reference to their interactions with Museveni’s 

regime, separating them into coethnics, traditional allies, traditional adversaries, and 

groups that were not politically salient vis-à-vis his regime. 

 In order to avoid endogeneity with this dissertation’s focus on goods provision, I 

predominantly made the classifications based upon alliances in the civil war leading to 

Museveni taking power in 1986 and whether groups have sought independence or rebelled 

against the regime. Whether Museveni provided patronage (such as goods, services, and 

political positions) to the mass members of different groups or whether ethnic groups 

provided electoral support to Museveni were excluded as factors in the coding. I discuss 

the decision to exclude voting patterns as part of the mapping criteria in reference to the 

theory in Chapter 2 and illustrate further below, in Section 3, why this is particularly 

important to the Ugandan context with reference to specific ethnic group examples. 

For the period of interest for this paper, the ruling group is Museveni’s Banyankole. 

Other non-coethnic ethnic groups were split into three categories: allies; adversaries; and 

non-salient. Allies were ethnic groups that had provided support to Museveni and the 

Banyankole, either in terms of military or political support. Adversaries were groups that 
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had been politically or militarily opposed to Museveni’s rule or who had sought 

independence from Uganda during the period of Museveni’s rule. Non-salient groups were 

those that were not noted as having any particular position vis-à-vis Museveni’s rule or the 

Banyankole, and also all of Uganda’s recognized ethnic groups (per the 2002 census) that 

were not noted by these secondary sources as having strong political relevance at the 

national level. It should be recognized that while these groups have not been particularly 

involved in national politics, they may be engaged in local-level politics and their sheer 

number could make them important for government support. 

The use of these historical accounts to code the sides upon which different groups 

fought in the civil war, based largely on the groups of which the respective armies and 

militia groups were comprised, does induce some risk that the narratives reflect current 

relationships, rather than those that existed at the time. This risk is lessened to some extent 

by my use of texts that span the period of time since independence to the current time. This 

means that some of the books used were published within a few years of civil war70 and 

also that details of relationships between groups published in the preceding years are also 

available. The specific ethnic geography in Uganda also helps to provide confidence that 

alliances are not constructed after the fact—texts published prior to the civil war detail 

strained relationships between groups residing in the north of the country and those within 

the south and west.71 The alliances in the civil war, as outlined below, generally reflect 

those geographic splits that have existed over the longer term in Uganda. 

                                                           
70 For example, Omara-Otunnu, Amii (1987) and Kosozi (1994). 
71 For example, Mamdani (1976) or Apter (2013), which was originally published in 1961 

and electronically in 2013. 
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One of the significant aspects of this methodology is that it enables the classifier to 

understand which ‘level’ of ethnic group to focus upon. This is important because often 

individuals have multiple ethnic identities that are nested and it is not always immediately 

apparent which is the most politically relevant. For example, in Uganda, groups are split at 

the highest level between three broad language groups, below that level are what the 

sources term ‘ethnic’ groups, and then below that come tribes. For example, the Bahima 

are a tribe within the Banyankole, which is a groups within the Bantu language group. 

Using a range of qualitative sources highlighted that the level to focus on for national level 

political salience in Uganda in the post-independence period is the middle range.72 

However, for local issues, the tribe may be more important. In some countries, it is the 

broader language group, religion or race may function as the main political cleavage. 

2. Results of the Mapping Process in Uganda 

While there are over 60 ethnic groups recognized in the 2014 census in Uganda, only some 

of them are highlighted in the mapping texts as being politically salient with respect to 

Museveni’s regime and ethnic group. As a result of the mapping, I noted 12 different 

groups as having political relevance for national politics and I allocated them within the 

different categories of coethnics, allies, and adversaries. I placed all other groups in the 

non-salient category. Below I briefly describe the politically salient ethnic groups and 

                                                           
72 The lower tribe distinction is also important in Uganda for divisions among Museveni’s 

ethnic group, as discussed further in Section 2 of this Chapter. However, when examining 

distribution across the country the Banyankole ethnic group level is useful for comparing 

against other groups. These are also the levels of distinction available in census data that 

enabled the analysis in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. 
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explain their classification vis-à-vis the regime ethnic group. Table 3 displays the different 

groups and their classification via the regime group. 

TABLE 3: RESULTS OF ETHNIC MAPPING 

Coethnic Ally Adversary Non-salient 

Groups 

Banyankole* Baganda* 

Bakiga 

Banyoro 

Acholi 

Alur 

Iteso 

Kakwa 

Karamojong* 

Lango 

Lugbara 

Madi 

All other groups in 

the country, 

including Sabiny*. 

 

These mapping results are used as a basis for the quantitative analysis in the subsequent 

chapters. For the household survey, which is described in detail in Chapter 5, I selected 

four ethnic groups through a process of stratified random sampling. These are denoted in 

the table with an asterisk. They included one group from each of the four classifications 

above. The groups selected were the Banyankole (coethnic), Baganda (ally); Karamojong 

(adversary); and Sabiny (non-salient). 

2.1 Coethnics of the President 

President Museveni is of the Bahima tribe within the Banyankole ethnic group. There is 

only one ethnic group included in the ‘Coethnic of the President’ category. 
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Banyankole 

The Banyankole are from the West of the country and make up 9.6% of the population 

(CIA World Factbook). They are from the Ankole kingdom, one of the five original 

kingdoms in Uganda, and have a hierarchical structure. Museveni and the majority of his 

government are from the Banyankole ethnic group—and specifically from the Bahima 

tribe. Some of the texts used in the mapping highlighted skirmishes between the Bahima 

and the Bairu within the Banyankole ethnic group but much of the discussion centered on 

divisions between the Banyankole and other ethnic groups, particularly those from the 

north of the country. Most discussion of the Banyankole group referred to their core role 

in the National Resistance Army that helped to bring Museveni to power and then their 

subsequent role in government (Rubongoya 2007; Branch 2011). Sources describe that 

Museveni made initial steps to form a government that was inclusive to multiple ethnic 

groups across the country after coming to power in 1986. However, from the mid-1990s 

Museveni gave the majority of government power to his fellow Banyankole from the west 

of the country (Rubongoya 2007; Tripp 2010). 

Relationships within the coethnic group are not completely cordial. Indeed, Tripp 

(2010) notes that many of the biggest political threats—for example, presidential election 

contenders—have emerged from among the Banyankole elite in recent years. This may 

render patronage to the mass Banyankole group a particularly important strategy to retain 

support for Museveni in the face of coethnic contenders. 
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2.2 Historical Allies 

In the mapping, I identified three groups as historical allies of the Banyankole. These 

include the Bakiga, the Baganda, and the Banyoro ethnic groups. The main reason that I 

noted these three groups as allies is due to their support to Museveni’s army in the civil 

war and the favorable involvement of elite members of these groups in his government 

since he came to power. 

Bakiga 

The Bakiga are a non-hierarchical ethnic group from the West of the country and make up 

7.1% of the population (Kasozi 19994; CIA World Factbook). There is little mention of 

the group in the majority of the mapping texts and, in comparison to a number of the other 

groups described in this chapter, they do not seem to have had a particularly strong 

involvement in national level politics in the early post-independence period. However, they 

were important supporters in Museveni’s army in the civil war in the 1980s and were then 

important within the NRM government once Museveni came to power. However, it is noted 

that Museveni has favored his own ethnic group for positions rather than elite members of 

other ethnic groups from the West, including the Bakiga (Tripp 2012).  

Baganda 

The Baganda are the largest ethnic group in the country at 16.5% of the population (CIA 

World Factbook) and are located mainly in the Buganda Kingdom in the Central region of 

the country, which lies geographically in the south. They were important in the pre-

independence period because the British particularly favored them and elevated them 

through education and administrative positions. The Baganda still have a strong 
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hierarchical structure that is headed by the Kabaka, the King of the Buganda Kingdom, 

which is another of the five original kingdoms of Uganda. 

Relations between the regime ethnic group and the Baganda were particularly 

strong in the 1980s up to the mid/late-2000s. The Baganda formed a large part of 

Museveni’s NRA forces and were supportive of the NRM government in its first twenty 

years of rule (Jones 2009; Tripp 2010; Apter 2013). The Baganda were particularly grateful 

that the status of the Kingdom of Buganda was restored by Museveni, following Obote’s 

revoking of their status in the 1960s (Goodfellow 2014). There have, however, been some 

disagreements between Baganda elites and Museveni’s government in recent years. For 

example, the government has disagreed with the Kabaka over access to particular Baganda 

lands and damage to a traditional burial site, which led to riots in 2009 (Hönig 2014). 

However, the mapping sources report that in most cases solutions were quickly found by 

the government to pacify the elite and restore relations (Tripp 2010). For example, the 

government altered the terms of the Cultural Leaders Bill in 2011 in order to cater to the 

Baganda elite (Goodfellow 2014). I classify the Baganda as allies in this mapping due to 

their strong role as allies in the past, the government’s attempts to maintain peaceful 

relations with elites, and the continued North-South political divide in the country 

following the civil war. 

Banyoro 

The Banyoro ethnic group are from another of the original Ugandan kingdoms in the west 

of the country and have a hierarchical structure with a monarchy (Omara-Otunnu 1987). 

They used to be the most powerful group in pre-colonial times but were surpassed by the 

Baganda as a result of British support in the colonial period (Decalo 1998). Many of the 
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texts used in the mapping only made reference to disputes between the Baganda and 

Banyoro over land in the colonial and immediate post-colonial period (Omara-Otunnu 

1987; Kasozi 1994; Dicklitch 1998; Jones 2009). However, they are also mentioned as 

being an important part of Museveni’s army in the civil war and also being key members 

of the NRM when Museveni came to power. Although they have been important, as 

mentioned above in reference to the Bakiga, Museveni has tended to privilege his own 

ethnic group above them in granting political positions (Tripp 2010 and 2012).  

2.3 Adversaries 

I have identified 8 ethnic groups as historical adversaries according to the mapping. These 

groups include the Acholi, Alur, Iteso, Kakwa, Karamojong, Langi, Lugbara, and Madi. 

This classification is primarily determined by the groups’ involvement in fighting against 

Museveni’s army in the civil war or being involved in revolutionary activity against the 

subsequent Museveni government.  

Acholi 

The Acholi ethnic group represents 4.4% of the population of Uganda and resides in the 

north of the country (CIA World Factbook). It is a non-hierarchical ethnic group that 

formed a large part of the army under British rule due to the assumption that northern 

groups were naturally ‘martial’ and more fitted to military service than the Baganda who 

they saw are more suited to government (Decalo 1998). The Acholi gained status under 

Obote’s first rule and were important in his army. However, Obote began to rely on them 

to do more of the fighting than his own ethnic group against Museveni in the civil war of 

the 1980s towards the end of his second time in power (Tripp 2012). This over-reliance led 
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to a coup by two Acholi generals—Bazilio Okello and Tito Okello. Their army then fought 

against Museveni through the rest of the civil war (Apter 2013). 

 After Museveni triumphed over the northern forces and became President, many 

Acholi were arrested. Omara-Otunnu (1987) claims that the Acholi were particularly 

targeted over the Langi—who were Obote’s ethnic group and also active in fighting—

because Museveni saw the Acholi as being a greater military threat. Indeed, the Acholi 

region remained in rebellion against the new government for many years. The first major 

rebel group that rose against Museveni’s rule was the Holy Spirit Movement, headed by 

Alice Lakwena, which was active until 1987 (Apter 2013; Tripp 2010). The remnants of 

this group then became the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) and gained strength under the 

leadership of Joseph Kony. Although there were non-Acholi members of the LRA, Kony 

privileged the Acholi members (Dolan 2013). Accounts differ in terms of how supportive 

the majority of the Acholi population were of the LRA rebellion. Some claim that the 

majority of the common people initially supported the LRA (Tamale 1999). However, it 

appears that support for the LRA was higher before they began to attack civilians in the 

1990s and kidnap people to increase their ranks (Rubongoya 2007; Dolan 2013; Tripp 

2010). 

Despite the loss of support for the LRA, there remained limited backing for 

Museveni among the Acholi. The regime’s attempts to stop the rebels had very negative 

consequences for the rest of the Acholi population. For example, the government created a 

system of camps to house the population while government forces tried to remove the 

rebels from the area. The population also left their homes, however, out of fear of looting 

from those government soldiers (Dolan 2013; Berhend 1999). The large amount of 
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internally displaced people held in these camps received little help from the government 

(Tripp 2010) and some have made comparisons between them and concentration camps 

(Berhend 1999). The Acholi did not officially recognize Museveni’s rule over the country 

until the 1990s and the Acholi MPs (and those from other northern regions including the 

Lango and the Teso)  were so frustrated by Museveni’s inability or lack of will to end the 

war in the north that they walked out of parliament in 2003 (Decalo 1998; Tripp 2010). 

Since 2008 there has been little activity by the LRA in the Acholi region although their 

leader has still not been captured by the government. 

Alur 

The Alur are a non-hierarchical ethnic group who reside in the West Nile district in the 

north west of the country (Kasozi 1994). Jones (2009), describes them as a group that has 

been marginalized throughout the country’s history. While the Alur do not receive direct 

mention in many of the mapping texts, the main evidence resulting in their classification 

as an adversary group is that the West Nile has been an area of rebellion against Museveni’s 

government (Omara-Otunnu 1987; Decalo 1998). 

Iteso 

The Iteso is a pastoralist and poor ethnic group who used to focus on cotton production 

(Decalo 1998; Jones 2009). They form 7% of the population and live in the east of the 

country (CIA World Factbook). They formed a large part of Obote’s army in the civil war 

with the NRA (Mutibwa 1992; Jones 2009). Following Museveni gaining power, they were 

involved in resistance groups against him. For example, some Iteso joined the 

predominantly Acholi Holy Spirit Movement in 1987 (Berhend 1999). There was also an 
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insurgency against the government in the Teso region from 1986 to 1993.  The most notable 

Iteso group in that period was the Force Back Obote Army (Tripp 2010). However, a 

‘vigilante’ group in support of the NRA was also active there in the 1990s (Rubongoya 

2007). The rebellions against the government were mainly driven by frustration at the lack 

of security Museveni provided them against cattle rustling in their region (Jones 2009). The 

government responded to the rebel activity with force and moved much of the general Iteso 

population into camps where a number of people died (Jones 2009). Although the 

rebellions largely ended in the mid-1990s, members of the Iteso elite have not gained high 

positions in government or the army (Jones 2009) and MPs from the area were part of the 

parliamentary walk out in 2003 to protest Museveni’s treatment of the local populations 

during the war in the north (Tripp 2010). 

Kakwa 

President Idi Amin was from the Kakwa ethnic group which comes from the West Nile 

region in the North of the country and makes up under 1% of the country’s population 

(Tripp 2012). They had been poor and marginalized until Amin came to power and gave 

them favor (Decalo 1998). The main reference in the texts in terms of their relationship to 

Museveni and his ethnic group is that in the mid-1990s groups from the West Nile region 

rose up against him (Omara-Otunnu 1987; Decalo 1998). 

Karamojong 

The relationship between the Karamojong and the Banyankole is not as clear cut as some 

of the other adversarial groups identified in the mapping. For example, the ongoing struggle 

between the LRA (made up predominantly of members of the Acholi ethnic group) and the 
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civil war between Museveni and the Okello brothers (also Acholi) in the 1980s makes the 

relationship between the Banyankole and Acholi easier to classify. The Karamojong people 

reside in the north-east of the country. They are a people with a reputation of stealing cattle 

from neighboring ethnic groups and their territory remained largely outside the control of 

the central government until approximately 10 years ago (Jones 2009). The Karamojong 

formed part of Obote’s army (Jones 2009) and also part of the Okello army (Tripp 2010), 

who both fought against Museveni in the civil war. Museveni’s National Resistance Army, 

however, also provided the Karamojong with arms so that they could steal from the Acholi 

and therefore weaken the NRA’s opposition (Branch 2011). Elements of the Karamojong 

were also promised rewards for helping the NRM in the civil war (Mutibwa 1992). As 

such, their allegiances were somewhat murky during the civil war period—offering support 

to whichever group bought it. Following the end of the civil war and the beginning of 

Museveni’s rule, however, relations between the Karamojong and the government soured. 

The goods that were promised to the Karamojong in return for their support were not 

received from Museveni and some of them joined rebel groups against the government as 

a result (Tripp 2010). Therefore, the Karamojong inhabited areas remained a region of 

fighting and were largely inaccessible to the central government administration until fairly 

recently (Decalo 1998; Jones 2009). Indeed, my interviews in the area highlighted 

continued hostility among inhabitants and government actors.73 

 

 

                                                           
73 Interview with government actor, Moroto, August 2017. 
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Lango 

The non-hierarchical Lango ethnic group resides in the north and makes up 6.3% of the 

population (Kasozi 1994; CIA World Factbook). Obote was from the Lango group and was 

president from 1966 to 1971 and again from 1980 to 1984. The Lango made up much of 

Obote’s army and fought against Museveni’s NRA in the civil war, although Obote used 

fewer men from his own group than the Acholi when it came to fighting (Rubongoya 2007; 

Jones 2009). 

 Following the defeat of Obote’s army, Museveni arrested many Lango (Omara-

Otunnu 1987). However, the Lango region continued to be an area of resistance against 

Museveni and his NRM taking power from the north of the country for the south (Tripp 

2010). Aside from the Acholi, the Lango provided the most recruits to the rebel Holy Spirit 

Movement when it marched on Kampala in 1987 (Berhend 1999). Similarly to the Acholi, 

the Lango did not recognize Museveni’s position as president until the 1990s (Decalo 

1998). However, Museveni did appoint a member of the Lango group, Cosmos Adyebo, as 

prime minister in 1992. It is, however, unclear whether he was actually able to effectively 

represent the interests of the Lango people or if he was a coopted figure without 

independent influence (Dicklitch 1998). 

Lugbara 

The Lugbara are a non-hierarchical ethnic group who reside in the West Nile district, in 

the north west of the country and make up 3.3% of the population (Kasozi 1994; CIA World 

Factbook). They were traditionally excluded in terms of culture and economics from the 

rest of the country (Decalo 1998). They do not receive direct mention in many of the texts, 
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however, the main evidence resulting in their classification as an adversary group is that 

their home region of the West Nile has been an area of rebellion against Museveni’s 

government (Omara-Otunnu 1987; Decalo 1998). 

Madi 

The Madi are a non-hierarchical ethnic group who reside in the West Nile district, in the 

north west of the country (Kasozi 1994). They do not receive direct mention in many of 

the texts, however, the main evidence resulting in their classification as an adversary group 

is that their home region of the West Nile has been an area of rebellion against Museveni’s 

government (Omara-Otunnu 1987; Decalo 1998). 

2.4 Non-Salient Groups 

Aside from the different groups discussed under the three categories above, no other 

Ugandan ethnic groups were noted in the texts as being particularly salient in terms of 

national politics and Museveni’s ethnic group in particular. Other groups were mentioned 

in some of the texts as existing in the country and for some of those groups there was some 

discussion of their culture or group structure but they seemed to have little political 

relevance for national politics under Museveni or historically with the Banyankole group. 

Some of these may have been politically salient with respect to the government in other 

periods or may become so in the future. Many of them likely have political, social, or 

economic salience with respect to their neighboring groups and many may be very 

politically active at the local level. However, due to the nature of the theory and its reliance 

on relationships to the current regime ethnic group, these other ethnic groups are all classed 

as ‘not politically salient’ for the purposes of the subsequent analysis in this dissertation. 
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3. A Note on Voting Patterns and Ethnic Classifications 

As explained in Section 2 of this chapter and in the discussion of the theory in Chapter 2, 

I undertook the above classifications based on the history of ethnic relations between 

groups without reference to voting patterns. As such, I avoid the more typical conceptions 

and language of ‘core’ and ‘swing’ voters who differ in their ideological or identity 

proximity to the party. In the traditional conception, individuals who have voted over time 

for a particular party may be conceived as core voters whereas those who are considered 

potentially likely to vote for that party or another party are considered swing voters. One 

reason for avoiding that language is due to the risk of loyalty being endogenous to 

clientelism whereby an individual appears to be electorally loyal or a ‘core voter’ because 

they have been provided with clientelist goods over the longer-term rather than because 

they are ideologically close to the party in question (Stokes et al 2013). I make this choice 

due to the context of electoral politics in some developing countries with long-duration 

authoritarian regimes—the information environment is low so programmatic politics is not 

a strong consideration for many parties, there is little penetration of the non-regime parties 

in many rural areas, and a large proportion of the population is poor and their votes can be 

bought relative cheaply by the incumbent party with the most power to do so. This means 

that an individual or group may have a history of voting for the regime party but are not in 

close proximity in terms of ideology or other forms of identification, which might make 

them likely to switch their vote were they presented with another viable party. As such, 

their loyalty has not to date been ‘tested.’ 

To illustrate the problem, I will draw on the Karamojong adversarial group as an 

example. Moroto is a district in the Karamojong region in which I conducted interviews 
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and the survey (the methodology of which is described in Chapter 5). The government vote 

share for the district of Moroto in the last two elections was 54.78% and 89.3% in 2011 

and 2016, respectively, based on official government figures. These figures represent a 

large shift in votes over time, which, despite the high number of votes in 2016, does not 

suggest a reliable sense of loyalty to the government party. 

In the survey for my dissertation, 78.13% of respondents reported voting for 

Museveni in 2016, which is lower than the officially reported total yet is still a high number. 

Despite people from this adversarial group stating that they voted for the president in the 

last elevation, the modal category for satisfaction with the Presidential performance in the 

survey was ‘very poor’ at 32.67% of the respondents in that district. This low level of 

satisfaction indicates that while votes may have supplied by people in Moroto, the interests 

of these respondents is not actually catered for by the President. Interviews with 

government and non-government stakeholders suggested that the high level of votes in this 

district were instead due to lack of education, vote buying, and lack of penetration from 

non-incumbent parties.74 One interviewee claimed that: 

The challenge was that the current government of the NRM is entrenched in 

government so that people cannot differentiate between the government and the NRM 

ruling party…In the recent by-election in Moroto to replace the woman MP who died, 

there was no opposition candidate. The candidate was chosen through the NRM 

primaries…The party has entrenched itself but people may want to vote for others.75 

                                                           
74 Anonymous interviews with NGO representative, Moroto, May 2017 and civil servant, 

Moroto, August 2017. 
75 Anonymous interviews with NGO representative, Moroto, May 2017 
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Although the vote share in this area has been recently high, it is difficult to conceive 

of these voters as ‘core’ supporters for the President, given that much of their support seems 

not to be based on the performance of the president or ideological proximity to the ruling 

party but on the immediate financial rewards provided or lack of alternative options. 

Table 2, below, helps to illustrate this point on a broader level for the whole of the 

country. Using 2002 census data that listed the ethnicity of the population of each sub-

county in the country, I classified each district as one of the four ethnic types if they 

contained over 70% of one ‘type.’ For those districts that did not have over 70% of one 

grouping, I classified them as ‘Mixed’. While many districts have been created since 2002, 

I was able to code nearly all of the new districts by ethnic type because new districts were 

typically created by moving whole sub-counties from one district into another. Using this 

method, I was able to classify the predominant ethnic type of 108 districts. I was unable to 

clearly map the new boundaries for only 4 districts. As such, those are not included in the 

discussion below. Table 4 displays the percentage of votes for Museveni received in each 

type of district for the 2016 and 2011 elections and also the change in the percentage of 

votes between those two elections. 

Were the situation to map neatly on to a more traditional ethnic voting story, we 

might expect adversary groups to have a low propensity to vote for the existing 

government, allies would generally vote for the government, and coethnics would be 

reliable voters for the president over time. Although the votes among coethnic districts are 

the highest on average for the president in both elections, the total has decreased over time. 

There is also a high range in the voting practices of adversary, non-salient and mixed 

districts. Indeed, some of the highest percentages for both elections were in historically 
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adversarial districts with over 93% of the votes going to Museveni. The picture is 

complicated by the fact that most of the urban areas, where education tends to be higher, 

political discussions more frequent, and sanctioning ability lower, are in ally, coethnic or 

mixed areas of the country. As such, one would expect to see a higher propensity to vote 

for the opposition to the authoritarian regime than in more rural areas. Additionally, the 

main opposition candidate in these elections was also from the Banyankole group to which 

President Museveni belongs. Given the strength of the dominant authoritarian party, the 

lack of clear ethnic divisions between the two candidates/parties, the potential for vote 

buying, and the limited urbanization in many areas of the country, traditional ethnic 

alliances may not have a strong influence on election outcomes. The picture may be 

different were a strong candidate and party to emerge from previously adversarial areas in 

the future.  
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TABLE 4: VOTE TOTALS BY DISTRICT TYPE 

District 

Classification 

 % Vote for 

Museveni 2016 

% Vote for 

Museveni 2011 

Change in Vote 

2011 to 2016 

Adversary 

Mean 57.16 56.52 0.64 

SD 15.21 14.15 9.06 

Range 31.52 to 93.70 26.69 to 93.22 -9.89 to 34.52 

N 32 32 32 

Ally 

Mean 52.58 61.17 -8.59 

SD 7.70 5.80 2.81 

Range 36.76 to 62.3 49.26 to 66.52 -12.5 to -4.22 

N 7 7 7 

Coethnic 

Mean 75.39 82.12 -6.73 

SD 9.32 7.99 1.75 

Range 67.21 to 91.35 74.59 to 94 -7.85 to -2.65 

N 8 8 8 

Non-salient 

Mean 67.50 77.43 -9.93 

SD 13.25 12.46 5.72 

Range 41.36 to 88.61 43.56 to 94.42 -19.13 to 11.8 

N 34 34 34 

Mixed 

Mean 66.06 73.85 -7.79 

SD 16.03 14.58 9.24 

Range 30.92 to 94.96 34.59 to 93.3 -19.14 to 31.15 

N 27 27 27 

 

Appendix 2 displays the ethnic classifications, vote total, and vote change for all of the 

districts in the country. 

4. Conclusion 

Throughout the quantitative analysis in subsequent chapters, I use the classifications from 

these mapping results to examine patterns of goods distribution to different ethnic groups 

across the country. The above classifications are based upon the political history of Uganda 

from independence in 1962 up to 2016. As noted above and as demonstrated in some of 

the descriptions of the group relationships over time, these classifications are not static and 

could shift in the future. This implies a need for regular updating of the mapping results to 

capture whether relationships between ethnic groups have altered in important ways. As 



107 
 

such, the process is more time consuming than relying on other more static markers of 

relationships between groups, such as linguistic similarity. However, I consider it time well 

spent due to the need to examine how the political relationships between groups have 

shifted over time in order to explain the logic underlying contemporary distribution 

dynamics. 
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Chapter 5: Testing the Theory with Survey Evidence from Uganda 

Part 1: Government Strategy 

 

 

In this chapter, I test the first set of hypotheses outlined in Chapter 2 regarding the 

government’s strategy of regime maintenance in order to determine whether they are 

following the pattern of differentiated distribution predicted by my theory. First, I explain 

the original household survey that I undertook in Uganda in 2017 to collect the data on 

public and private goods received by a village or household, respectively. Second, I outline 

the regression models used to test the two hypotheses related to government strategy. Third, 

I present the results that imply that the government is using the differential distribution 

strategy. Indeed, I find that allies receive more durable public goods than any other group, 

while adversary ethnic groups tend to receive a higher number of private goods than do the 

others. This may be because many of these private goods come in the form of transfers that 

can be quickly stopped in the event of a reduction of support or increased unrest. In 

contrast, public goods are often physical structures, which makes them harder to retract. 

Finally, I examine alternative explanations for the patterns found by the survey and find 

that the results are robust to several alternative specifications of the regression model. 

 The theory outlined in Chapter 2 explained that in an ethnically-divided society, I 

would expect a single ethnicity authoritarian ruler to require the support of multiple ethnic 

groups to stay in power. This would be particularly important for ethnic minority regimes, 

such as that found in Uganda. Given the international constraints on developing countries, 

I would expect repression to be challenging and for the ruler to favor using a strategy co-

optation, where possible. The increasing use of elections in authoritarian regimes and the 

spread of popular protests will also require the government to court the support of the mass 
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population, in addition to elites. As such, governments will likely use resource distribution 

to the masses of multiple ethnic groups in order to maintain power. However, I would 

expect the regime to view the provision of goods to different ethnic groups as having 

different costs and benefits, which are dependent upon their previous relationship with the 

regime group. 

As I described in more detail in Chapter 2, Section 2, durable public goods can help 

to improve the capacity of the recipients in the longer-term, are hard to remove once 

provided, and provide little scope for excluding particular individuals. As such, there is a 

risk associated with their provision because they might enable groups to become more 

independent from the government and there is little scope for punishing defectors by the 

swift removal of these goods. The benefits of providing these goods, however, are that they 

can serve multiple people at once, which renders them less expensive to provide than 

individual goods at scale, and they help to build the capacity of the population, which can 

provide economic benefits to the regime. Based on these risks and benefits, I predict that 

the government will provide these goods to groups that it considers less likely to engage in 

acts of rebellion against it and restrict them from those for which it holds less trust. 

In contrast, private goods tend to be less durable than public goods, particularly 

when they take the form of small cash transfers as they often do in developing countries. 

The benefits of these goods for the population rest on the continual provision by the 

government because their benefits are quickly diminished once received. This means that 

in the event of defection, the government can stop the flow of goods quickly, resulting in 

swift punishment. I predict that these goods will be used to buy the support of groups that 

the government deems to be more likely to defect from supporting the government. 
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As discussed in greater detail in both Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, I expect the 

government to base its assessment of how trustworthy groups are to support it against a 

challenger or to join protests on its historic relationships with different groups. Coethnics 

and historical allies will be trusted to a greater extent than historical adversaries and those 

groups that have not been politically salient in the past (and therefore have not 

demonstrated a particular allegiance). This reasoning led to the following two hypotheses 

regarding government strategy that I test in this chapter: 

H1a: Coethnics and allies receive a higher proportion of public goods than adversary and 

non-salient groups.   

H1b: Adversaries and non-salient groups receive a higher proportion of private transfers 

than coethnics and ally groups. 

To recap from the Chapter 2, throughout this dissertation I am seeking to focus only 

on goods provided by the government. As such, private goods are not provided by a private 

body. Instead, the distinction between public and private is based on the number of people 

a single good can benefit. Public goods are resources that target multiple people at once 

that live in an area, whereas private goods are targeted to an individual or household. The 

distinction between the four classifications of ethnic group (coethnic, adversary, ally, and 

non-salient groups) is explained in Chapter 2. 

1. The Survey 

I tested the hypotheses using data drawn from an original household survey that was 

undertaken between September and October 2017 in four ethnically distinct districts in 
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Uganda. Enumerators administered the survey orally to 437 households using the 

predominantly spoken local language of the district. 

I selected the districts using a stratified random sample. Ethnic groups were 

categorized into the four strata defined in the theory: coethnics of the regime; historical 

adversaries; historical allies; and those that were not politically salient at the national level. 

Subsequently, districts were listed under each of those ethnic classifications if 70% or more 

of their population were from one of the four ethnic classifications, based on the 2002 

census. Districts that were mixed to a greater extent were excluded. Subsequently, one 

district was randomly selected from each of the four strata. The four survey districts are 

shown on the map in Figure 1. I then randomly selected 10 villages from each district. Five 

days were spent in each district with enumerators covering two villages per day. I randomly 

drew the villages having first randomly selected a parish within a randomly chosen sub-

county. At each stage of the randomization process described above, I listed the place 

names in alphabetical order and assigned each one a number according to their place in the 

list, then I used a random number generator to select the geographic area to be included. 

At the village level, every fourth household was selected and individual respondents in the 

household were chosen randomly and rotated by gender to ensure parity. 

The survey questions gathered information on household poverty, receipt of 

goods/services, and development priorities. Two potentially sensitive questions were 

asked: opinions on Museveni’s recent performance and vote choice in the last presidential 

election. In order to avoid non-response or social desirability bias, these questions were 

administered via a secret ballot. Enumerators explained the question and pointed out the 

different answers before asking respondents to mark their answer (with a cross, tick, or 
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thumb print) and place them in an envelope. The words on the performance scale were 

accompanied by a series of smiling or sad faces for additional clarification to less literate 

respondents. 

The process of randomization described above led to the selection of the following 

four districts: Kapchorwa, Mbarara, Moroto, and Mpigi. The population of Kapchorwa is 

predominantly Sabiny, which was classed as not politically salient on the national level by 

the mapping process described in Chapter 4 due to their lack of inclusion in descriptions 

of important political events by the twenty texts included in the analysis. 78% of the survey 

respondents in the Kapchorwa district self-identified as being in the Sabiny ethnic group. 

President Museveni received 67% of the votes in Kapachorwa during the 2016 election, 

which is above the average district vote share of 64.07%. However, this reflects a drop of 

11.29% from the 2011 elections in Kapchorwa, which is higher than the average drop 

across all districts of 5.79%. 

Kapchorwa lies in the Eastern region of the country and is known for being a 

particularly fertile area. While 73.9% of households rely primarily on subsistence 

agriculture for their livelihoods and the district is not listed as containing a major urban 

area (UBOS 2016), there is a steady tourist trade visiting the mountainous region and the 

waterfalls in the municipality of Sipi. According to the 2014 census, 30.1% of the 

population over 18 is illiterate, which is the second highest illiteracy rate in the four districts 

included in the survey. According to the survey, inhabitants of Kapchorwa have access to 

fewer assets (including a radio, a TV, a mobile phone, a car, and a computer) than people 

living in Mbarara and Mpigi, but they are less likely to go without basic needs items such 
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as food, water, medical supplies, fuel and cash than people living in Mbarara and Moroto. 

This likely reflects the fertility of the region despite the lack of urbanization. 

The population of Mbarara is predominantly Banyankole, which is the ethnic group 

from which Museveni originates and which provided a majority of the support to the NRA 

cause in the civil war, as described in Chapter 4. 78% of the survey respondents in the 

Mbarara district self-identified as being in the Banyankole ethnic group. President 

Museveni received 70.79% of the votes in Mbarara during the 2016 election, which is 

above the average district vote share of 64.07%. However, this reflects a drop of 7.75% 

from the 2011 elections in Mbarara, which is higher than the average drop of 5.79% across 

all districts. The district lies in the south west of Uganda and, while Mbarara is classed as 

containing a major urban center in the country, it is also known for its agricultural outputs 

and particularly for its milk production (Kjær 2015). In contrast to Kapchorwa, only 

52.65% of households rely primarily on subsistence farming for their livelihoods. 

According to the 2014 census, 20.2% of the population over 18 is illiterate, which is the 

second lowest illiteracy rate in the four districts included in the survey. According to the 

survey, inhabitants of Mbarara have access to more assets than people living in any of the 

other regions, however this is not statistically different to those living in Mpigi. They are, 

however, more likely than people living in Mpigi and Kapchorwa to have gone without 

some basic needs items in the past year, which likely reflects the fact that more respondents 

in Mbarara live in urban areas and may have lower access to food they grow themselves 

and natural water sources than some of the other districts. 

The population of Moroto is predominantly Karamojong with 98% of survey 

respondents in that district self-identifying as Karamojong. The group was classed as an 
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adversarial group vis-à-vis Museveni’s regimes in the mapping process in Chapter 4. This 

was due mainly to their rebellion against the NRM following the end of the civil war. 

Throughout the 1990s it was also challenging for representatives of the government to enter 

the region without being attacked and there remains hostility towards the government.76 

This negative relationship is not, however, reflected in the most recent voting totals. 

President Museveni received 89.3% of the votes in Moroto during the 2016 election, which 

is far above the average district vote share of 64.07%. However, this reflects a large 

increase of 34.52% received in the 2011 elections, which is a vast contrast to the average 

drop across all districts of 5.79%. 

Moroto lies in the north east of the country and acts a hub for the surrounding 

regions because it is comparatively urbanized. Indeed, government officials from 

neighboring visits maintain offices in the area due to the lack of resources in some of the 

surrounding districts.77 According to the 2014 census, 78.4% of households engage in 

either crop or livestock farming and 77.8% of the population over 18 is illiterate, which is 

the highest illiteracy rate in the four districts included in the survey. According to the 

survey, inhabitants of Moroto have access to the fewest number of assets of people living 

in any of the other districts and they also suffer from lack of access to basic needs items at 

a similar level to that observed in Mbarara. This is likely because the respondents in Moroto 

came from more urban areas than those in Mpigi and Kapchorwa, yet they are less educated 

than people living in urban areas in Mbarara, which may affect their access to jobs and 

money. 

                                                           
76 Anonymous interview, civil servant, Moroto, August 2017. 
77 Anonymous interview, NGO, Moroto, April 2017. 
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The population of Mpigi is predominantly Baganda with 84% of survey 

respondents in that district self-identifying as Ganda. The group was classed as an ally 

group vis-à-vis Museveni’s regimes in the mapping process in Chapter 4. This was due 

mainly to them providing strong support to the NRA in the civil war and subsequently their 

elites having roles in Museveni’s government. President Museveni received 55% of the 

votes in Mpigi during the 2016 election, which is below the average district vote share of 

64.07%. This also reflects a drop of 11.12% from the 2011 elections, which is higher than 

the average drop of 5.79%. The district lies in the south of the country and is the nearest 

district to Kampala included in the survey. According to the 2014 census, 82.5% of the 

population over 18 is engaged in work and they have the second illiteracy rate in the survey 

with only 20.2% of the population over 18 unable to read. According to the survey, 

inhabitants of Mpigi have access to the second highest number of assets (statistically 

indistinguishable from those in Mbarara) and also suffer the least from lack of basic needs 

goods, which may reflect both their access to Kampala and their agricultural base—80% 

of their households engage in some form of agriculture (UBOS 2016). 
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FIGURE 1: MAP OF UGANDA DISPLAYING THE SURVEY DISTRICTS

 

Table 5 displays statistics about respondents’ characteristics. As noted in Appendix 

3 in Table A2, there are statistically significant differences among a number of these 

variables between the four districts. These include age, education level, urban residents, 

poverty, wealth, and the number of elderly people and children in a household. As such, 

the subsequent regression analysis attempts to control for these factors, where applicable. 
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TABLE 5: RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS SUMMARY STATISTICS78 

Statistic N Mean St. Dev Min Max 

Female 437 0.501 0.501 0 1 

Age 435 39.11 17.57 18 100 

Education 431 2.812 2.058 0 9 

Urban 437 0.141 0.349 0 1 

Poverty 400 8.04 4.001 0 19 

Assets 427 1.588 1.045 0 5 

Elderly in household 434 0.502 1.141 0 11 

Children in household 435 2.995 2.544 0 20 

 

2. Testing the Hypotheses: Government Strategy 

The two dependent variables used in the regression analysis were drawn from the survey 

data. These include the total number of public goods provided by government to a 

respondent’s area and the total number of private goods received by a respondent’s 

household.  

Total number of public goods: This variable takes into account seven different 

public goods. The range of values that the variable can take is 0, where someone has access 

to none of the listed public goods, to 7, where someone has access to all of the goods. The 

public goods included are: government health clinic; government primary school; 

government secondary school; electricity; government water supply; tarmac/paved roads; 

and a bank/financial institution.79 I chose this list of goods to provide a range of different 

                                                           
78 The high range for the number of elderly and children may affect household size and 

influence receipt of goods. Regressions requiring use of the Elderly and Children 

variables were run with and without potential outliers in Appendix 4 Table A3. The 

conclusions remain the same. 
79 In Uganda, the Bank of Uganda regulates all commercial banks, microfinance deposit-

taking institutions, and credit institutions. The government also provides funding to 

microfinance institutions and to savings and credit cooperative organizations and MFIs. 

Studies suggest the government has a strong role to play in influencing financial inclusion 

across the country (Economic Policy Research Centre 2013). 
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types of goods provided by the government that represent different forms of capacity 

development to recipients. For goods sometimes supplied by non-government actors, I 

specifically asked about government provision. These goods are each all fairly difficult to 

quickly retract due to their reliance on infrastructure.  

Total number of private goods: Eight different private goods/transfers are included: 

pension, poverty reduction transfers, government loans, school fees, agricultural inputs, 

other social security payments, informal payments (such as a one off payment by a 

government actor for medical expenses), and vote buying. All goods included in this 

variable were received by respondents over the previous year, aside from vote buying, 

which relates to the period prior to the February 2016 election. Given that the majority of 

goods are received after the election period, it is likely that they are used as part of the 

government’s broader investment strategy, rather than only to ensure support in an 

imminent election. 

The scale for private goods allows for some uncertainty over transfers received by 

the household because one-off gifts are more difficult to remember than a public building 

seen on regular basis. The receipt of each individual good (aside from vote buying) was 

originally coded on a scale of 0-3. 0 indicates that the household definitely did not receive 

the item in the past year, 1 indicates that they ‘probably did not’, 2 indicates that they 

‘probably did’ and 3 indicates that they are definitely sure that they received the good. 

These variables have all then been rescaled to 0-1. Vote buying in the last election takes a 

value of 1 if the respondent was offered a gift from the government party in exchange for 
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their vote, 0 if they were offered no gift, and missing if they did not remember or refused 

to answer.80 

The range of values this variable can take is from 0, where someone has access to 

none of the listed private goods, to 8, where a household has received all of the transfers. 

All of these private goods are of low durability—they are either small one time provisions 

or the choice can be made to stop renewing them.  

TABLE 6: DEPENDENT VARIABLES SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Statistic N Mean St. Dev Min Max 

Total public goods 436 2.344 1.832 0 7 

Total private goods 433 2.133 1.591 0 7 

 

Figure 2 below displays the total number of public (on the left) and private (on the 

right) goods reported by each individual respondent. The increased number of bars in the 

right-hand figure reflects the scale upon which the private goods are measured—as 

discussed above, the scale allowed for some uncertainty in the number of private goods 

received over the past year because people may be less sure about the receipt of one-off 

transfers than they may be about the public goods that are more obviously present on a 

daily basis. The modal response for the number of public goods received was one single 

public goods (n=105). The distribution is positively skewed with 65 respondents claiming 

that they received no public goods at all and 17 stating that they received all 7 of the public 

goods included in the survey.  The private goods distribution is also positively skewed with 

the modal category being that people reported receiving no private goods over the last year 

                                                           
80 The variable considers those who received gifts from the NRM specifically (92% of 

votes bought) or from multiple parties as experiencing government vote buying. 
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(n=83) and only one respondent claiming that they received 7 private goods. No 

respondents claimed that they were sure that they received all 8 of the public goods 

included in the survey.  

FIGURE 2: NUMBER OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE GOODS BY RESPONDENT 

 

Figure 3 plots the number of public goods reported by each respondent against the 

number of private goods received. The trend line indicates that there is a slight upwards 

trend, meaning that people who received more private goods also received more public 

goods. However, the line remains almost horizontal, indicating that the association is not 

strong. Based on the predictions of the theory, one might expect that the trend would be 

more negative, because individuals of different ethnic groups are expected to be targeted 

predominantly with either public or private goods. However, the figure does not take into 
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account many other important factors that might affect provisioning, which are discussed 

further below. 

FIGURE 3: NUMBER OF PUBLIC AGAINST PRIVATE GOODS BY 

RESPONDENT 

 

 

The hypotheses were tested using ordinary least squares linear regression with 

robust standard errors. The baseline model for testing the first set of hypotheses is as 

follows: 

Y= α + β1Coethnic + β2Ally + β3Nonsalient + β4 Controls + ε 

In the above expression, Y represents the outcomes of interest. Coethnic, Ally and 

Nonsalient are all dummy variables indicating that the respondent is from an area with a 
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high concentration of regime coethnics, allies, or non-salient groups, respectively. The 

excluded term is that a respondent is from an area concentrated with ethnic groups that are 

adversarial to the regime. The coefficients on this set of dummy variables should be 

interpreted with reference to that excluded group. 

The control variables for the public goods analysis include whether a respondent 

lives in an urban area, the log population of the parish in which they live, and the average 

poverty level of the parish. The inclusion of these variables attempts to control for the fact 

that rural areas may be harder to access with materials required for public goods, that areas 

with higher populations may be targeted with more public goods than those with fewer 

people, and that poverty levels may affect the types of goods viewed as most crucial to 

target to an area based on recipient need. The model also controls for the gender and age 

of the respondent because these variables may affect whether the respondent is aware of a 

particular public good being available in the area. For example, older people and women 

may have more contact with health centers than young men due to infirmity or child 

bearing. In the public goods models, the standard errors are conservatively clustered by 

village. 

In the private goods models, the variables coethnic, ally, and non-salient refer to 

the ethnicity of the individual, rather than the area. This is because private goods are more 

easily targeted to specific individuals than public goods. The same controls are used as in 

the above model, but with the addition of a measure for household poverty, the number of 

elderly people (65 and older) or children (under 16) in the household, and education level. 

These variables may affect the likelihood of receiving specific transfers related to poverty 

reduction, pensions, or school fees. The household poverty measure is based on consistency 
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of access to five items over the past year—food, water, medical care and medicine, cooking 

fuel, and cash. This control variable also replaces the parish level poverty measure used in 

the public goods models. 

Taking into account the possibility that the regime may reward or punish 

areas/individuals depending on their vote choice (Magaloni 2008), other versions of the 

model attempt to take presidential vote share into account. These models are first run using 

all ethnic groups together and are then run on individual groups. This is because a change 

in vote share may produce different responses from the government depending on the 

ethnic group from which it originates. The public goods model relies on votes from the 

parish in the 2011 election, while the private goods models can use information of how 

individuals voted in the 2016 election from the survey’s secret ballot. 2011 results were 

chosen for the public goods model due to the time required for infrastructural public goods 

to be provided and for their level to be reflective of a government response to vote shares. 

2016 votes were chosen for the private goods model because the totals reflect the goods 

received in the year immediately after that election. In the private goods models that 

include the voting variable, vote buying is dropped as a component of the total number of 

private goods variable. This is because the vote buying would have occurred prior to the 

2016 election and could not be affected by the results of that election. 

The vote share figures in the public goods models should be treated with some 

skepticism because government measures of vote share in Uganda are problematic. It has 

regularly been reported that votes for Museveni are subject to falsification (Freedom House 

2017). Results for one of the districts included in the survey may be particularly misleading. 

The vote share for Museveni reported by the government for adversarial area Moroto in 
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the 2016 election was 89.3%. However, interviews with government and NGO actors from 

the area suggest high levels of government tampering and ease of manipulating voters in 

the area.81 The government may still take the variation in vote share between areas into 

account despite the fraud that may inflate the results, as such the vote share variable is 

included in some of the models. Another reason why one might expect to see an increase 

in resources as a result of even artificially inflated high levels of support is that the 

government may reward local political actors who perpetrated the fraud with additional 

resources from which they could then take their own benefits (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; 

Krastev and Holmes 2012). If this mechanism is occurring, I would still expect the type of 

goods provided to the local political actors for distribution to the population to fit the 

patterns predicted by the theory based on the ethnic composition of the area. 

3. Results 

Descriptive patterns of public and private goods provision among the four groups are 

displayed in Figures 4, 5a, and 5b. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
81 Interview with CSO, April 2017, and local civil servant, August 2017. 
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FIGURE 4: PUBLIC AND PRIVATE GOODS DISTRIBUTION 

 

The left-hand graph in Figure 4 displays the mean total number of public goods 

received in each district by ethnic classification, while the right displays the mean number 

of private goods received by individuals in the same classifications. They demonstrate 

receipt of goods occurs as predicted by the theory with coethnics and allies receiving the 

most durable public goods and adversaries and non-salient groups receiving the majority 

of private transfers. 

 Figures 5a and 5b demonstrate that there is some variation in this pattern for specific 

public and private goods, respectively.  
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FIGURE 5A: PUBLIC GOODS BY DISTRICT 

 

The graphs in Figure 5a indicate that, with no controls, the pattern of preferential 

provision to coethnics and allies holds for almost all of the public goods. However, 

adversaries and non-salient groups have higher access to clinics than allies, but still less 

than coethnics. Additionally, adversaries have more tarmac roads than other groups. This 

may reflect recent government efforts to control the previously lawless area. This good-

specific variation underscores the need to examine a range of resources to understand 

aggregate patterns of distribution because of the different functions goods represent. 
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FIGURE 5B: PRIVATE GOODS BY ETHNICITY 

 

The graphs in Figure 5b indicate that, with no controls, adversaries and non-salient 

groups get a higher number of private goods than president coethnics and allies for most 

of the private goods. Allies, however, get more school fees than non-salient groups, but 

fewer than coethnics. As predicted, coethnics are consistently less likely to receive each of 

the private goods than adversaries and non-salient individuals. I further examine the 

breakdown of specific goods for each category in Section 4 of this chapter. 

While these descriptive statistics indicate variation in goods provision in line with 

the theory, they do not take into account non-ethnicity factors that might influence receipt 

of goods. As such, the hypotheses were tested using regression models from Section 5. The 

regression results related to the first set of hypotheses are displayed below in Tables 7 and 

8. Figure 6 displays the results from the first model in each of those tables and indicates 
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the difference between the number of goods received by coethnics and allies (as one 

category combined) versus the omitted adversaries and non-salient group (again, as one 

category combined). The results from running the same models but breaking down the 

categories into the four different categories are displayed below in Tables 9 and 10. 

FIGURE 6: RESULTS HYPOTHESIS 1A AND 1B (TWO GROUPS) 

 

 

Hypothesis 1a, which claimed that coethnics and allies gain more public goods than 

the other groups, is tested by Models 1-6 in Table 7. The results indicate that when 

combined, allies and coethnics receive more public goods than the adversaries and non-

salient groups (also combined). Based on Model 1, a respondent living in an ally or 

coethnic area has access to 0.958 more public goods than a respondent living in the other 

areas. This is statistically significant at the 90% confidence level (p=0.061) with clustering 

by village and at the 99% level with robust standard errors (p=0.00), as shown in Model 5. 
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This is substantively important considering the type of services provided by public goods. 

For example, the difference could indicate that a village has a school that provides 

education opportunities to its inhabitants or it does not. This is consistent with the theory 

of differentiated distribution. These results remain in Model 2 when the vote share variable 

is added, as displayed in Table 7 and in Figure 7 below. In this case, the number of 

additional goods received by the ally and ethnic group increases to 1.018 and is significant 

at the 90% confidence level (p=0.055) without clustering and at the 99% confidence level 

with robust standard errors (p=0.00). 

TABLE 7: PUBLIC GOODS (TWO GROUPS) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

       

Ally&Coethnic 0.958* 1.018*   0.958*** 1.018*** 

 (0.496) (0.515)   (0.191) (0.195) 

Vote_Parish 

_2011 

 -0.008 -0.092*** -0.002  -0.008** 

  (0.010) (0.030) (0.018)  (0.004) 

Constant 3.294 4.075 14.194** 4.413 3.294*** 4.075*** 

 (2.684) (2.868) (6.302) (3.499) (1.056) (1.105) 

       

Districts All All Ally 

& 

Coethnic 

Adversary 

& 

N-Salient. 

All All 

Clustered Village 

(40) 

Village 

(40) 

Village 

(20) 

Village 

(20) 

Robust 

 

Robust 

Observations 434 434 215 219 434 434 

R-squared 0.211 0.217 0.342 0.252 0.211 0.217 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The effect of vote share on receipt of public goods for all groups together and for 

each of the two groups individually is shown below on the left-hand side of Figure 8. 
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Taking all groups together, lower voting areas received more public goods, perhaps 

reflecting an attempt to buy less supportive areas, but the effect is statistically insignificant. 

FIGURE 7: RESULTS HYPOTHESIS 1A AND 1B INCLUDING VOTES (2 

GROUPS) 

 

Considering each of the two groupings individually, shown on the left of Figure 8, 

results indicate that the government targeted public goods to areas with lower ally and 

coethnic support in the 2011 election (significant at the 99% confidence level). There is no 

statistically significant effect of election results in the adversarial and non-salient areas, 

perhaps because government public goods are more restricted from these groups in general. 
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FIGURE 8: EFFECT OF VOTING ON GOODS RECEIPT 

 

Hypothesis H1b—that private goods are disproportionately directed towards 

adversary and non-salient groups—is tested through Models 1-4 in Table 8 below. The 

results of Model 1, shown in Figure 6 above, indicate that allies and coethnics (combined) 

receive fewer private goods than the adversary and non-salient group (combined). Based 

on this model, a respondent from the adversary and non-salient group will receive 1.087 

more private goods than a respondent from the ally and coethnic group, all else held 

constant. This is significant at the 99% confidence level and is consistent with the theory 

of differentiated distribution. 
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TABLE 8: PRIVATE GOODS (TWO GROUPS) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Total Private Total Private Total Private Total Private 

     

Ally&Coethnic -1.087*** -0.948***   

 (0.204) (0.185)   

VoteMus  -0.437*** -0.314 -0.497** 

  (0.157) (0.209) (0.251) 

Constant 7.056*** 6.345*** 4.829** 5.170*** 

 (0.934) (0.907) (1.919) (1.180) 

     

Groups All All Ally 

& 

Coethnic 

Adversary 

& 

N-Salient 

Observations 388 337 152 185 

R-squared 0.277 0.278 0.284 0.106 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The remaining models in Table 8 include variables relating to individual votes for 

Museveni in 2016. For each, the ‘vote buying’ component of the dependent variable is 

removed to avoid a temporal mismatch. While there is a slight change in the substantive 

amount received by allies and coethnics, the direction and significance remains consistent 

with the addition of the vote share variable in Model 2 and is displayed in Figure 7. The 

coefficient on the vote share variable, shown on the right-hand side of Figure 8, indicates 

that there is a statistically significant difference (99% confidence level) in the number of 

private goods received by respondents based on the way they voted in the 2016 election. 

Those who did not vote for Museveni have subsequently been targeted with private goods, 

potentially in an attempt to buy back their support. The voting effect for each of the two 

groupings is also shown on the right-hand side of Figure 8. These results indicate that it is 

not allies and coethnics who are being targeted with private goods as a result of their votes 
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but that adversaries and non-salient groups are the targets of a strategy to buy back support 

with private goods. 

The above results indicate that there is support for the two hypotheses, when 

considering allies and coethnics grouped together and contrasted against adversaries and 

non-salient groups combined. The results from running the same models but breaking down 

the categories into four instead of two types of ethnic group are displayed below in Tables 

9 and 10.  Figure 9 also displays the results from the first model in each of those tables and 

indicates the difference between the number of goods received by groups versus the 

omitted adversary group. 

FIGURE 9: RESULTS HYPOTHESIS 1A AND 1B (ALL GROUPS) 
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Hypothesis 1a, which claimed that coethnics and allies gain more public goods than 

the other groups, is tested by Models 1-6 in Table 9. The results indicate that all groups 

receive more public goods than the adversaries, with allies receiving the most, followed by 

coethnics, and then non-salient groups. Only the amount of public goods received by allies, 

however, is statistically significantly different to that received by the adversary group.  

TABLE 9: TESTING HYPOTHESIS 1A FOR PUBLIC GOODS (ALL GROUPS) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

Public 

Total 

public 

       

Coethnic 0.486 0.572     

 (0.574) (0.732)     

Non-salient 0.233 0.306     

 (0.713) (0.795)     

Ally 1.790* 1.775*     

 (1.039) (1.033)     

Vote Share 2011  -0.003 -0.171*** -0.205** -0.083** -0.019 

  (0.014) (0.043) (0.071) (0.037) (0.019) 

Constant 1.055 1.298 31.556*** 82.946*** 7.957 4.044 

 (3.682) (3.715) (8.036) (19.881) (17.095) (3.126) 

Districts All All Coethnic ~Salient Ally Adversary 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 434 434 104 110 111 109 

Villages 40 40 10 10 10 10 

R-squared 0.233 0.234 0.302 0.423 0.541 0.445 

Model OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS 

Clustered (by village) standard errors in parentheses. 

Adversary is omitted category. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Based on Model 1, a respondent living in an ally area has access to 1.79 more public 

goods than a respondent living in an adversarial area. This is statistically significant at the 

90% confidence level (p=0.09) with clustering by village and at the 99% level with robust 

standard errors (p=0.00). With robust standard errors the coefficient on the coethnic 

variable also becomes statistically significant at the 95% level (p=0.04). These results for 
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the ally group remain in Model 2 when the vote share variable is added, as displayed in 

Table 9 and in Figure 10 below. 

FIGURE 10: RESULTS HYPOTHESIS 1A AND 1B INCLUDING VOTES (ALL 

GROUPS) 

 

These results are partially in line with the expectations of the hypothesis in terms 

of direction but with allies receiving even more public goods than coethnics. Table A3 in 

Appendix 3 shows that when conservatively clustering by village the difference between 

amounts received by allies and coethnics is just above conventional cutoffs for statistical 

significance (p=0.15) but increases to 99% confidence when using robust standard errors.  

 The effect of vote share on receipt of public goods for all groups together and for 

each group individually is shown below on the left-hand side of Figure 11. Taking all 

groups together, lower voting areas received more public goods, perhaps reflecting an 

attempt to buy less supportive areas, but the effect is statistically insignificant.  
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FIGURE 11: EFFECT OF VOTING ON GOODS RECEIPT (ALL GROUPS) 

 

Considering each ethnic group individually, shown on the left of Figure 11, results 

indicate that the government targeted public goods to areas with lower coethnic, ally, and 

non-salient support in the 2011 election (significant at the 99% confidence level for 

coethnic and the 95% level for ally and non-salient). There is no statistically significant 

effect of election results in the adversarial area, perhaps because government public goods 

are restricted from these groups in general. 

Hypothesis H1b—that private goods are disproportionately directed towards 

adversary and non-salient groups—is tested through Models 1-6 in Table 10. The results 

of Model 1, shown in Figure 9, indicate that all groups receive fewer private goods than 

the adversary group. The difference is largest between them and coethnics and then allies. 

These effects are both statistically significant at the 99% confidence level. The difference 

between adversary and non-salient groups is significant at the 90% level (p=0.07). Based 
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on this model, a respondent from an adversary group will receive 1.93 more private goods 

than a coethnic respondent and 0.76 more private goods than an ally respondent, all else 

held constant. This is consistent with the theory of differentiated distribution. 

TABLE 10: TESTING HYPOTHESIS 1B FOR PRIVATE GOODS (ALL 

GROUPS) 

 (1) (2) (3) (3) (3) (3) 

 Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

Total 

private 

Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

       

Coethnic -1.929*** -1.674***     

 (0.199) (0.178)     

Non-salient -0.380* -0.328*     

 (0.211) (0.197)     

Ally -0.760*** -0.595***     

 (0.251) (0.227)     

Voted for  -0.205 -0.345* -1.534*** 0.163 0.310 

President  (0.163) (0.199) (0.401) (0.271) (0.296) 

Constant 7.577*** 6.466*** 0.335 10.040*** 10.120*** 1.042 

 (0.970) (0.945) (1.787) (2.227) (2.579) (1.601) 

Individuals All All Coethnic ~Salient Ally Adversary 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 388 337 65 107 87 78 

R-squared 0.339 0.340 0.236 0.280 0.282 0.293 

Model OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 

Adversary is omitted category. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The remaining models in Table 10 include variables relating to individual votes for 

Museveni in 2016. For each, the ‘vote buying’ component of the dependent variable is 

removed to avoid a temporal mismatch. While there are slight changes in the substantive 

amounts, the results for all groups together remain the same as in Model 1 and are displayed 

in Figure 10. The coefficient on the vote share variable, shown on the right-hand side of 

Figure 11, indicates that there is no statistically significant difference in the number of 

private goods received by respondents based on the way they voted in the 2016 election. 
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The voting effect for each ethnic group are also shown on the right-hand side of Figure 11. 

These results indicate that votes have not affected receipt of private goods for any group, 

based on conventional levels of statistical significance. Coethnics and non-salient 

respondents who did not vote for the president received additional private goods after the 

election with that effect being significant at the 90% confidence level. 

4. Good Specific Patterns 

The above results all focus on the total number of public and private goods received by 

communities and individuals. This is a useful analysis because the results indicate that there 

is a difference between provisioning based on the division of durable versus non-durable 

goods, which is in line with the theory that I presented in Chapter 2. However, it is possible 

that these totals are hiding good specific variation within those categories and a particular 

good may be driving the trend rather than the variation in durability. As such, in this 

section, I run the same models for each of the 7 public goods and the 8 private goods 

included in the survey as the dependent variable. 

Table 11 displays the results of regression analysis with each of the public goods 

as the dependent variable and using the same controls as for the public goods model. They 

indicate that for 6 of the public goods, they are provided in line with the theory. The ally 

and coethnic grouping receive significantly more of each public good than the excluded 

adversary and non-salient category for four of the public goods. The difference between 

the two categories for the electricity and water supply is not statistically significant. The 

lack of significance on the water supply and electricity supply variables may be due to the 

fact that these are not as obviously ‘public’ goods as schools and health centers. Some 
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households may have their own supplies and therefore not rely on government provided 

sources for provision of water and electricity. 

There is one public good, however, that the adversary and non-salient group receive 

in greater amounts than do the ally and coethnic group. This is paved or tarmacked roads. 

As indicated in other literature, roads can be an important way of controlling populations 

that are viewed by the government as potentially troublesome because it allows them to 

access them more quickly in order to quell unrest (Scott 1998). As such, it is perhaps 

unsurprising that the result for roads is counter to the theory, given the specific properties 

of the good. Indeed, were this good to be excluded from the analysis on the basis that roads 

can be a method of control, rather than a means of capacity-building and independence, the 

results found above in favor of the theory’s prediction regarding public goods would 

become stronger. 

TABLE 11: TESTING H1A FOR INDIVIDUAL PUBLIC GOODS 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Clinic Primary 

School 

2ndry 

School 

Electric 

Supply 

Water 

Supply 

Roads Bank 

        

Ally& 0.342* 0.347** 0.303*** -0.005 0.136 -0.295** 0.189** 

Coethnic (0.172) (0.153) (0.104) (0.092) (0.125) (0.128) (0.087) 

% Vote -0.000 0.001 0.002 -0.001 -0.004** -0.006* -0.000 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) 

Constant 0.612 1.593** 0.811 0.033 0.278 0.058 0.844** 

 (0.849) (0.769) (0.687) (0.482) (0.429) (0.777) (0.395) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Districts All All All All All All All 

Obs 432 425 422 419 415 427 409 

R2 0.207 0.077 0.148 0.285 0.078 0.216 0.146 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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The results for the each of the different private goods also largely in support the 

theory. As displayed in Table 12, adversary and non-salient groups get significantly more 

of all types of private goods, aside from school fees. This anomaly could be explained by 

the fact that adversary and non-salient groups have access to fewer government supplied 

schools, which may render the paying of school fees less important as a form of private 

good provision.  

TABLE 12: TESTING H1B FOR INDIVIDUAL PRIVATE GOODS 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Pension Poverty Loan School 

     

Ally & -0.180*** -0.161*** -0.100*** -0.035 

Coethnic (0.050) (0.061) (0.034) (0.063) 

Voted for -0.086* -0.049 -0.023 -0.145** 

Museveni (0.045) (0.054) (0.034) (0.061) 

Constant 0.389 1.090*** 0.418** 0.582* 

 (0.272) (0.306) (0.201) (0.312) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Districts     

Observations 325 321 312 319 

R squared 0.135 0.109 0.114 0.096 

 

 (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Agric. 

Inputs 

Social Informal Vote buy 

     

Ally & -0.212*** -0.187*** -0.239*** -0.248*** 

Coethnic (0.066) (0.059) (0.042) (0.065) 

Voted for -0.106* -0.057 -0.041  

Museveni (0.057) (0.051) (0.039)  

Constant 2.196*** 0.630** 1.163*** 1.420*** 

 (0.301) (0.307) (0.262) (0.317) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Districts All All All All 

Observations 329 319 292 368 

R Squared 0.241 0.090 0.287 0.153 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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While informal payments are also received by the adversarial and non-salient 

groups at a higher rate than the other groups, these goods may perhaps be provided by 

individual politicians at the local level, rather than reflect central regime strategy. As such, 

I ran the main regression models for the total number of private goods received again but 

with informal payments removed. The results are shown in Table 13. As one would expect 

given the break-down of each of the goods and their distribution in Table 12 above, the 

results remain unaffected by removing informal payments from the total private goods 

variable. For the dependent variable in Models 2 and 4, where the vote variable is included 

as an independent variable, I exclude vote buying from the dependent variable to avoid a 

temporal mismatch. 

TABLE 13: H1B WITHOUT INFORMAL PRIVATE GOODS 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

Ally&Coethnic -0.890***  -0.748***  

 (0.196)  (0.175)  

Coethnic  -1.763***  -1.530*** 

  (0.188)  (0.161) 

Non-salient  -0.497**  -0.487*** 

  (0.196)  (0.176) 

Ally  -0.647***  -0.491** 

  (0.242)  (0.215) 

Voted for   -0.424*** -0.189 

President   (0.150) (0.155) 

Constant 5.959*** 6.650*** 5.309*** 5.677*** 

 (0.881) (0.900) (0.850) (0.858) 

Individuals All All All All 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 388 388 337 337 

R-squared 0.224 0.297 0.236 0.317 

Model OLS OLS OLS OLS 

Excluded group for Models 1 and 4 is Adversary&Non-salient combined. 

Excluded group for Models 2 and 3 is Adversary. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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5. Alternative Explanations for the Pattern of Differentiated Distribution 

Found 

These findings indicate that providing goods to multiple ethnic groups, rather than 

predominantly to regime coethnics, is a strategy for regime maintenance in Uganda. It is 

not the case that all goods are provided to the coethnics of the president, with other groups 

discriminated against across the board. Instead, it appears that the government uses a 

strategy of differentiated distribution that takes into account differences between different 

non-coethnic groups. The results show that allies receive more durable public goods than 

any other group, while adversary ethnic groups tend to receive a higher number of private 

goods than do the others. This may be because many of these private goods come in the 

form of transfers that can be quickly stopped in the event of a reduction of support or 

increased unrest. In contrast, public goods are often physical structures, which makes them 

harder to retract. 

5.1 Supply-Side Factors 

An important alternative explanation for the pattern of goods observed is that NGOs or 

district level governments supply facilities or make provision decisions, rather than the 

central regime. The fact that the survey asked specifically about government provided 

services and transfers helps to isolate the effect of government influence versus NGO 

provision. Studies have however shown that recipients can find it challenging to 

differentiate between provision by the government and other actors, such as NGOs (Brass 

2012). In order to take this possibility in to account, I ran the public goods regressions 

again having recoded as missing the responses for villages in which 60% or more of 

respondents were not in agreement about the origin of health centers, primary schools or 
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secondary schools. The results, shown in table A5 in Appendix 3, support the original 

findings with allies receiving statistically more public goods at similar substantive levels 

and at 90% significance in the models clustered by village. 

A related issue is whether there has been a change in the provider of a service over 

time. For example, a health center or a school may exist because it was originally provided 

by missionaries or NGOs but has since come under state management and is therefore 

currently associated with the government. Additionally, the existence of physical structures 

could reflect historically high development in particular areas, rather than benefits from the 

current government. This might be a particular concern regarding the Baganda ally area 

that formed one of the original Ugandan kingdoms and was favored by the British under 

colonialism. In an attempt to distinguish between stocks of public goods provided in the 

past and current flows of government provision, I examined the quality of services provided 

as the dependent variable in a series of regressions displayed in Table A6 in Appendix 3. 

In so doing, I assume that quality is associated with investment from the current 

government irrespective of the original provider of the physical structure. These 

regressions consider the supply of materials and staffing levels over the past year to health 

centers, primary schools, and secondary schools that respondents have identified as being 

government provided. According to these results, allies receive a significantly higher 

quality of these public goods than adversaries, followed by coethnics and non-salient 

groups—as such, these patterns are in line with the main results of the paper. 

The three dependent variables for these models displayed in Table A5 are a 

combination of responses about the supply of materials and staffing levels, respectively, at 

health centers, primary schools, and secondary schools that respondents identify as being 
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government supplied. Respondents were asked about how often they experience shortages 

of first materials and then staffing on a four point scale based on four responses (always, 

often, once in a while, and never). The scores for the supply and staffing shortages were 

inverted to make ‘never’ the highest score of 4. The three responses for each type of service 

were combined to give an overall score of access or supply to services. The control 

variables were the same used in the original models testing H1a and the excluded category 

was again the adversarial group. 

The results indicate that allies get more supplies and staff at these facilities than the 

other groups in substantive terms. This is statistically significantly more than the excluded 

adversary group at the 95% confidence level for supplies and the 99% level for staffing. 

Coethnics also get more supplies and staff than adversaries at an amount that is statistically 

significant at the 95% level. While the non-salient group also get more supplies and staff 

than the adversary group, this is not significant at conventional confidence levels. 

Even were the goods correctly identified as government-provided, it is perhaps 

possible that the local government was responsible for provision decisions rather than 

Museveni’s central regime. Interviews, however, strongly suggested that the central 

government had effective control over district-level government actors. This included 

political influence of centrally appointed district positions but also the provision of 

transfers that determine the supply of projects, materials, and personnel. For example, one 

interviewee claimed that “the autonomy of the local level is only theoretical. They must 

provide the services, but they have less control because they do not have the funds.”82 

                                                           
82 Interview with CSO, Kampala, June 2016. 
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Interviews with local government actors specifically in the four survey districts led to 

similar conclusions. For example, one civil servant explained that, while they have a 

devolved planning process, the money comes from the central government and there are 

always funding gaps.83 Even in the most developed of the districts, a civil servant explained 

that they only obtain 10% of their budget from local revenue (mainly taxes on business) 

and rely on the national government for the remaining money.84 

Distance from the capital, Kampala, may also be a factor influencing provision 

patterns. A limitation of the survey design is that ethnic concentration of each district co-

varies exactly with distance from the capital, which means it is excluded as a variable in 

the regression models. Unfortunately, due to the particular geographic concentration of 

ethnic groups in Uganda, it was not possible to block the randomization process based on 

distance to the capital. As demonstrated in Figure 1, the distance between the capital and 

the ally district is very small compared to other districts (approximately 1/5 of the distance 

to the next closest district using GPS points of survey sub-counties), which makes the 

distance and ethnicity variables very hard to parse out. In an attempt to investigate the 

effect of distance, I include results of the main regressions for public and private goods 

containing an approximate measure of distance to the capital from each sub-county in Table 

A7 and Table A8 in Appendix 3, respectively. GPS coordinates were not gathered from the 

project villages. Using a dataset from the Uganda Bureau of Statistics based on data 

provided collected in 2009 from humanitarian partners, I matched the villages to the closest 

available point based typically on being within the same sub-county or within the next 

                                                           
83 Interview with civil servant, Moroto August 2017. 
84 Interview with civil servant, Mbarara July 2017. 
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closest sub-county. This meant that when two villages were sampled within the same sub-

county they were treated as being at the same proxy point, thus reducing the variation in 

location. I then calculated the distance from each point to Kampala in kilometers to create 

the distance variable. The control variables remain the same as in the original models 

testing H1a and H1b and adversary is the excluded category. 

The private goods results remain unchanged. In the public goods model for all 

districts, the signs on the ethnic variables reverse but the distance variable is not significant. 

When examining each district individually, distance from the capital actually increases the 

number of public goods for all areas except for the non-salient district. In order to fully 

investigate the effect of distance, a larger sample of districts varying in both ethnic 

classification and distance is required. That distance is likely not the only factor driving the 

supply of public goods is given some support by the examination of a public good that 

relies to a largest extent on infrastructure provision—tarmac roads. While schools or health 

centers could be housed in basic structures built out of local materials, the construction of 

tarmac roads likely requires specific machinery, materials and skills that are less likely to 

be readily available at the local level. Burgess et al (2015) note that paved road building in 

Kenya is not an activity to which local groups typically contribute and is a centrally 

managed activity managed from the center. The results in Table A6 indicate that distance 

from the capital has no statistically significant effect on the number of roads provided to 

an area. 

Historical inaccessibility and neglect by the government might also explain lack of 

government public goods. For example, adversarial area Moroto was cut off from the rest 

of the country due to militant activity up until just over 10 years ago. However, according 
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to the survey, the total number of public goods, when taking into account NGO provisions 

in addition to government, is actually higher for Moroto than for two of the other districts 

that have been open to government intervention in the long-term. Additionally, the 

regression models control for parish or household poverty levels to take into account the 

potential that long-term neglect of particular areas may influence whether areas are in 

greater need of short-term private goods or longer-term public goods. As such, it is likely 

that the patterns found may be reflective of government willingness to provide goods to 

different areas, rather than its ability to provide based on distance or historical 

inaccessibility. 

Finally, the somewhat surprising patterns of limited coethnic favoritism in private 

goods provision could perhaps be explained by a temporal effect. For example, the 

government might favor coethnics most of the time but only provide additional private 

goods to other groups in the lead up to an election. However, the timing of the survey 

refutes that suggestion. It took place a year and a half after the last election and the 

questions on private goods—aside from vote buying—were in relation to goods received 

over the past year after the election. 

5.2 Demand-Side Factors 

In the preceding section of this chapter, I have been concerned with how a government that 

implements a strategy of differentiated distribution can affect citizen responses. In contrast, 

in this section, I examine the possibility that the action of citizens influences the 

government response and examine whether the pattern of differentiated distribution found 

in the previous chapter could simply be a government response to citizen demand rather 

than a conscious government strategy to capitalize on the properties of different goods. 
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The ability of different ethnic groups to negotiate effectively for goods may also 

influence the level of provision, in addition to the type of goods that they request. It has 

been suggested that areas with higher ethnic homogeneity are better able to support public 

goods provisioning that heterogeneous areas (Alesina et al 1999; Habyarimana et al 2007). 

This is not a strong explanation for the particularly high number of public goods in ally-

dominated areas in this case because each of the areas were originally chosen due to having 

a high level of ethnic homogeneity and because the ally-dominated area of Mpigi did not 

have the lowest level of heterogeneity. However, the ally group represented in the survey 

is the Baganda—a group that has a strong hierarchical chieftaincy structure. The presence 

of a high number of public goods may be due the ability of the chiefs to negotiate with the 

government or to extract local contributions to public goods projects (Baldwin 2016). 

However, the survey results and interviews with village level officials suggest that chiefs 

were no more important for local development than in the three non-Baganda districts.85 

Another factor that might create the differences in government provisioning is that 

the demand for a particular type of good differs between the four ethnic groupings 

considered in the survey. It is perhaps the case that citizens from ally and coethnic areas 

demand more public goods than other areas and that citizens in adversarial areas are 

                                                           
85 When asked who was most important for supporting the development of their area, 

none of the 10 officials interviewed from the ally area responded that a chief or the 

Kabaka was the most important. 1 out of 111 respondents from the survey in the ally area 

responded that a traditional leader was most important when asked an open-ended version 

of the same question. This frequency is marginally less than the 1 out of 110 from the 

non-salient area who claimed that a traditional leader was most important when asked the 

same question. None of the respondents from the adversary and coethnic areas provided 

‘traditional leader’ as an answer. 
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particularly desirous of private goods. In this section, I use additional evidence from the 

survey to test that possibility through regression analysis. 

Another question on the survey asked respondents to choose the item that they 

considered most important for development from a list containing both public and private 

goods. The items in that list were randomized to avoid respondents being drawn to 

particular goods based on their position in the list. I use the responses to examine whether 

respondents from the different areas had particular preferences for goods that were either 

public or private. I used the following model for the logit regression analysis: 

Y= α + β1TotalPublic+ β2TotalPrivate + β3 Controls + ε 

For the dependent variable, I created a binary variable of whether the first choice 

of the most important development goods for each individual was a public or private good. 

The public goods included in the list of potential goods were a health center, a primary 

school, a secondary school, tarmac/paved roads, electricity supply, and a water supply. The 

private goods included: jobs and income generation programs, cash transfers to households, 

agricultural inputs, and credit or loans facilities. 

The controls used included whether an area was urban or rural, the log population 

of parish, household poverty, age, gender and education level of the respondent, number of 

children and number of elderly in the household. The ethnicity of the individual respondent 

was used as the main independent variable. 

The regression results are shown below in Figure 12 and Table A9 in Appendix 3. 

While each group has a slightly lower preference for private goods than the adversarial 

ethnic group, none of these differences are statistically significant at conventional levels of 
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significance. It is therefore unlikely that the patter of government distribution found in the 

previous chapter reflects a government response to citizen demands for particular types of 

goods. 

FIGURE 12: TYPE OF GOODS PREFERRED BY ETHNIC GROUPS 

 

A closer examination of the data shows that among the whole sample of 

respondents, the most desired good based on that question was agricultural inputs. This is 

classed as a private good and was chosen as the most important good by 21.0% of the 

respondents. Figure 13 shows the top 4 goods chosen by the full sample of respondents. 

The next most popular goods were a health center, a primary school, and a water supply 

(all public goods), chosen by 14.9%, 10.1%, and 10.1% of the respondents, respectively. 
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FIGURE 13: MOST IMPORTANT GOODS AS CHOSEN BY RESPONDENTS 

 

There was, however, some variation in demands between the four different districts 

and their respective classifications. Figure 14 shows the responses to the same question for 

each of the four districts. 
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FIGURE 14: MOST IMPORTANT GOODS CHOSEN BY DISTRICT 

 

While agricultural inputs remained the top of the list for the ally district, the 

adversary district, and the non-salient district, this type of good became second place for 

the coethnic district. They favored jobs at a slightly higher rate, with 17.2% of respondents 

there choosing jobs and income generation as the most important good and 15.2% of them 

choosing agricultural inputs. Again, this is viewed as a private good that goes to the 

individual. As such, there seems to be a strong desire for agricultural inputs across all areas. 

This is perhaps not surprising in a country that relies heavily on agriculture. Indeed, Figure 

15 shows that agricultural inputs remain the most important good in both rural and urban 

areas, although in urban areas it is in joint first place with access to credit (another private 

good) at 21.7% of respondents in urban areas choosing each of those goods. While 

agricultural inputs are clearly the most demand in rural areas over other goods, the 
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percentage of rural responders choosing agricultural is slightly lower than that in the urban 

areas, at 20.9%. Figure 15 also displays the responses to the same question broken down 

by gender. Again, agricultural inputs is consistently the most in demand good, with 20.6% 

of women choosing it as their most important resource and 21.4% of men ranking it at the 

top. 

FIGURE 15: MOST IMPORTANT GOODS CHOSEN BY URBAN AND GENDER 

 

Based on the above discussion, it appears that citizens from the four different 

groups do not have particularly different demands for goods that could explain the pattern 

of goods provision found in the previous chapter. Indeed, there are some common demands 

among all groups. Private goods, in terms of agricultural inputs, appears to be the item that 

citizens from all districts consider to be the most important item for their development. I 
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have classed this as a private good because they are provided to the individual. As such, 

this might indicate a potential flaw in the government’s strategy of providing more durable 

goods to trusted areas if they most desire private goods, despite their short-term nature. It 

should be considered, however, that perhaps respondents answering the question regarding 

the type of good they thought was most important were considering the sector they believe 

would most benefit them, their family, or their area, rather than contemplating the nature 

of goods in particular. For example, somebody who prioritizes education may have been 

as equally likely to choose a primary school (public good) or school fee payments (a private 

good) if given a list that substituted one for the other. It may not have been the private 

nature of agricultural inputs that attracted the respondents, but the fact that they think 

agriculture is the sector most important for development. 

6 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I find that the puzzle of long-term rule by authoritarian regimes in sub-

Saharan Africa may be partially answered by a strategy of differentiated distribution. 

Through this strategy, the regime provides goods to a wide swathe of ethnic groups, yet 

does so in a way to best limit the likelihood of defection. Using original household survey 

data from Uganda, I found that the government does direct goods in the manner largely 

predicted by the theory with coethnics and allies receiving more durable public goods than 

adversaries and non-salient groups, and the converse occurring with non-durable private 

goods. As well as being statistically significant, these results are substantively important, 

particularly with respect to the provision of public goods, because they indicate that the 

relationship of one’s ethnic group with the ruling regime can affect whether a school or a 

health center exists in an area. That coethnics are not the main recipients of either public 



155 
 

or private goods is a surprising finding that defies conventional wisdom about the strategies 

of African authoritarian presidents. Specifically, the results illustrate that in Uganda, 

contrary to traditional assumptions of coethnic favoritism, the government provides the 

highest number of public goods primarily to historical allies, while reserving retractable 

private transfers for historical adversaries. 

The survey also allowed me to examine whether the pattern of differentiated 

distribution found was likely to be a result of the government responding to the demands 

by different areas for either public or private goods, rather than reflecting a conscious 

government strategy of maximizing the properties of different distributive goods. I found 

that there was no statistically significant difference in the likelihood of the different areas 

to prefer public to private goods. Indeed, I found that all areas had a preference for private 

goods with a particular demand across all areas for agricultural inputs.  Given that 

recipients of public goods tend to have a higher belief that the government cares about them 

versus private goods recipients who tend to believe that goods are dependent on the 

president, it is interesting that most respondents requested a private good. This may, 

however, be more reflective of the sector they believe to be most important to their 

development rather that the durability of a particular good. 

The benefit of the survey approach used in this chapter is the ability to examine the 

effect of varied goods attributed to government provision and to ask specific questions 

about mechanisms. This is a particularly important contribution because previous studies 

have indicated that not all goods are used as political patronage tools (Kramon and Posner 

2013) but the reasons for their use have not been fully explored. As I discuss in Chapter 7, 

however, future studies are required to determine whether the findings of this chapter hold 
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over a broader geographic and temporal scope. First, in the next chapter, I examine whether 

these resource distribution tactics by the government have the intended effect on citizens 

and how recipients react to the receipt of different types of goods. 
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Chapter 6: Testing the Theory with Survey Evidence from Uganda 

Part 2: Citizen Response 

 

 

In this chapter, I examine whether the resource allocation strategy of differentiated 

distribution used by the government has the intended effect on citizens. First, I use the 

survey data discussed in Chapter 5 and apply regression analysis to determine how 

recipients react to the receipt of government provided goods and, in particular, whether 

there is a different reaction based on whether the goods they receive are public or private. 

I find that while there is no effect on receipt of either public or private goods on citizens’ 

opinions of the president, the receipt of more public goods increases a recipient’s sense that 

the regime cares about their development, while the receipt of more private goods increases 

their understanding that continued receipt of those goods depends upon their support of the 

president in the future. These results are also sensitive to the type of ethnic classification 

to which the recipient belongs, with the effects primarily being driven by the responses of 

allies and adversaries. 

Second, I examine the validity of these findings by considering who recipients believe 

is responsible for the provision of goods to their area. This is important in a decentralized 

governance structure—such as Uganda’s—because citizens may not believe that the 

amount of goods they receive is affected by presidential strategies. I find that citizens 

believe that the central government, rather than the local government, is responsible for the 

provision of resources within key sectors. As such, there is suggestive evidence that the 

receipt of goods would have an effect on citizen’s perspectives on the aspects of 

conditionality and presidential benevolence tested in the first section.  
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6. Hypotheses and Data 

The second set of hypotheses presented in Chapter 2 relates to whether use of the 

differential distribution strategy actually promotes support for the regime and explores the 

mechanisms through which that support is induced. The results from testing these 

hypotheses are intended to fill a gap in the distributive politics literature noted by previous 

studies. As Diaz-Cayeros et al (2016) explain, while studies are increasingly focusing on 

the reasons why regimes provide specific goods due to the effect that they intend those 

goods to have on recipients, we still do not know whether recipients react in the ways 

predicted by government calculations with respect to the receipt of different types of goods. 

Testing those predictions is challenging when using existing data because the relatively 

readily available indicators of support for the government, such as vote totals or protest 

occurrence, do not tell us whether the recipient understood the type of signal the 

government was attempting to convey and whether the recipient was responding to that 

signal. Through the use of my original survey, I attempt to address that gap with respect to 

the predictions made in my own theory by examining how citizens’ attitudes towards the 

government are affected by whether they receive durable public goods or non-durable 

private goods from the government. 

In Chapter 2, I outlined two benefits associated with the provision of either public 

or private goods in terms of the signals that they make to the recipients. I argued that 

specific groups are more likely to be incentivized to provide support to the regime through 

different mechanisms that are based on their previous relationship with the regime. Those 

groups that have either strong social ties via shared ethnicity with the regime or those who 

have provided their support in the past to the regime as allies are likely to expect gains 
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from the government in return and seek a strong signal that their relationships are being 

adequately recognized and rewarded. Durable public goods, due to their sunk costs and 

infrastructure, provide a strong signal of long-term investment and commitment by the 

regime to these groups that builds upon their existing ties. Receiving these goods will 

therefore help to secure the support of such groups by reassuring them that the existing 

regime cares about their development and is the best option for their continued welfare. 

I also argued that the provision of private goods that rely on a sustained flow of 

resources from the government to provide continual benefits also has a specific but 

different effect on the recipient that will secure their support. The non-durable nature of 

private goods provide their own signal of intentions to recipients; recipients of private 

goods will be aware that the benefit of each small transfer is fleeting without continued 

government provision. As such, though private goods are a benefit from the regime, this 

carrot contains an implicit stick—unless the recipient continues to provide their support to 

the regime, the flow of goods will be stopped. In contrast to the long-term commitment and 

affirmation of social ties signaled to coethnics and allies by durable public goods, the 

distribution of non-durable private goods to adversaries and non-salient groups underscores 

the conditional nature of provision under the current regime to those groups that it has less 

reason to trust. Receipt of these goods, therefore, acts as an implicit threat to would-be 

defectors and should lessen their propensity to engage in protest, rebellion, or voting for 

the opposition for fear that benefits will be lost. 

Based on this discussion I drew out three hypotheses to be tested in this chapter. 

The first hypothesis is related to how perceptions of the president are affected by the receipt 

of goods: 
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H2a: Those who receive more goods (of either type) from the government are likely to have 

a higher opinion of the government’s performance than those who receive fewer goods. 

 I make the assumption that the receipt of additional goods will make people think 

that the President is performing more effectively than people who do not receive goods. I 

also assume that more goods of any type will have that positive effect because, whether 

people have a personal preference for durable public goods or for non-durable private 

goods, the receipt of a good is better than not receiving that good because all goods provide 

some benefit to the recipient. 

The second two hypotheses relate to the mechanism through which the receipt of 

goods affect recipients: 

H2b: The receipt of private goods, in particular, increases recipients’ understanding that 

goods will be retracted if support is not forthcoming. 

H2c: The receipt of public goods, in particular, increases recipients’ belief that the regime 

cares about the long-term development of the recipient. 

I argued that the receipt of goods may affect recipients in two ways that influence 

regime stability. First, people may provide support to the regime because they fear the 

retraction of their goods as punishment if they defect by refusing to vote for the president 

or because they choose to engage in protest against his government. Second, people may 

provide their support to the regime because the recipient of goods makes them believe that 

the current government cares about them and is a better provider than other potential 

governments. The type of good—their differing levels of durability in particular—may 

influence which of these two mechanism are activated to provide stability for the 
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government. I test whether the receipt of private goods are more likely to activate a sense 

of conditionality that makes people believe goods are dependent upon support for the 

president and whether the receipt of public goods make people believe the president cares 

about their development. 

I first test the three hypotheses outlined above on the whole sample of survey 

respondents and then I explore the effect for the four different ethnic classifications 

individually. I undertake that demographic separation because perceptions of coethnics and 

non-coethnics of the regime may be affected differently by the same stimulus (Carlson 

2015; Conroy-Krutz 2015). For example, coethnics of the President may expect to be 

provided with benefits from having one of their group in power, so they may not be 

particularly influenced by the receipt of goods because it is what they expect anyway. 

Alternatively, coethnics may have an inflated perception of the difference between what 

they receive and the amount received by other groups (Carlson 2018). As such, in cases 

where they in practice receive fewer goods than another group, they may still react 

positively due to a belief that what they get is likely to be more than others. In contrast, 

those coethnics who do not receive goods may be particularly disgruntled because the 

president is not fulfilling their expectations. 

Similar differences might be found among other ethnic groups depending on the 

mechanism at work and how they view their provisions with respect to other groups in the 

country. For example, allies may believe that they deserve more benefits than other groups 

due to the support they have provided the regime in the past. As such, it might take a higher 

number of goods or goods with higher value to influence their opinion on the president or 

whether he cares about them in a positive direction because their higher expectations need 
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to be met. One might expect a different effect among adversaries who may assume that 

they will not be catered for by the regime and therefore react particularly positively (or 

conversely, particularly suspiciously) when provided with goods by the regime because it 

goes against their expectation of being excluded from benefits based on past antagonisms. 

Finally, the non-salient groups may react differently to the rest of the population if 

they perhaps perceive themselves as not being particularly important to politics and the 

regime. Their position might lead them to believe that the government cares about the 

development of the country if they receive benefits because they are unlikely to be targeted 

because the government either fears them or wants to reward them (unlike adversaries or 

allies). Alternatively, they may perceive the receipt of goods as being particularly 

transactional if non-salient groups assume that goods are only provided because the 

government needs their votes, rather than having any particular interest in their welfare. 

These different potential reactions are more likely to be evident in the survey data when 

the responses of each of the groups are examined individually to see if the same stimulus 

is having an opposing effect on different groups.  

The data used to test these hypotheses were taken from the same survey for testing 

the government strategy. Please see Chapter 5 for a discussion of sampling methods and 

district characteristics. In order to examine the citizen response side of the theory, one 

dependent variable was created to test each of the three hypotheses outlined above: how 

the respondent rated the performance of the president, whether they believe that the receipt 

of goods is conditional on support of the president, and whether the government cares about 

the development of the respondent. These three variables were drawn from questions on 

the survey, including one that was deemed potentially sensitive, as described below. 
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Performance: Respondents secretly rated Museveni’s performance since the last 

election in February 2016. This variable is coded 1 for ‘very poor’, 2 for ‘poor’, 3 for 

‘neither poor nor good’, 4 for ‘good’ and 5 for ‘very good’. Nonresponse was coded as 

missing. This question was considered to be potentially sensitive to respondents. As such, 

the question was administered via a secret ballot in order to avoid the possibility of non-

response, social desirability bias, or fear in the authoritarian context. Enumerators 

explained the question and pointed out the different answers before asking respondents to 

mark their answer (with a cross, tick, or thumb print) and place them in an envelope. The 

words on the performance scale were accompanied by a series of smiling or sad faces for 

additional clarification to less literate respondents. 

Conditionality: Respondents were asked if the receipt of resources was dependent 

upon support of the president. This was asked as a general question about ‘the goods and 

services to your area’ rather than in relation to specific types of goods or sectors. This 

variable takes a value of 1 if a respondent believed that receipt of goods is dependent on 

support of the president and 0 if they did not. Nonresponse was coded as missing. 

Cares: Respondents were asked if the president cared about the development of 

their area. This variable takes a value of 1 if a respondent believed that the president cares 

about the development of their area and 0 if they did not. Nonresponse was coded as 

missing. 

TABLE 14: DEPENDENT VARIABLES SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Statistic N Mean St. Dev Min Max 

Performance 411 3.112 1.350 1 5 

Conditional 335 0.555 0.498 0 1 

Cares 370 0.608 0.489 0 1 
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Figure 16 below displays the results of the responses to the three questions of 

interest, broken down by ethnic classification. Without any controls, the mean score for 

presidential performance was highest for non-salient groups, then coethnics of the 

president, then adversaries, and finally allies. However, each of the mean scores was above 

the mid-point of ‘neither good not poor,’ which reflects an overall slightly positive 

assessment amongst those that responded to the question. 

As displayed on the right hand side of the figure, adversaries and non-salient groups 

were the most likely to assume that the receipt of goods was dependent upon support of the 

president. This may reflect the assumption that, based on their past relationships with the 

regime, the government would not give them goods unless it needed to do so. That 

coethnics have a lower score for believing goods are conditional on support may reflect 

their assumption that goods are provided based on social ethnic ties, rather than for political 

purposes. Finally, the graph in the bottom of the figure indicates that both coethnics and 

non-salient groups have a strong belief that the government cares about their development, 

which is in-line with expectations about coethnics. It is, however, somewhat contrary to 

the position taken by non-salient groups about the conditionality of goods. That adversaries 

have the lowest belief regarding the extent to which the government cares about them may 

reflect their previous negative relationships with the regime and is consistent with their 

attitudes regarding conditionality. However, these results are descriptive and do not control 

for important factors that might influence the results aside from ethnic groups, including 

the type of good received by respondents. 
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FIGURE 16: DEPENDENT VARIABLES BY ETHNICITY 

 

The hypotheses were tested using ordinary least squares linear regression with 

robust standard errors. Where appropriate, models were also run using logit models, the 

results of which are shown in Appendix 4. 

The baseline model for testing the second set of hypotheses is as follows: 

Y= α + β1TotalPublic+ β2TotalPrivate + β3 Controls + ε 

The main independent variables for this model are the dependent variables used for 

testing the previous hypotheses in Chapter 5—total number of public goods in a 

respondent’s locale and total number of private goods provided to respondent’s household. 

The control variables for each of the models include whether a respondent lives in 

an urban area, the log population of the parish in which they live, a household poverty 
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measure, the gender of the respondent, their age, the number of elderly people (65 and 

older) and number of children (under 16) in the household, and the respondent’s education 

level. The household poverty measure is based on consistency of access to five items over 

the past year – food, water, medical care and medicine, cooking fuel, and cash. As 

previously noted, these models were originally run for all ethnic groups together and then 

were run for each group individually to allow for the possibility that different groups might 

be affected in different ways by receipt of goods. 

7. Results 

The results from testing the three hypotheses regarding citizen response to receipt of public 

and private goods from the government are shown in Figure 17 and in Table 15. 

FIGURE 17: RESULTS HYPOTHESIS 2A, B, AND C 
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The results from testing H2a—that receiving more goods has a positive effect on 

presidential performance evaluations—indicate that the receipt of additional public goods 

is positive but not statistically significant at conventional levels. In contrast, the receipt of 

additional private goods is negative and significant at the 90% confidence level. 

TABLE 15: TESTING HYPOTHESIS 2A, B AND C FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 

 (1) (2) (3)  
Performance Conditional Cares 

    

Total public 0.012 0.015 0.038** 

 (0.040) (0.015) (0.016) 

Total private -0.085* 0.099*** -0.009 

 (0.046) (0.016) (0.020) 

    

Controls Yes Yes Yes 

Districts All All All 

Observations 370 306 336 

R-squared 0.134 0.215 0.058 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  

 

The results from testing H2b—that the receipt of additional private goods is more 

likely than public goods to increase the belief that goods are dependent upon support for 

the president—indicate that receipt of public goods does not have a statistically significant 

effect on the sense of conditionality. The receipt of additional private goods, however, does 

increase the sense of conditionality and the effect is significant at the 99% confidence level. 

Were a recipient to go from having no private goods to receiving all 8 goods, all else 

constant, the probability that they would consider goods to be conditional would increase 

by 0.79. 
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The results from testing H2c—that public goods are more likely than private goods 

to increase a recipient’s sense that the president cares—indicate that receiving additional 

public goods is positive and statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. In contrast, 

the effect of receiving additional private goods is negative and not statistically significant. 

This is in line with the expectations of the hypothesis. 

Figure 18 and Table 16, below, display the same models but with ethnicity controls 

included to check whether the effects of receiving public and private goods found above 

remain and do not predominantly reflect different base levels of attitudes held by the four 

groups that correlate with the type of goods received. The results produced when including 

the ethnic classification variables as controls remain consistent with the above findings in 

terms of direction and significance. 
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TABLE 16: TESTING HYPOTHESIS 2A, B AND C WITH ETHNICITY 

CONTROLS 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Performance Conditional Cares 

    

Total public 0.020 0.023 0.039** 

 (0.037) (0.016) (0.015) 

Total private -0.034 0.082*** 0.028 

 (0.046) (0.018) (0.021) 

Coethnic 0.791*** -0.149* 0.476*** 

 (0.264) (0.089) (0.094) 

Ally 0.171 -0.042 0.187** 

 (0.241) (0.093) (0.087) 

Non-salient 1.136*** 0.070 0.379*** 

 (0.195) (0.079) (0.080) 

Constant 5.876*** 1.019*** 0.715* 

 (0.956) (0.377) (0.397) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes 

Districts All All All 

Observations 370 306 336 

R-squared 0.233 0.231 0.156 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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FIGURE 18: RESULTS HYPOTHESIS 2A, B AND C WITH ETHNICITY 

CONTROLS 

 

Figure 19, below, displays the coefficients for the ethnic control variables in the 

above regressions for each of the three questions. The results indicate that being a coethnic 

of the regime, regardless of other factors, makes the respondent have a higher rating of 

presidential performance (99% confidence level), a lower sense of conditionality (90% 

confidence level), and a greater sense that the president cares about them (9% confidence 

level) than adversary groups. This likely represents coethnic affinity and belief that the 

president cares about their development irrespective of the goods that they actually receive 

as individuals or to their area. This may indicate that coethnics make assumptions about 

the amount of goods that they receive relative to the rest of the population based on their 

shared ethnicity with the president, as suggested by Carlson’s (2018) lab experiment in 
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Uganda. My data suggest that her findings have external validity in the broader Ugandan 

context.  

Similar patterns, with respective to adversaries, are seen for allies for each of the 

three dependent variables. However, the only effect that is statistically significant is the 

belief that the president cares about their development (95% confidence level). This 

indicates that allies are more likely to believe that the current government considers their 

development important than adversaries even without receiving goods, which may reflect 

a belief that past ties are important and influence the president’s attitude towards them 

positively. 

Somewhat surprisingly, non-salient groups are also more likely to believe that the 

president is doing a good job and that he cares about their development than adversarial 

groups (both significant at the 99% confidence level) irrespective of goods received. 

However, they are no more likely to believe that what they receive is conditional on their 

support for the president. That they believe that the president is doing a good job may be a 

reflection of the fact that they believe he cares about their development despite their lack 

of obvious political relevance and is therefore a benevolent leader. 

In contrast, adversaries have a lower belief that the president is doing a good job or 

that that government cares about them, irrespective of the number of goods they receive. 

This may reflect pre-existing negative attitudes to the regime held by adversaries that are 

not as strong in other groups. This may also be reflect the converse to the effect seen among 

coethnics of the president—it is possible that adversaries believe the president is treating 

them worse relative to other groups irrespective of the actual amount received. 
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FIGURE 19: EFFECT OF ETHNICITY ON PERCEPTION OUTCOMES 

 

In addition to including the ethnicity controls above to isolate the effect of goods 

provision from baseline opinions of the different groups, it is useful to view the effects of 

the two different types of goods provision on the attitudes of respondents within each of 

the four different groups to determine whether there are heterogeneous effects. 

  



173 
 

FIGURE 20: MECHANISM RESULTS BY ETHNICITY 

 

 Figure 20, above, and Tables 17-20, below, show the results from testing each of 

the three hypotheses on separate ethnic groupings. It should be noted that these groups start 

to become smaller in size, which may reduce the confidence in regression models and 

increase the standard errors, however, the numbers are likely large enough (>55 and <104 

depending on the  specific question and ethnic grouping) to still provide some useful 

suggestive results. 

Coethnics, who were shown above to have generally higher levels of belief that the 

president is doing a good job and that the government cares about their development than 

other groups, appear not to have their opinions influenced for any of the three dependent 

variables at standard significance levels by the receipt of either public or private goods. 

This may provide some support to suggestions that such groups have a particular belief that 

a coethnic president provides for their welfare and works in their best interest that does not 
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necessarily reflect the amount of goods provided to them. As noted above, this is in line 

with existing findings by Carlson (2018) that coethnics assume that they receive more than 

others. 

TABLE 17: MECHANISMS FOR COETHNIC RESPONDENTS 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Performance Conditional Cares 

    

Total public 0.085 0.043 -0.001 

 (0.086) (0.029) (0.031) 

Total private -0.074 0.077 -0.005 

 (0.217) (0.085) (0.079) 

    

Controls Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 85 91 81 

R-squared 0.110 0.068 0.179 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
 

A similar pattern can be seen in Table 18 that displays the results for the non-salient 

group. Their opinions with respect to the president’s performance, a sense of conditionality, 

and an understanding that the president cares about their welfare all appear to be unaffected 

by the number of public or private goods that they receive. I consider it unlikely that these 

groups will have the same amount of confidence as the coethnic group that the president 

will provide for them based on some form of social ties. However, perhaps the lack of 

effect of receipt of goods on the perceptions of conditionality and benevolence is because 

non-salient groups are aware of their limited political significant and therefore do not 

expect themselves to be the main targets of patronage. Instead, they may assume that the 

goods that they receive are based more on programmatic decisions relating to the general 

welfare of the Ugandan population, rather than specific to their ethnic group or region. If 
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they consider those goods to be programmatically allocated, then non-salient groups may 

not believe that the government cares about them specifically (although they may believe 

the government cares about development in general) or that the government would tie 

benefits to their political behavior. 

TABLE 18: MECHANISMS FOR NON-SALIENT RESPONDENTS 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Performance Conditional Cares 

    

Total public 0.009 0.002 0.045 

 (0.073) (0.027) (0.029) 

Total private -0.072 -0.002 -0.019 

 (0.063) (0.031) (0.041) 

    

Controls Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 96 95 96 

R-squared 0.073 0.138 0.089 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
 

The results are, however, different for the ally group. Table 19 shows that, while 

there is again no effect for either type of good on perceptions of presidential performance, 

there are significant effects on the perception of conditionality and benevolence. For each 

additional private good received, an ally will increase the probability of believing that 

goods are conditional upon support for the president by 0.147. This is significant at the 

99% confidence level. Were they to go from having no private goods to having all 8 of the 

private goods included in the survey, the probability would increase by 1.176. 

In contrast, were they to receive an additional public good, the likelihood of 

agreeing that the president cares about their development will increase by 0.088. This is 

significant at the 95% confidence level. Were they to go from having no public goods to 
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all 7 of the public goods included in the survey, the likelihood would increase by 0.616, all 

else constant. The receipt of additional private goods also has the effect of increasing the 

sense that the president cares about them but this is not as substantively large or as 

statistically significant as the effect created by public goods. 

TABLE 19: MECHANISMS FOR ALLY RESPONDENTS 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Performance Conditional Cares 

    

Total public 0.095 0.012 0.088** 

 (0.071) (0.035) (0.036) 

Total private 0.014 0.147*** 0.060* 

 (0.071) (0.035) (0.034) 

    

Controls Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 104 55 92 

R-squared 0.177 0.310 0.230 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
 

For the adversarial group, the results in Table 20 indicate that the receipt of either 

public or private goods has no effect on their assessment of presidential performance, nor 

on the sense that the president cares about them. It is perhaps understandable, given their 

past relations, that it would be more difficult for the president to convince this group of the 

government’s benevolence towards them through goods provision. Instead, there is a strong 

and statistically significant effect of providing more private goods on the perception that 

goods receipt is conditional on support for the president. Were an adversarial respondent 

to receive one more private good, all else constant, their likelihood of agreeing that goods 

are conditional upon support for the president would increase by 0.121. That effect is 

significant at the 99% confidence level. Were they to go from having no private goods to 
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having all 8 of the goods included in the survey, the likelihood would increase by 0.968. 

Again, given their previous relationship with the regime, it might be expected that they 

would be more sensitive to the conditional nature of goods than the other groups who may 

be more likely to believe that items are provided for their wellbeing without strings 

attached. 

TABLE 20: MECHANISMS FOR ADVERSARY RESPONDENTS 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Performance Conditional Cares 

    

Total public 0.045 0.067 0.101 

 (0.121) (0.049) (0.061) 

Total private -0.117 0.121*** -0.010 

 (0.129) (0.045) (0.060) 

    

Controls Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 85 65 67 

R-squared 0.054 0.340 0.183 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  

Discussion 

Based on the above results, it is not clear that provision of public goods directly has an 

impact upon assessments of the president’s performance among most recipients. The 

receipt of additional public goods, however, does have a positive effect on perceptions of 

the president among the ally group in particular. In contrast, the receipt of private goods 

actually seems to reduce support for the president. This may be explained by the effect 

private goods has on citizens’ perceptions of conditionality, which is discussed further 

below. The limited effect on perceptions may be because many other factors, aside from 

goods provision, are considered when assessing performance. However, there is some 

evidence that support for the president may be gained through the other mechanisms 
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tested—the fear of goods retraction in the event of defection or the belief that the president 

cares about the area. These considerations may affect decisions about whether to vote for 

the incumbent or to engage in protest. 

The results suggest that the receipt of a higher number of private goods increases 

the perception among recipients that goods are conditional upon support for the president. 

This is in contrast to the receipt of public goods, which increases the sense that the president 

cares about the area. These results indicate that recipients are aware of the different 

properties of public and private goods—seeing private goods as more easily reversed than 

public goods that represent longer-term investment in an area. They also understand that 

goods provision can be a political tool, rather than simply believing they receive the goods 

due to programmatic need. It is important to note that these effects are predominantly 

experienced among ally and adversary groups. This may be explained by the fact that these 

groups are likely the most aware of their influence on politics and that the government 

might act strategically towards them. This is in contrast to how non-salient groups and 

coethnics of the president may view themselves. Non-salient groups who have not been 

particularly involved with politics on the national stage or who do not have clear historical 

interactions with the ruling regime may not conceive of themselves as politically important 

enough to be targeted by the government in its political strategy. Coethnics may be largely 

unaffected by goods receipt in terms of the mechanisms tested for a different reason; they 

may have an expectation that the government will provide them spoils based on social 

reciprocity and traditional patronage linkages rather than because the government is 

rewarding or punishing them based on the support that they provide to the regime. 
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Returning to the predictions of the theory outlined in Chapter 2, it appears that the 

government is able to have the desired effect upon its targets through the particular 

distribution strategy that it chooses to use for each group. I suggested that the government 

would use public goods in order to signal to groups that it cares about their welfare and 

will be their best choice for promoting that well-being in the future. Conversely, I argued 

that private goods would be the best way for the regime to signal that continued receipt of 

goods would depend upon compliance by the recipients. Given that these two types of 

goods have the predicted effect predominantly for two groups, it seems sensible for the 

government to target them with the specific type of good that has the desired effect. The 

findings suggest that public goods are the strongest indicator to recipients that the 

government cares about them and that positive effect is also more prominent when allies 

are the targets. Allies are also the group that the government most needs to convince that it 

has their best interests at heart in return for their past loyalty. As such, it is sensible that the 

government targets that group most strongly with public goods. We see this reflected in the 

results from the previous chapter. 

Similarly, the provision of private goods is most likely to signal that goods are 

conditional on support for the government. These positive effects are strongest when those 

goods are targeted to adversaries. Adversaries are also the group that the government most 

needs to control through the threat of retraction. As such, it is rational that adversaries are 

the main recipients of private goods in the previous chapter.  

8. Examining Assumptions: Who do citizens believe supplies these goods? 

For each of the hypotheses that I test in this chapter, I make the assumption that citizens 

believe that President Museveni and his central government have an influence on the 
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provision of the goods included in the survey. As discussed in Chapter 5, I asked 

respondents to specifically focus on government provided goods in the case where they 

could potentially have been provided by other actors such as NGOs, religious bodies, 

private companies, and individuals. I did not specify, however, whether the ‘government-

provided’ goods were provided by the national or local government. The theory relies on 

the President and his closest members of government having strong control over the supply 

of materials to the local area rather than the provision of goods being the sole responsibility 

of local government actors. As discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 5, there is reason to 

believe that the President and central government do have strong influence over which 

provisions reach to the local area and that helps to provide confidence to the findings in 

Chapter 5 about government strategy. There are, however, implications for the mechanisms 

tested in this chapter that rely on people attributing provision to the President and central 

level. If people believe that the President and his central government appointees have no 

role in goods provision within the decentralized system in Uganda, then there is little reason 

to expect that level and type of goods receipt would influence recipients’ opinion of the 

President’s performance, their belief that goods are conditional upon support of the 

president, or that the president cares about their development. While the interview data in 

Chapter 3 strongly suggested that decentralization had not been an effective endeavor in 

Uganda, it is perhaps possible that everyday citizens believe that local government actors 

are important for local development and therefore, we might not expect there to be any 

effect on the mechanisms discussed above. In order to examine the assumption that citizens 

believe that President Museveni and the central government play a role in goods provision 

at the local level, I explore the responses to additional questions included in the survey. 
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The lack of a significant result for most of the ethnic groups in relation to the first 

hypothesis tested in this chapter may be evidence that citizens do not associate the president 

and the central government with the goods they identify as having been provided by the 

government and, as such, their perceptions of the president are unaffected by the receipt of 

goods. Instead, they may believe that the local government has that influence and their 

perceptions of local government performance would show a shift based on goods receipt, 

were that question have been included in the survey. The significant results for the second 

two hypotheses—related to whether goods are conditional on support for the president and 

whether the president cares about the development of the area—suggest, however, that 

citizens do think the president and his central government do have an influence on local 

level provisioning. 

The lack of effect for the first hypotheses and the significant results for the second 

two could logically occur even if citizens do believe the President influences goods receipt. 

The second two hypotheses are more directly linked to receipt of goods than the first. 

Whether goods are conditional on support of the president links goods receipt directly to 

considerations of the president. Similarly, asking whether the President cares about the 

development of an area likely primes people to consider the goods that have been supplied 

to them and the area in which they live as proof of presidential concern. In contrast, an 

overall performance score for the president can take into account many aspects of President 

Museveni’s conduct. For example, at the time of the survey, debates were occurring in 

Parliament about whether the age limit should be lifted for Presidents, which, if lifted, 

would require a change to the constitution that would allow President Museveni to run for 

another term and extend his already long time in power. In addition to these parliamentary 
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debates, protests outside the government were shut down using the army and people were 

imprisoned. Among many other considerations of presidential performance that an 

individual may have aside from goods provision, the debates over the president’s age and 

the heavy-handed reaction to protests may have had an impact upon people’s perceptions 

of presidential performance that mean that receipt of goods had an insignificant effect on 

scores among the survey respondents. 

Usefully, a number of questions included in the survey enable me to examine 

whether citizens likely attribute the resources they receive to the actions of the president 

and central government or are more likely to consider them to be determined at the local 

level. 

Quantitative Data 

As discussed above, the effects found in Section 2 in relation to perceptions of why the 

government provide goods or whether they care about development, only make sense if the 

recipients believe that the President and central government affect what they receive at the 

local level. If recipients believe that the local government is entirely responsible for 

provision, then the mechanisms outlined in the theory and the results found above will not 

stand. Usefully, a number of questions were asked in the survey that can shed some light 

upon whether respondents do believe the president and the central government has a strong 

influence over goods received at the local level. The first relevant question asked 

respondents to think about the resources that they have in their area and then to pick from 

a list of actors who they through was the most important for providing those resources. The 

options on the list included the following actors: the chief administrative officer, district 

chairperson, local chief, local religious leader, national government officials, NGO, 
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President Museveni, sub-county chief, village elders, a Member of Parliament or ‘other’. 

The Kabaka (King of the Baganda) was listed as an option for the predominantly Baganda 

area. These different actors were listed in a random order to ensure that the results were 

not influenced by the order in which the actors were placed. Of these actors, the local 

government actors are the chief administrative officer, district chairperson, and sub-county 

chiefs. The Member of Parliament is not an actor that officially influences the local 

government decision-making processes. Although they are elected at the constituency 

level, their lobbying and influencing occurs through national level working groups and the 

parliament. 

Of the 437 respondents, the president was the most popular first response for 19.7% 

of people. Second to that was NGOs for 12.8% of people. A member of the local 

government was not among the five most popular categories for respondents. These results 

for the top five categories are displayed below in Figure 21. Aside from the President, MP 

is the only other government actor listed in the top 5 categories for respondents’ first 

choice. This result adds confidence to that people believe that the President and central 

government are important for the resources that they receive at the local level because the 

main responsibility for MPs is to influence decision-making at the national government 

level rather than lobbying locally made decisions. 
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FIGURE 21: MOST IMPORTANT ACTORS FOR PROVIDING RESOURCES 

 

The range of possible answers include actors from different sectors to account for 

the fact that the resources received in different areas may be provided by the state or non-

state actors. It is interesting to note that the question refers to resources in general, rather 

than to government provided resources, yet the President is seen as having the most 

influence over the provision of resources. In addition to suggesting that people believe that 

government resources are directed from the center, this may also indicate that people 

believe the president is able to have an influence over where non-government actors target 

their resources. 

The above question asked about resources in general. There may be differences in 

the level of government that people believe is responsible for supplying resources 

depending on the sector in question. In order to explore that possibility, respondents were 

asked to name the actor that they thought was responsible for providing resources for 
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several specific sectors that are important for development. They were asked a series of 

open-ended question about the actors responsible for providing resources related to the 

following sectors: education; health; electricity; roads; and jobs. Given that the question 

was open-ended, people were able to name both government and non-government actors 

as providers of the service. For the purposes of this chapter, I am interested in determining 

whether people believe that government-provided goods are provided by the local or 

central government. Where people stated that they believed that a government actor was 

responsible, enumerators were requested to probe the respondents in order to record 

whether people believed the local or national government was responsible. A breakdown 

of the responses are listed in Table 21. 
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TABLE 21: RESPONSIBLE ACTOR BY RESOURCE TYPE  

Resource N 

respondents 

% claimed 

Government 

Of those 

who 

specified 

level, % 

national 

Of those 

who 

specified 

level, % 

local 

Unclear 

level of 

government 

Education 388 70.62% 

(n=274) 

53.74% 

(n=115) 

46.26% 

(n=99) 

N= 60 

Health 398 83.42% 

(n=398) 

56.59% 

(n=146) 

43.41% 

(n=112) 

N= 74 

Electricity 360 91.39% 

(n=329) 

71.11% 

(n=160) 

28.89% 

(n=65) 

N=104 

Roads 409 84.84% 

(n=347) 

39.23% 

(n=102) 

60.77% 

(n=158) 

N=87 

Jobs 350 62.57% 

(n=219) 

51.76% 

(n=88) 

48.24% 

(n=82) 

N=49 

 

For all of the 5 sectors a majority of respondents believed that the government had 

responsibility for providing resources. There was, however, strong variation between 

sectors. For example, while over 75% of respondents considered the government 

responsible for the health, electricity, and road sectors, below 65% thought it had 

responsibility for education and jobs. For respondents who claimed that a government actor 

was responsible, I then broke down that number between ‘national government’, ‘local 

government’, and ‘unspecified’. 

Of those respondents who named a government actor and specified the level of 

government, the majority thought that the national government was responsible for the 



187 
 

provision of all types of resources, aside from roads. It is perhaps somewhat surprising that 

roads were considered to be the purview of local government rather than the national 

government when studies have considered roads to be a resource associated with favoritism 

by presidents to their coethnics and therefore controlled by the center (Burgess et al 2015). 

Looking more closely at some of the survey respondents’ comments revealed that most of 

the roads they were thinking about were not tarmac or paved roads but dirt roads outside 

their houses that many communities took to maintaining themselves when the local 

government did not provide oversight. There was also a relatively small difference between 

those who believed that the national government versus the local government was 

responsible for the provision of jobs. This is understandable given that most people would 

be employed locally and linkages between the local and national level are less clear than 

for some other goods and resources. 

Based on the responses to these various questions, it appears that people believe 

that the national government is important for providing many essential resources and that 

the president is the most important actor overall for bringing resources to their area. These 

various results are based only on respondents who clearly specified whether the actor they 

believed was responsible for provision was local or national. It excludes respondents who 

claimed that the ‘government’ was responsible but did not specify a particular level of 

governance. As such, conclusions based on the above data are tentative but do suggest that 

links between provisioning of goods and the effect on recipients’ perceptions about the 

central government are viable. 
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Qualitative Data 

I also examined some of the qualitative responses provided by respondents in attempt to 

shed further light on how people understand the relationship between local and national 

government in terms of resource distribution and therefore the viability of the mechanisms 

tested in Section 2. The survey included a question that asked respondents whether the 

resources they think are most important for their area are adequately supplied. If people 

stated that the resource was undersupplied to their area, they were then asked a follow-up 

question about why they thought there was a shortfall. This was an open-ended question. 

As such, the responses were wide ranging but there was some interesting insights into the 

different levels of government involved in service delivery. 

It should be noted that responses to the question were only available for respondents 

who had claimed that the good was undersupplied. As such, the answers are in relation to 

delivery failures, which may produce different responses than a question about successful 

supply. The answers are also in reference to a wide range of goods because people were 

talking about the good that they personally felt was most important for development.86 Of 

433 respondents to the question asking whether their most important development 

resources was undersupplied, 86.8% claimed that the most important development 

resources were under-supplied, versus 9.7% of respondents who were satisfied with the 

level of delivery and the 3.5% who did not know about the level of supply. In reference to 

the follow-up question, some form of government was deemed to be responsible for the 

                                                           
86 The respondents chose the good from a list of different goods that included both public and 

private good options. The list of all goods includes: a health center, a primary school, a secondary 

school, tarmac/paved roads, electricity supply, water supply, jobs and income generation 

programs, cash transfers to households, agricultural inputs, and credit or loans facilities. 
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failure in supply according to 88.6% of respondents who were able to offer a reason 

(n=245). Some survey respondents did not know why their good was in short supply. 

While enumerators were asked to probe for the level of government, for many of 

the respondents who thought a government actor was responsible for the problem, the level 

of government was ambiguous in their answer. For those for whom the level of government 

was clear (only a small n of 38), 76.3% claimed that problems were caused by a local 

government actor, 13.2% claimed that it was a problem with the national government, and 

10.5% claimed that it was the president at fault. Given the low number of people that 

provided a specific level of government, it is not possible to make strong claims based on 

the survey. There is some suggestive evidence that people are aware that the president and 

central government are involved in the provision of services to the local area but that 

problems with lack of supply tend to be the fault of local government actors. 

Only four of the comments in response to that question directly mentioned President 

Museveni as having a role in affecting what they receive at the local level. That small 

amount should not be taken to mean that people do not believe that he plays a role in goods 

provision, especially given the quantitative findings above, but that some people 

specifically focusing on problems with service delivery believe they originate at the top. 

Two of the respondents focused on possible nefarious actions by the president, with one 

claiming that he was involved in “corruption and embezzlement of funds” and the other 

suggesting that “the president is after his family not the entire country.” The two others 

implied that less deliberate factors contributing to lack of resources when they suggested 

that the president’s capacity was diminishing due to his advanced age. 
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While not mentioning President Museveni directly, other respondents blamed some 

form of central government for the failures, rather than local actors. For example, some 

stated that the issue was “bad examples from the top leadership” and another that “I think 

central government is misusing the funds for the development of our community.” As such, 

respondents seem not only to be aware of the relationship between the national government 

and local provisioning but also to consider that the bottleneck in the supply chain occurred 

quite high up, before resources made it down to the district level. Other respondents 

supplied comments that were a little more detailed on where those challenges from the top 

occurred. For example, one claimed that problems were “due to corrupt officers from LC2 

to other top officers. MPs are all corrupt” and another that “the people from the sub-county 

level upwards always take the agriculture inputs which are meant for the area people. So 

we never gain anything.” Other survey respondents demonstrated knowledge of the 

centrally controlled system of supply but suggested that the challenges occurred closer to 

the ground. For example, one answer claimed that “always the government sends goods 

and services but they don't reach the ground. Taken by our leaders.”  

Other respondents demonstrated they were aware of the supply chain from the 

center because they focused on the need for local actors to advocate for provisioning from 

the national government. In reference to the problems in supply of resources, some 

respondents claimed that there were problems with the local government feeding the needs 

of villagers up to the national level or with communications between the two levels of 

government. For example, one claimed that “our leaders are not lobbying for us from the 

government,” similarly another stated that “political leaders have not reported to the 

government concerning these things under supplied” and another that “political leaders 
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never fulfil their promises and I think they do not present our challenges to the required 

ministries.” In addition to the lack of representation, another focused on the 

miscommunication issue, stating that “there were some misunderstandings at the district 

offices between different departments. One of the departments said that money for making 

the {name removed} road was released but those in charge never did any work.” Again, 

these comments imply that people know that what they receive at the local level is linked 

in a chain from the central government.  

Finally, some respondents laid the blame on local actors without any specific 

reference to other levels. The comments relating to problems on the part of the local 

government were varied and often placed the blame with specific individuals within the 

five different tiers of local government. Corruption at these different levels was noted as 

being a particular problem. People claimed that such problems occurred from the district 

level down to village officials and local implementers. At the very local level one claimed 

that “we have corrupt village leaders. It's all about moving for their own interests but not 

development,” another that “the LCI chairman is a poor leader,” and another that “our 

leaders who are supported to implement are not doing their work. Money is lost before it 

reaches beneficiaries. The corrupt implementers take it.” Some respondents also noted that 

partisan issues were a particular source of corruption at the local level. For example, one 

blamed the village level chairperson by claiming that with respect to government loans 

“The loans may be there but they are given to specific groups. For example, supporters of 

NRM. Our LC1 cannot give an FDC supporter such.” 

These varied comments about the challenge of undersupply of goods do not paint a 

full picture of who citizens believe is important for the provision of resource because they 
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refer only to specific goods that the respondents personally value and for which they are 

describing problems rather than taking into account successes in delivery. Taken together, 

however, they do suggest that people understand that there is a chain of supply for 

government resources that originates at the center. 

 The motivation for this section was to consider whether it was likely that people 

believe the President and central government to be responsible for resource distribution to 

such an extent that the provision of resources would plausibly have an impact on their 

perceptions of presidential performance, the conditionality of the receipt of goods, and 

whether the President cares about them. Taking the qualitative and quantitative survey data 

together, it appears that this is indeed plausible. The quantitative data reveal that people 

consider the President to be the actor most important in providing resources to their area 

and they believe that the national government has more influence over the provision of 

resources than the local government in relation to the sectors of education, health, 

electricity and jobs. The qualitative evidence demonstrates that people are aware that there 

is a supply chain from the President and the central government that reaches down to the 

local level. The comments demonstrate that respondents consider that breakdowns in the 

supply chain can occur at many levels, yet they tend to place most of the blame for the 

undersupply of resources at the local government level. 

9. Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have use survey evidence to examine whether citizens respond to the 

government’s strategy of differentiated distribution in the manner predicted in the theory. 

My results indicate that receipt of public or private goods do not have a clear impact upon 

people’s overall performance assessments of the president. They do, however, indicate that 
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the receipt of private goods increases the recipient’s sense that receipt of goods is 

dependent upon their continued support of the president, while the receipt of public goods 

increases the belief that the president cares about an area. As such, recipients of goods may 

be more likely to make voting or protest decisions based on either the fear of retraction or 

the belief that a new president may care less about their area than the incumbent. Both 

mechanisms are ways in which goods provision can support regime maintenance. 

The benefit of the survey approach used in this chapter is the ability to ask specific 

questions about the mechanisms through which different types of goods can influence 

public reactions towards the government. This is a particularly important contribution 

because previous studies have highlighted the need to examine whether recipients react in 

the ways predicted by government calculations with respect to the receipt of different types 

of goods (Diaz-Cayeros et al 2016). The targeting strategy of the government described in 

the previous chapter also makes sense in reference to the group specific findings discussed 

above. The receipt of private goods has a positive effect on perceptions of conditionality 

and is particularly strong among adversarial recipients, which is precisely the group that 

governments are most likely to want to threaten with the retraction of goods. It, therefore, 

makes sense that the government will seek to target adversaries with larger amounts of 

private goods. Conversely, the receipt of public goods has a positive effect on perceptions 

that the government cares about recipients and is particularly strong among ally recipients, 

which is also the group that the government most needs to convince that it seeks to promote 

their welfare based on their past support to the regime. Again, it is rational that the 

government targets ally groups with public goods. 
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The survey also allowed me to examine the assumption that citizens do associate 

the president and the central regime with resource provision at the local level—a factor that 

is important to activating the mechanisms that I tested. Both quantitative and qualitative 

evidence from the survey suggest that citizens at the village level have an awareness of the 

linkages between different levels of government and that decisions and resources originate 

at the center. 
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Chapter 7: Exploring Differentiated Distribution in Other Contexts 

 

 

As noted in the previous chapters, the survey enabled me to examine the distribution of 

varied goods attributed to government provision and to ask specific questions about the 

ways in which they affect citizen perceptions. However, the patterns I found were based 

on responses drawn from four districts within one country at a single point in time. To 

determine whether differentiated distribution is likely to apply elsewhere, it is important to 

explore different contexts. A comprehensive review of other countries is beyond the scope 

of this dissertation and will be an important component of future work. In this chapter, 

however, I seek to make an initial foray into broadening the geographical scope of analysis 

by exploring secondary data and drawing out some suggestive results. First, I focus on two 

goods, one public and one private, and their distribution across the rest of Uganda to 

determine if the patterns found in Chapter 5 hold beyond the four survey districts. Second, 

I make an initial exploration of whether differentiated distribution is a strategy 

implemented in other countries. This tentative examination focuses on two countries 

(Ethiopia and Rwanda) that fit the scope conditions of the theory laid out in Chapter 2. This 

brief exploration illustrates how patterns of goods distribution are likely to be affected by 

demographic factors, such as the size and geographic concentration of ethnic groups within 

a country. 

7.1 Extending the Analysis across Uganda 

For the analysis in Chapter 5 that examined the strategy of the Ugandan government, I 

focused on survey data from only 4 districts within a country that has a total of 112 different 

districts. While the survey districts represented each of the 4 regions of the country, the 
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analysis excluded a large portion of the population. In this section, I will begin to explore 

whether the patterns found in Chapter 5 exist across the country. 

Unfortunately, I do not currently have access to comparable information regarding 

the range of goods and transfers in each district that I included in the survey. Instead of 

looking at a broad list of goods, I focus here upon only one durable public good and one 

non-durable private transfer. The public good analyzed below is health care provided by 

each of the district governments and the private good is a social protection program called 

Social Assistance Grants for Empowerment (SAGE) that provides small cash transfers to 

the elderly and to vulnerable households. Chapter 5 indicated that allies and then coethnics 

receive the most durable public goods and that adversaries and then non-salient groups 

receive more non-durable private transfers. Below, I use regression analysis to examine 

whether allies and coethnics of the president receive better health care and whether 

adversaries and non-salient groups are targeted to a greater extent by the SAGE program. 

7.1.1 Data and Empirical Models 

In order to undertake the analysis, I first had to code each of the districts as fitting one of 

the four ethnic classifications described in Chapter 2. Using 2002 census data that listed 

the ethnicity of the population of each sub-county in the country, I classified each district 

as belonging to one of those four categories if over 70% of its population could be classed 

as fitting one of those four classifications. To do so, I used the list of ethnic groups and 

their classifications that I developed in the mapping process in Chapter 4. Districts that 

were mixed to a greater extent were dropped from the analysis. While many districts have 

been created since 2002, I was able to code nearly all of the new districts by ethnic type 

because new districts were typically created by moving whole sub-counties from one 
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district into another. Using this method, I was able to classify the predominant ethnic type 

of 108 districts. I was unable to clearly map the new boundaries for only 4 districts because 

the old sub-county names in the census did not clearly match up to new ones. As such, 

those districts are also excluded from the analysis. 

A benefit of expanding my analysis to a broader number of districts than those 

included in the survey means that the results reflect more individual ethnic groups rather 

than the single ally, adversary, and non-salient groups that resided in the survey districts. 

Including more groups reduces the risk that my results are based on the relationships of 

those three particular groups (Baganda, Karamojong, and Sabiny) with the regime rather 

than reflecting the regime’s strategy of distribution to allies, adversaries, and non-salient 

groups more broadly. 

 For the health care public good, I use data from Annual Health Sector Performance 

Report from the Ugandan Ministry of Health. In these reports, the Ministry scores each 

district’s performance in the health care sector out of a score of 100 and places them in a 

ranked league table. I used this score because it was an indicator that was comparable 

across all districts, was available for several years (2008-2014), focused predominantly on 

government performance (rather than the work of other actors), and included multiple 

factors that give an overview of effectiveness of government health care in each region. 

The score takes into account a range of indicators including efficient spending of health 

funds, management of health data, vaccine coverage, proportion of mothers delivering in 

formal units, notification of TB cases, care of pregnant women, latrine coverage, and 

HIV/AIDS control. These indicators include an element of quality of service delivery in 

addition to the presence of physical structures, which helps to provide confidence that the 
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scores reflect current government policy rather than provisions by missions, NGOs or other 

governments in the past (as discussed as an alternative explanation in Section 5 of Chapter 

5). 

 Precise data for the provision of private transfers, particularly in terms of the 

amount received, are not readily available for the population across the country. As such, 

for this initial analysis, I use a simple indicator of whether a district is included in the SAGE 

program or not. The SAGE program was launched in 2010 with the purpose of providing 

cash transfers to the population through two components. The first was a senior citizens’ 

grant for which all people over 65 in the targeted districts are eligible. The second was a 

grant to vulnerable families that was based in part on a mean-tested system but also on 

community-based targeting of needy households. The program, which is currently present 

in 40 districts, is funded by the Government of Uganda, the UK Department of International 

Development, Irish Aid, and UNICEF. The government launched the program in 2010 in 

14 districts, before adding another in 2015. Decisions regarding which districts to include 

in the roll out portions of the program were written into in a Memorandum of 

Understanding between the government and donor agencies in 2015. Subsequently, in the 

financial year 2015/16, the program was extended to an additional 20 districts. Another 5 

were also added in 2016/17. While there had been discussions about extending the program 

further across the country, no additional districts have yet been added and the program now 

focuses only on providing support to the elderly, rather than vulnerable households 

(Expanding Social Protection 2019). 

 My two hypotheses, based on the theory in Chapter 2 and the results of Chapter 5, 

are the following: 
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H1a: Coethnics and allies districts receive a higher proportion of public goods than 

adversary and non-salient groups.   

H1b: Adversaries and non-salient districts receive a higher proportion of private transfers 

than coethnics and ally groups. 

To test these hypotheses, I used ordinary least squares linear regression with robust 

standard errors. The baseline model for testing the first set of hypotheses is as follows: 

Y= α + β1Coethnic + β2Ally + β3Non-salient + β4 Controls + ε 

In the above expression, Y represents the outcomes of interest: either the health 

performance score for the district or the existence of the SAGE program within a district. 

Coethnic, Ally, and Non-salient are all dummy variables indicating that the respondent is 

from a district with over 70% of the population being regime coethnics, allies, or non-

salient groups, respectively. The excluded term is that a respondent is from an area 

concentrated with ethnic groups that are adversarial to the regime. The coefficients on this 

set of dummy variables should be interpreted with reference to that excluded group. 

The control variables for the above analysis include whether the district contains an 

‘urban center’ (i.e. a city, municipality, or town with over 100,000 residents), the district 

population, and the district poverty level (using a measure of food poverty based on the 

percentage of households having only one meal or fewer per day). Each of these variables 

are drawn from the 2014 census and were chosen because they are factors that likely have 

an influence upon resource allocations and for which data were available for all districts, 
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allowing direct comparison.87 The inclusion of these variables attempts to control for the 

fact that urban areas may attract more funding for public services and have better 

administrative infrastructure, that the population size is used in formal government 

calculations for allocating budgets to different areas, and that poverty will affect the level 

of need for both health services and social protection transfers. 

I also include a variable for whether a district has been classed by the Ministry of 

Health in the Annual Health Sector Review as ‘hard to reach,’ which would likely affect 

the number of resources that can enter the area and also the likelihood that an area would 

require social protection assistance due to limited past interventions. The inclusion of the 

‘urban center’ and the ‘hard to reach’ variables are also an attempt to consider how far 

different districts are from large municipalities from which it is likely easier to obtain the 

materials and resources required to build public goods. As mentioned in the discussion 

section of Chapter 5, using distance to the capital as a variable in these models is somewhat 

problematic in the Ugandan case because of the geographic concentration of ethnic groups 

and the fact that the capital is situated within a region concentrated with ally ethnic groups. 

For both the public good and the private good model, I also include the percentage 

of votes received by Museveni in presidential elections in the district. For the public good 

model, I use the percentage received in the most recent election to the year each score was 

provided. As such, for data from years 2008-2010 this relates to the 2006 election and after 

those dates it relates to the 2011 election. For the private good model, I use the 2011 

election data. Although the program commenced in 2010, many of the original 14 districts 

                                                           
87 Aside from Moroto for which several indicators were unavailable in government 

publications for the 2014 census. As such, it does not appear in the analysis. 
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included in the program were created after the 2006 elections and the 2011 election is the 

first one held in the newly created districts. The election occurred after the allocation of 14 

of the 40 districts to the SAGE program. As such, these election results would not have 

directly been used by the government for decision-making at the initial allocation stage. 

Indeed, the results may actually reflect changes in attitudes towards the regime based on 

their inclusion in the program. However, I use them for the time-being as a proxy of the 

level of support that existed for the government in the different districts in 2010. In future 

iterations of this project I will attempt to match voting information from the 2006 election 

from sub-counties that have moved to create the new districts. For the remaining 26 

districts, the 2011 election results may have influenced their inclusion because plans for 

the roll out to those districts were made in 2015. 

Finally, for the private good model I include the percentage of the population in 

each district that was over the age of 60, according to the 2014 census. This variable is 

included because a high number of elderly may have a direct effect on the decision to 

allocate a district the senior citizens’ grant. 

7.1.2 Results 

Figure 22 and Table 22, below, display the results from both the public and private goods 

regression models described above. 
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FIGURE 22: RESULTS H1A AND H2A ACROSS UGANDA 

 

The health service performance score, representing a public good, is displayed on 

the left hand side of the figure. The results are largely in line with the findings from Chapter 

5. All types of district receive a higher health score than adversary districts, however, the 

highest scores are received by ally districts, then coethnic districts, and then non-salient 

districts when other factors are held constant. Ally districts receive on average scores 3.428 

higher than adversary districts and this difference is statistically significant at the 90% 

confidence level (p=0.081). Coethnic districts receive on average scores 3.315 higher than 

adversary districts, however, this difference is just lower than standard levels of statistical 

significance with a p-value of 0.108. Finally, non-salient districts receive on average scores 

1.783 higher than adversary districts but this difference is not statistically significant 

(p=0.254). As such, the pattern for the public good across the country reflects the patterns 

found in Chapter 5 for the smaller number of districts. 
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TABLE 22: RESULTS H1A AND H1B ACROSS UGANDA 

 District Health District  

 Performance 

Score 

Receipt of 

SAGE 

   

Coethnic 3.315 -0.398** 

 (2.060) (0.189) 

Ally 3.428* -0.354*** 

 (1.961) (0.117) 

Non-salient 1.783 -0.220 

 (1.561) (0.177) 

% Museveni -0.050 0.002 

 (0.035) (0.005) 

Constant 68.257*** -0.576 

 (2.264) (0.419) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 464 80 

R-squared 0.053 0.179 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The inclusion of a district within the SAGE program, representing a private good, 

is displayed on the right hand side of the figure. Again, the results are largely in line with 

the findings from Chapter 5. All types of district are less likely than adversary districts to 

be included in the SAGE program when other factors are held constant. The probability of 

a coethnic district being included in the program is 0.398 less than an adversary district and 

this difference is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level (p=0.038). The 

probability of an ally district being included in the program is 0.354 less than an adversary 

district and this difference is statistically significant at the 99% confidence level (p=0.004). 

The probability of a non-salient district being included in the program is 0.219 less than an 

adversary district, but this is not a statistically significant difference (p=0.218). As such, 

the pattern for the private good provision across the country reflects the patterns found in 

Chapter 5 for the smaller number of districts. 
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These results provide suggestive evidence that the government uses a strategy of 

differentiated distribution when targeting public and private goods across the country. 

While it would be useful to explore a broader range of both public and private resources, 

the above results help to increase confidence that the pattern of distribution found in 

Chapter 5 is not only specific to the four districts randomly chosen for inclusion in my 

survey or particular to the four ethnic groups that were represented within them. 

Public Goods and Distance from the Capital 

As noted above and in Section 5 in Chapter 5, there is a high level of correlation between 

distance from the capital and the ethnic group classifications I have used throughout this 

dissertation. I attempted to take the ease of physically obtaining public goods infrastructure 

into account with the use of the ‘urban center’ and ‘hard to reach’ variables that I included 

in the above regressions. In Table 23, below, however, I also show the results of the public 

goods model for the health outcomes dependent variable with the inclusion of an additional 

variable—distance of each district from the capital in kilometers. These figures were 

calculated using GPS coordinates for each of the districts. 

In Model 1 in the table below, I include all districts that have over 70% of their 

population made up of one type of ethnic classification—ally, coethnic, non-salient or 

adversary. In Model 2, I only include all districts that have over 80% of their population 

made up of one type of ethnic classification. This increased concentration makes it more 

likely that the government is aware of who is accessing the public goods and, therefore, 

improves their ability to exclude people who do not belong to the intended recipient group. 
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TABLE 23: TESTING PUBLIC GOODS WITH DISTANCE FROM CAPITAL 

 (1) 

District Health 

(2) 

District Health 

 Performance 

Score 

Performance 

Score 

   

Coethnic 3.412* 2.079 

 (2.063) (2.401) 

Ally 1.762 8.162*** 

 (2.404) (2.527) 

Non-salient 1.360 -0.790 

 (1.591) (1.858) 

Museveni -0.045 -0.045 

 (0.035) (0.041) 

Distance Kampala -0.010 -0.008 

 (0.008) (0.009) 

Constant 70.173*** 67.548*** 

 (2.618) (2.883) 

Controls Yes Yes 

Observations 464 385 

R-squared 0.057 0.099 

 Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The results in Table 23 indicate that when distance from the capital is taken into 

account, coethnic districts receive on average scores 3.412 points higher than adversary 

districts and this difference is statistically significant at the 90% confidence level 

(p=0.099). Ally districts receive on average scores 1.762 points higher than adversary 

districts, however, this difference is not statistically significant (p=0.464). Non-salient 

districts receive on average scores 1.360 points higher than adversary districts but this 

difference is again not statistically significant (p=0.393). As such, when examining districts 

that have over 70% of one of those groups residing within them, the pattern looks more 

like standard accounts of coethnic favoritism. 
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However, when examining districts with a higher concentration of one grouping the 

results look more like those found in Chapter 5 for public goods. Model 2 in Table 23 

shows the results for looking only at districts with over 80% of one group within them. 

These suggest that ally districts receive the highest scores with average scores 8.162 points 

higher than adversary districts and this difference is statistically significant at the 99% 

confidence level (p=0.001). Coethnic districts receive the next highest scores with on 

average scores 2.079 points higher than adversary districts, however, this difference is not 

statistically significant (p=0.387). Non-salient districts receive on average scores 0.790 

points lower than adversary districts but this difference is again not statistically significant 

(p=0.671). However, restricting the analysis to a smaller number of districts does reduce 

the number of observations and increases the size of standard errors. 

Taken together, these results suggest that when the government is more confident 

that it can exclude non-target groups from public goods, it is more willing to provide them 

to ally districts. These results should be treated with caution, however, because there is 

strong collinearity of the distance from Kampala variable with the ethnic classifications. 

Collinearity between the two variables likely explains why the sign on the distance variable 

for both models is counter to expectations—it suggests that higher distances from Kampala 

make it easier to get goods. Caution is also necessary because, as with the findings for the 

models without distance from Kampala that I included above, these results only reflect a 

single good. It is necessary in future work to consider other types of good in order to 

increase confidence about the patterns found here. 
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7.2 Other Countries 

In future work, I will seek to extend the quantitative analysis beyond the single case of 

Uganda. That the strategy of differentiated distribution appears to be present in Uganda is, 

in itself, an important finding because it provides evidence that common assumptions 

regarding coethnic favoritism in the African region may be very context dependent. A 

reason this pattern may be evident in Uganda but not in some other ethnically-divided 

countries is the relative size of the ruling group in Uganda versus other ethnic groups in 

the country. In Uganda, the minority ethnic regime needs the support of other ethnic groups 

to retain power in a way that might not be necessary for larger groups. It is likely that other 

non-majority ethnic groups will need to reach across ethnic lines with their patronage 

strategies. 

Indeed, the provision of goods to non-coethnics does seem to be important outside 

of Uganda. Studies have shown that the concentration of ethnic groups within particular 

regions may lead to succession attempts if they are not provided with benefits by the ruling 

group (Cederman et al 2011; Treisman 1999). Even on the African continent where 

expectations regarding coethnic favoritism are strong (Easterly and Levine 1997; Carlson 

2018), there are examples of leaders providing goods to sub-sets of the non-coethnic 

population. For example, Sassou brought relative stability to Congo-Brazaville when 

coming to power by sharing the spoils of oil wealth across ethnic divisions (Engelbert and 

Ron 2004) and despite ethnic diversity in the Democratic Republic of Congo, regions have 

generally avoided calls for secession because they recognize the patronage that benefits 

them and flows from donors via the central regime to the different regions and down to 

local beneficiaries (Engelbert 2002). Other examples of patronage flowing across ethnic 
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lines can be found in Kenya. For example, Daniel Arap Moi (a Kalenjin) bought the support 

of the Maasai in the 1992 election via land-based patronage that led to violence in the Rift 

Valley (Boone 2011). Also in Kenya, Horowitz (2017) found that voters without a coethnic 

candidate in the 2013 elections are affected by the expectations of what the non-coethnic 

candidates were likely to do for that voter’s own ethnic group when in office based on their 

campaign promises. Based on these select examples, it is likely that I will find cases other 

than Uganda where non-coethnics of the regime are targeted with benefits to maintain 

stability. 

Finding evidence for my theory’s specific pattern of targeting public versus private 

goods to specific ethnic groups, however, will likely be more difficult. This is partly due 

to the challenge of collecting data on a range of both public and private goods—with 

information on private goods often being more challenging to access. Some existing 

accounts do, however, suggest that politicians in other countries have differentiated 

between the durable and non-durable nature of goods when distributing to different sections 

of the population. For example, recent work in Latin America has examined the choice 

between providing public and private goods to core versus swing voters. Albertus (2013) 

found that governments target swing voters with longer-term goods in order to send a 

strong signal of their intent to help them while in power. While Diaz-Cayeros et al (2016) 

also find that longer-term public goods are provided to swing voters, their logic is different. 

They suggest that party machines prefer the use of private goods in general for their 

retractable nature and ability to punish non-voters. Parties will provide private transfers to 

their core supporters, while longer-term public goods are only used in areas where base 

support is lower and they need to target a broader swathe of the population. 
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This type of distinction has also been made with regards to different religious 

groups rather than with core and swing voters. In Lebanon’s emerging democracy, 

Cammett (2014) found that the Sunni-based Future Movement Party distributed beyond its 

traditional religious base, yet tended to provide more durable public goods to in-group 

Sunni areas and to provide more sporadic and short-term support—in terms of food or 

medical expenses—to out-group Christians. She noted that the provision of shorter-term 

benefits tends to increase around the time of elections, while more sustained benefits are 

targeted to core supporters among the Sunni group. As such, there are some existing 

accounts that suggest that my theory may apply more widely than only in the Ugandan 

context. 

The other factor that makes it particularly challenging for me to undertake a 

comprehensive examination of how well the theory travels within the space of this 

dissertation is the time consuming nature of the ethnic mapping process undertaken in 

Chapter 4. Given these constraints, in this section, I limit my analysis of other contexts to 

a very brief examination of two countries that fit the scope conditions of my theory that I 

outlined in Chapter 2. They are both resource-poor authoritarian developing countries with 

access to external rents, where ethnicity is a salient aspect of political competition, and 

which have had a single ethnic group in power for a long period since the adoption of multi-

party elections that make public opinion an important consideration in regime maintenance 

strategies. Indeed, they both have ethnic minority groups in power, which would make a 

country a most likely case for the differentiated distribution strategy because the 

government needs to reach beyond its own group to co-opt other supporters. 
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The first country I consider is Rwanda, which, despite fitting the initial scope 

conditions, I would not expect to display the same patterns as found in Uganda due to the 

very unequal size of the politically relevant ethnic groups residing there. The country is 

split between a minority ethnic group in power and one other politically salient ethnic group 

out of power. The second is Ethiopia, which I expect to more likely fit the pattern found in 

Uganda than Rwanda would because the ruling group is a minority with several other 

sizable politically relevant non-coethnic groups out of power that require consideration. 

For this brief analysis I explore a very limited number of public and private goods 

in each country. I recognize that to more fully explore the theory, I would need to look at 

a wider range of goods that are more explicitly tied to government provision and control 

for a number of additional factors. I intend to do so in future work, when I am more 

confident about the classifications I have tentatively applied to different ethnic groups in 

the analysis that follows.  

7.2.1 Rwanda 

Rwanda has a minority ethnic authoritarian government that has been in power for decades, 

high levels of international aid, politically salient ethnic groups and holds elections. I have 

little expectation, however, that the Rwandan government would use the strategy of 

differentiated distribution to stay in power. This is due to the relative size and number of 

the ethnic groups in and out of power. 

In Uganda and Ethiopia the ‘non-coethnic’ groups out of political power can be 

divided into several other groups. In Uganda, the biggest ethnic group is the Baganda that 

makes up approximately 16.5% of the population and in Ethiopia the largest group is the 

Oromo that makes up 33.4% of the population—these are both ‘non-coethnics’ of the 
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countries’ respective regimes. This means that the government group likely needs to target 

multiple ethnic groups to stay in power but can restrict public goods to some without 

greatly threatening the economic development of the country upon which the regime 

depends for its own benefits and stream of patronage. In Rwanda, however, the largest 

ethnic group makes up approximately 85% of the population. Providing only public goods 

to the minority group would create very low levels of economic development were this 

85% of the population to be excluded from access. Such exclusion and lack of development 

and would also be obvious to donor governments who may sanction the regime as a result 

(Bueno de Mesuita and Downs 2005). As such, while I briefly explore the distribution of 

resources in Rwanda below, I do not expect to see the pattern of differentiated distribution 

to be evident. 

While only officially elected President in 2003, Paul Kagame and his Rwandan 

Patriotic Front (RPF) have held political power in Rwanda since the civil war ended in 

1994. Presidential and parliamentary elections have been held since the first post-genocide 

elections in 2003, yet they have been consistently unfair. The government has been accused 

of manipulating elections, restricting political competition, and repressing civil society to 

maintain control (Reyntjens 2004). 

Kagame and his government originate from the Tutsi ethnic group—the main 

targets of the 1994 genocide committed by Hutu extremists. Based on those previous 

interactions, and the long history of antagonism between the two groups prior to the 

genocide, I would label the Tutsis as coethnics of the regime and Hutus as adversaries, 

according to the ethnic classifications of the theory outlined in Chapters 2 and 4. Tutsis 

represent under 15% of the population, while the Hutu make up approximately 85%. The 
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next largest group in the country is the Batwa, who comprise around 1% of the population 

but who are generally viewed as not being particularly politically salient as a group. 

As such, in this case, there are no ‘ally’ ethnic groups in the country. Were the 

government to restrict public goods to only the coethnic 15% of the population, economic 

growth and stability of the country would be at risk. It seems sensible in this case for a 

regime to alter their strategy in reference to the risks and benefits associated with public 

and private goods. Public goods, while being difficult to exclude groups from their access, 

can build human capital to support development, and can serve large portions of the 

population at once. This last factor makes them cheaper than private goods as patronage 

instruments when dealing with large populations. 

Additionally, in Rwanda, the Tutsi tend to live among Hutu groups,88 making it 

more challenging to target them with public goods and exclude the adversary group. Private 

goods have the benefit of being targetable to specific populations. Given these 

demographic specifics, I would expect the government to consider the cost of providing 

private goods to so many adversaries and the risk of reducing development outcomes to 

such a low level to outweigh the benefits associated with the potential to retract private 

goods to punish defection. I would expect the government therefore to provide public goods 

across the country that benefit both coethnics and adversaries. 

However, because the government will want to retain the support of its own ethnic 

group and to reassure them that the president is the best choice rather than another 

                                                           
88 Based on the 1991 Population and Housing Census, Tutsis only formed a maximum of 

15.9% in any of the prefectures before the genocide. 
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challenger, the government will likely want to provide additional benefits to its own group. 

In order to ensure that the coethnics are targeted with these within a country where they 

are dispersed among the adversary group, I would expect that targeting to occur through 

private transfers. As such, this is almost opposite to the theory of differentiated distribution 

but makes more sense based on the specific demographic characteristics of Rwanda. 

Indeed, this does appear to be the pattern that plays out in Rwanda. Despite the 

large infrastructural, economic, and social losses of the genocide, Rwanda has caught up 

with regional averages for several key socio-economic indicators. For example, 20 years 

after the genocide, 2014 indicators show that Rwanda’s mortality rates for under 5 years 

was 54.9 per 1,000 live births which is far below the sub-Saharan average of 92. Similarly, 

the 70.7% of Rwanda’s population had access to an improved water source, compared to a 

64.0% average in the wider region (World Bank, 2014). 

There are still some within country differences in public goods indicators. For 

example, a nationally representative 2010 study found that while 45% of urban households 

had electricity and 90% had access to an improved water source, the coverage is only 4% 

and 71% respectively for all rural households. The same study also claimed that urban 

dwellers had the highest level of education, particularly in the capital Kigali (NISR, MOH, 

and ICF International 2012). While this disparity is understandable given infrastructure 

challenges in developing countries, other studies have highlighted that this difference is 

not random. For example, Marijnen and vaan der Lijn (2012) claim that inequality, as 

measured by the Gini index is rising and that this lies along multiple lines, including 

between Hutu and Tutsi, Francophone and Anglophones, and between the rural areas and 

Kigali. This indicates that the fruits of economic growth may have been disproportionately 
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channeled to populations ethnically linked to the regime. However, the high average 

numbers across several development indicators could not have been achieved by only 

serving coethnics of the regime with public goods and excluding the adversaries who make 

up such a large proportion of the population. 

There is some indication that coethnics of the regime are compensated for a lack of 

public good favoritism through the provision of a disproportionate amount of private 

goods. This is perhaps most evident in accounts of the elite level, but there are also 

examples that suggest that private goods are used to target coethnics at the mass level. This 

suggestive evidence is based upon predominantly qualitative indicators because 

quantitative data on where different ethnic groups reside and what they receive from the 

government are difficult to obtain—details of citizens’ ethnicity has not been collected in 

a census since 1991. Since that time there has been a change in district boundaries and 

demographic shifts caused by the genocide and resultant displacement. 

At the elite level, targeted repression of opposition and criminalization of people 

who highlight acts of exclusion against Hutus mean that Hutus and their grievances lack 

representation in the government, despite comprising a large proportion of the population. 

Instead, all the most important government positions are held by Tutsi that form part of 

Kagame’s inner circle (Adekunle, 2012). According to Jones (2012), this group are linked 

by multiple shared experiences: they come from the same refugee camps in Uganda, were 

educated in the same school as Kagame, are linked via family, and they participated in an 

armed struggle together. The fact that all key political actors are so intertwined ensures that 

formal spaces for political debate, such as the chamber of deputies, are limited and 
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decisions are made by one small group who can prevail over economic and political 

decision-making (Cowell, 2012).  

At the mass level there is also some indication that coethnics benefit through private 

transfers of funds and through the benefits associated with language policy that affect jobs 

and university placement. First, with respect to private cash transfers, a review of district 

budgets shows that the social protection expenditure in Rwanda comprises mainly of 

transfers via a line item titled ‘vulnerable groups support’ and another titled ‘genocide 

survivor support.’89 Only Tutsis are eligible for support from the Genocide Survivors’ 

Fund. This fund may be a perfectly legitimate form of providing recompense to the targeted 

Tutsi population. However, it is interesting to note that the fund remains a very important 

form of social protection in the country, even though over 20 years have passed since the 

genocide and children born at that time are now adults. There is also some indication that 

the fund has been used at times as a form of coethnic patronage. For example, there are 

reports that Tutsis who were outside of the country during the time of the genocide—and 

thus not directly affected—have been able to access those funds but that Hutus who may 

have not been engaged in genocidal activities but have suffered direct losses as a result are 

exempt (Hampson 2004). 

An ethnically-based division has also been identified in the jobs that are accessed 

by different ethnic groups. Tutsis tend to work in capital-heavy sectors and Hutus mainly 

returned to their colonial-era positions in subsistence agriculture after the genocide (Mann 

2005). This tendency may have been exacerbated in recent years by the requirements from 

government jobs and university placements that applicants speak English. English was only 

                                                           
89 Data from national and district level budgets from the Ministry of Finance (2014/15) 
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adopted instead of French as a language of instruction in schools in 2007. Tutsi returnees 

and their families from Anglophone Uganda are much more likely to speak English than 

Hutus that remained in the country or fled to Francophone DRC following the genocide 

(Assan and Walker 2012). In addition to requiring the English language, many students 

admitted to the University of Rwanda require funding to attend and media has highlighted 

the Genocide Survivors’ Fund as an important source of funding for poor students (Mwai, 

2015). As mentioned above, this fund is restricted only to Tutsis. 

Based on the above discussion, the strategy of differentiated distribution does not 

appear to have been used by the Tutsi government in post-genocide Rwanda, despite the 

case fitting many of the initial scope conditions of my theory as outlined in Chapter 2. 

However, as previously noted, the demographic structure of Rwanda’s different ethnic 

groups vary from Uganda’s in such a way that targeting public goods predominantly to 

coethnics and not to adversarial groups would not be an effective way for the country to 

maintain either economic or—as a result—political stability. 

7.2.2 Ethiopia 

Ethiopia from 1991 to 201790 also fits the scope conditions of the differentiated distribution 

theory because it is an developing country with access to external rents, where ethnicity is 

politically salient, and one ethnically-based party has been in power for decades despite the 

holding of elections. 

In 1991, following the civil war that ousted the communist Derg, who had been in 

power for 13 years, the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF) took 

                                                           
90There may have been a recent shift in ethnic power with the first Oromo PM taking 

power from the Tigray regime in April 2018. 
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control. The Tigray People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) remained the ruling party within the 

EPRDF until 2018 and was accused of mainly representing the needs of the minority Tigray 

group who form 6% of the population (Markakis 2011). The ethno-federalist structure of 

the 1991 constitution divided the county into 13 ethnically-based regions, which provided 

some autonomy to each of the groups that were given their own ‘ethnic’ region. This 

division also, however, caused tensions because ethnicity was rendered less fluid than it 

had previously been and members of different ethnic groups sometimes found themselves 

subsumed into a region legally recognized as belonging to another group (Aalen. 2011; 

Engedayehu 1993; Turton 2006). 

Tensions were also stoked by the balance of political power in the country. The 

TPLF and the Amhara People’s Democratic Movement (representing the Amhara group 

that makes up 27.0% of the population) were the senior coalition members of the EPDRF, 

while the Oromo People’s Democratic Organization (representing the Oromo group that 

makes up 34.4% of the population) and the Southern Ethiopia People’s Democratic Front 

(representing several other ethnic groups from the less populated south of the country) were 

the junior coalition members (Markakis 2011; CIA Factbook 2018). However, despite the 

existence of several ethnically-based parties in the government and the nominal 

independence of different regions, the TPLF and the Tigray continued to direct most of the 

power from the center (Hassan 2018). 

While the TPLF and the EPRDF were less openly repressive than the previous 

regime of the Derg (Pausewang, Tronvoll, and Aalen 2002), there has been oppression and 

imprisonment of opposition political elites, the media, and protesters (Abbink and 

Hagmann 2013; Arriola 2013). The central government also has strong control over 
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economic and political decision-making at all levels, with the government directing 

investment, resources, and the appointment of influential positions at the local committee 

level (Abbink and Hagmann 2013; Markakis 2011). Based on these factors, Ethiopia in that 

period initially appears to look fairly similar to the Uganda case because a single ethnic 

group had most of the control over government and resource provisioning yet maintained 

stability within a country with several different politically salient groups. 

 For this dissertation, I do not attempt to classify each of the 77 recognized ethnic 

groups in Ethiopia into the four ethnic types upon which my theory relies. To do so 

effectively would involve a systematic review of Ethiopia-focused literature, which is 

beyond the scope of this dissertation. However, I have made some initial categorizations 

of the three groups that appear to be the most politically salient for national politics in 

Ethiopia’s recent history. These are the Amhara, the Orormo, and the Tigray (Breines 2019; 

Hagmann and Abbink 2013; Makakis 2011; Kefale 2011; Aalen 2011). 

As noted above, the TPFL have dominated power in Ethiopia since 1991 (Markakis 

201; Hassan 2018). As such, I consider the Tigray as being coethnics of the regime. While 

both the Amhara and the Oromo have parties that represent their groups within the EPDRF, 

they have had limited influence relative to the amount of power held by the Tigray party. 

Indeed, there is evidence that the broader population has been unhappy with this unequal 

relationship. For example, citizens of Amhara have rebelled and protested against Tigray 

influence and members of the Oromo group have been involved in rebellious activity, 

particularly through the Oromo Liberation Front (Breines 2019; Hagmann and Abbink 

2013; Makakis 2011; Kefale 2011; Aalen 2011). 

https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=ZQlt4QMAAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=ZQlt4QMAAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
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In the future, I will further examine these initial classifications. Based on my 

preliminary categorizations, however, at least 61.4% of the population would be classed as 

being from an adversary group if the Amhara and Oromo are added together. This 

demographic split might have implications for the accuracy of the theory’s predictions, 

particularly if I were to continue the classification of other ethnic groups and place 

additional groups in the same adversary category. If the government were to supply 

predominantly public goods only to allies and coethnics and restrict them from these 

adversary groups, then there could be negative implications for the economy. Based on this 

initial classification, I am less sure that differentiated distribution would be an effective 

strategy in this case, unless there were several ally groups that made up a substantial portion 

of the rest of the population. 

 I will, however, briefly explore the distribution patterns to these three politically 

salient groups below for evidence that the strategy is used or not. As in Section 1 of this 

chapter, I do not at this stage attempt to examine the distribution of a wide range of goods 

to these groups. Instead, I consider several public good indicators from the education and 

health sectors and review the targeting of Ethiopia’s main social protection programs 

 To begin the analysis of public goods, I first look at education outcomes across the 

three ethnic regions designated as Tigray, Oromo and Amhara. I use one education 

indicator gathered by Tesema et al’s (2018) study of education equality across Ethiopia’s 

regions. This is the examination results for year 12 high school students across the country 

for 2014 and 2015. This is a useful indicator to focus on in the Ethiopian context because 

levels of education for girls are more likely to be affected by different attitudes that specific 

ethnicities or religions have with respect to education for different genders. It is also useful 
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for my purposes because secondary education is a public good that can have a strong effect 

on the capacity and independence of individuals, especially in developing countries where 

not all children go beyond primary education. 

 Based on those figures, the average score in those tests in 2014 and 2015 were 46.59 

and 50.77 for the Tigray region. In contrast, the scores for Amhara and Oromo in 2014 

were 44.94 and 45.16, respectively. For 2015, the scores for Amhara and Oromo were 

47.97 and 48.74. These scores are consistently lower than for the Tigray region. Of course, 

this difference could be due to a simple pattern of coethnic favoritism rather than a 

deliberate restriction of secondary education resources to adversarial groups. However, it 

is interesting to note that Harari region—a region whose ethnic group the Harari (or 

Geyusu) have not been noted in the sources I have reviewed to date as being involved in 

activity against the government or Tigray group—has average scores of 49.06 and 50.36 

for 2014 and 2015, respectively. These are consistently higher than the two regions that I 

have initially categorized as adversarial. The scores for the Amhara and Oromo regions 

are, however, higher than for most other ethnic regions in the country—aside from the 

Somali whose score is higher than Oromo for 2014. 

I have not yet conducted a thorough investigation of all the other groups in the 

country and coded the other ethnic regions of the country as belonging to either adversarial, 

ally or non-salient classifications. As such, it is not possible to say whether the low 

education levels of other regions are due to them being less politically salient than the larger 

adversarial groups, them having their own adversarial relationship with the government, or 

due to a number of other factors that would need to be controlled for in future analysis. 

Based on my brief examination, however, some rebel activity has been noted in most of 
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the other regions of the country, aside from Harari. For example, of the five other ethnic 

regions included in the study—SNNP, Afar, Somali, Beni Shangul Gumez, and 

Gambella—the studies I have consulted for this initial mapping note rebellious activities 

in each of them aside from Afar (Breines 2019; Hagmann and Abbink 2013; Makakis 2011; 

Kefale 2011; Aalen 2011). 

In order to learn if the patterns for secondary education outcomes reflect public 

goods provision more broadly, I briefly consider some other public good outcome 

indicators. The figures reported below in Table 24 are all taken from the 2016 Demographic 

Household Survey undertaken in Ethiopia. I report the figures for the three most politically 

salient ethnic regions discussed above—Amhara, Oromo, and Tigray—and the average 

figure of all the ethnic regions in the country combined.91 I also include a column for the 

Harari ethnic region because it appeared to be an outlier for high attainment in the education 

discussion.   

                                                           
91 The country average excludes the figures related to the cities of Addis Abbaba and Dire 

Dawa because these are treated separately from the ethnic regions in the reports because 

they are the county’s two major urban centers and contain more mixed populations. 

https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=ZQlt4QMAAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
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TABLE 24: EXAMPLE PUBLIC GOOD INDICATORS BY REGION ETHIOPIA 

 Tigray Harari Amhara Oromo Average 

Child 

mortality 

over the past 

ten years92 

59 72 85 79 87 

% of women 

over 6 years 

old with no 

education 

44.2 40.2 52.3 51.5 48.9 

% of 

children 

with a birth 

certificate 

1.8 3.9 0.8 1.1 1.4 

 

 The table contains one proxy indicator for public health, female education (to 

complement the discussion of male education outcomes above), and general state capacity 

in each region. For public health, I have included the child mortality rate over the ten years 

prior to the survey. This represents the number of children who died under five years old 

for every 1,000 live births in each of the ethnic districts and serves as a proxy for health 

services in the area. For this indicator, lower numbers reflect more positive outcomes. I 

include the percentage of women over the age of 6 in each region who have received no 

education as an indicator of education to see if it follows the same pattern as the male 

indicator referenced above. I chose to focus on whether women had any education versus 

no education at all because culturally-specific attitudes to the age at which girls should or 

should not attend schooling are least likely to have an effect upon the basic indicator of 

whether they had received any education at all rather than examining those who had made 

it to higher levels of instruction and did not exit at adolescence. Finally, I include the 

                                                           
92 Number of deaths under 5 years for every 1,000 live births 
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percentage of children in the region with a birth certificate as an indication of the state’s 

capacity to function effectively in each region. For this indicator, higher numbers reflect 

more positive outcomes. I assume, based on the prior discussion of the EPRDF and TPLF 

control over local level political actors and funding streams that each of indicators would 

be influenced by central government decision-making, although, this assumption would 

need to be examined further in future work.  

 Based on these indicators, the Tigray (coethnic) region has better outcomes for all 

three sectors than the country average and better than the Amhara and Oromo regions 

(potential adversary groups). However, the Harari (potential ally) has even higher 

outcomes than the Tigray on the education and state capacity outcomes. This is in contrast 

to the Amhara and the Oromo who have worse outcomes than both the Tigray and the 

Harari for all three indicators. Their outcomes are also worse than the average for the 

country as a whole for each indicator, aside from the public health indicator for which the 

Oromo region has a lower average infant mortality rate than the country average. 

This brief exploration of some other public goods indicators seems to reflect similar 

patterns to that seen above for the secondary education outcomes indicator. The Tigray 

tend to have either the best outcomes or at least better than all other groups other than the 

Harari.  The Amhara and Oromo perform less well. These patterns perhaps indicate some 

restricting of public goods from these important but adversarial groups in comparison to 

the regime group. However, due to their combined size, it is likely important to the 

country’s economy that they do receive some public goods. Excluding these groups 

amounts to keeping capacity building public goods from at least 61.4% of the population, 

which does not seem viable for a country like Ethiopia that has built a record with donors 
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and investors as a strong economic prospect via its developmental state approach to 

growing the economy (Abbink and Hagmann 2013; Markakis 2011). Despite generally 

being somewhat adversarial to the Tigray regime, they may be provided with better 

resources than the other non-coethnic groups in the country because of their political 

saliency and size. 

Given the rebel activities in many of the different ethnically-based regions, it is 

difficult to determine whether there is a particular ‘ally’ group for the Tigray government. 

Based on my review of sources to date, there appears to be no evidence of anti-government 

action from the Harari and, indeed, there is some indication that the Tigray government 

helped to protect their region from Oromo encroachment—of which there have been some 

recent reports since the position of the Prime Minister was assumed by the Oromo party in 

April 2018 (Davison and Tewele 2019). As such, the Harari’s elevated outcome indicators 

vis-à-vis the rest of the population might be suggestive of the government rewarding them 

with public goods as allies. However, given the very small size of the Harari group and that 

they have not held strong political power in Ethiopia’s recent history, it seems unlikely that 

the government would target them in same manner in which the Uganda government 

targets the larger and politically salient Baganda with public goods. Their success may 

instead be indicative of the Harari regions history as a city state within Ethiopia. I need to 

examine this relationship further in future work. 

I now turn to a brief exploration of private goods in Ethiopia to determine if the two 

adversary groups upon which I focused above receive more private benefits than the regime 

groups and the potential ally group. If they do, this may be an indicator that the government 

is following elements of the differentiated distribution strategy. 
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Similar to other developing countries, social protection in Ethiopia is still in a 

relatively nascent stage. However, there are two important programs for which some data 

are available. The first is the Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) that was launched in 

2005 and the Community-Based Health Insurance Pilot (CBHIP) that was launched in 

2011. The PSNP is designed to protect people from food insecurity and support livelihoods 

through cash provided in return for able-bodied people undertaking public work programs. 

It currently runs in all regions of the country (Shigute et al 2017). Given this program runs 

in all regions of the country, this does not seem to have been particularly directed to 

adversaries versus other groups. However, it might be useful to examine more closely the 

number of recipients in each ethnic region in future work to determine the level of equality 

in provision. 

The CBHI is only present in a few regions. As such, I focus the discussion below 

on that program. While the CBHI includes an insurance element whereby villagers pay 

small premiums and then can make claims in times of poor health, it also transfers benefits 

to some groups directly from the government—poorer households are able to access health 

care without payment (Shigute et al 2017). As such, in addition to insurance it provides a 

private transfer from the government to citizens. 

This project was launched in only 4 regions, these were Tigray, Amhara, Oromiya, 

and SNNPR. SNNPR contains several ethnic groups but the majority population is Sidama 

and Wolayta. Both of these ethnic groups have been involved in action against the Tigray-

led government (Mebratie et al 2015). As such, aide from the coethnic Tigray region, each 

of the regions included in the program has been adversarial towards the government. This 

pattern may indicate a strategy of differentiated distributing—the government may be 
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placating important adversary groups that could challenge the government but doing so 

with small amounts that do not create long-term independence from the regime and that 

can allow swift punishment by removing the scheme from the area. However, more 

investigation is required to determine whether the targeting of benefits has been undertaken 

in a programmatic manner that simply reflects their status as the neediest regions. 

A brief examination of income-based poverty incidence for the regions in the 

country shows that the CBHI has not been allocated to the poorest regions. Amhara, 

Oromo, Tigray, and SNNP had poverty scores of 30.5, 28.7, 31.8, and 29.6, respectively 

(UNDP 2015). Higher scores indicate a greater amount of poverty in a region. Several other 

regions had a worse score than at least one of the regions of Amhara, Oromo or SNNP. For 

example, the scores were 36.1, 32.8, 32.0, and 29.9 for Afar, Somalia, Gambella and Beni 

Shangul Gumez, respectively. As such, there were other regions that likely would have had 

stronger need for the social protection transfers, which suggests that there may be a political 

targeting motivation behind the choice to provide the funds to those particular regions. 

However, in contrast to standard private transfer programs, the CBHI contains an insurance 

element that requires payments of small fees in order for the program to provide a safety 

net to citizens. This requirement might mean that the very poorest regions of the country 

may be unable to pay those fees and therefore the more straight forward transfer element 

of the program is also not offered to those regions. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the Tigray region also receives the transfer 

program. As such, this does not fit the pattern of restricting less durable goods to the 

adversarial groups. Instead, it seems to indicate that the regime group have been receiving 
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private benefits in addition to public ones, which is not indicative of the patterns found in 

the Ugandan case. 

Similarly for public goods, a more thorough investigation of private transfers is 

required that takes into account a broader range of private goods and that attempts to control 

for multiple other factors that might influence distribution patterns. Taken together with 

the public goods discussion, however, the above results for targeting of social protection 

suggest that there is a mixed pattern of distribution in the country with the divisions 

between groups not closely following the patterns seen in Uganda but also not fitting the 

targeting strategy used in Rwanda. 

Given the combined size of the group that I am initially and tentatively classifying 

as adversaries (Amhara and Oromo), Ethiopia’s relative groupings of coethnics and 

adversaries makes it look demographically more like Rwanda than Uganda in terms of 

relative size of groups. This may mean that differentiated distribution strategies would be 

ineffective for promoting enough economic growth to support stability in the country. 

Indeed, restricting public goods from such a large part of the population might be 

dangerous for the minority government. While the ethno-federalist structure of Ethiopia 

may allow the government to target more public goods to its coethnics (and allies were it 

to have strong contenders for that category) through regional transfers, the formal federal 

system would also make it very obvious that some highly populated regions were doing 

worse than the regime areas. Indeed, the restriction of public goods from large ethnic 

groups in favor of the regime’s coethnics may have had an influence on the protest activity 

that led to the change of Prime Minister from the TPLF to a representative of the Oromo 

ethnic group in 2018. 
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7.3 Conclusion 

In this chapter I have made an initial attempt to extend the analysis beyond the case of 

Uganda—and the four survey districts—to examine the extent to which the theory of 

differentiated distribution applies elsewhere. I found some suggestive evidence that the 

strategy applies beyond the four survey districts and across Uganda more broadly. 

However, these findings are based upon only one type of public and private good and will 

need to be replicated with other goods in the future to provide additional confidence in the 

theory. 

This chapter also attempted a brief examination of whether differentiated 

distribution is likely to apply in different contexts. In addition to providing some examples 

of governments in Latin America and the Middle East that have distinguished between the 

different properties of goods and used them to target specific groups, I attempted to 

examine two case studies that initially appeared to fit the scope conditions of the 

differentiated distribution theory that I outlined in Chapter 2. The cases of both Rwanda 

and Ethiopia suggest that the relative size and number of different ethnic groups in a 

country is likely to have a large impact upon the applicability of differentiated distribution 

in different contexts. 
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 

 

 

In this dissertation, I asked how authoritarian governments in ethnically-divided countries 

distribute resources strategically in order to maintain public support. This question was 

motivated by the fact that despite a wave of democratization in the early 1990s, the 

democratic gains in many African countries have not been consolidated. Indeed, new 

authoritarian and hybrid regimes have emerged and maintained power for long periods. In 

many of those authoritarian regimes, a single ethnic group holds the most powerful political 

positions and they have remained stable despite excluding other groups from meaningful 

power. These regimes face threats not only from elites, but also from the mass pressures of 

protest and electoral defeat. While authoritarian governments have the ability to use 

repression and co-optation to maintain public support, repression is limited for developing 

country governments by a reliance on western aid. As such, co-optation through resource 

distribution becomes more important. Regimes must, however, be careful not to empower 

the population too much through the goods they provide or they may find themselves facing 

organized resistance. 

In order to answer the question, I presented a new theory of differentiated 

distribution. My theory suggested that authoritarian leaders will attempt to maximize their 

support by buying the support of multiple ethnic groups but will minimize the risk of those 

goods enabling their populations to threaten the government by capitalizing on the specific 

properties held by different types of distributive goods. I predicted that governments will 

provide durable public goods that involve infrastructure and sunk costs to ethnic groups 

that it trusts—those it considers to be coethnics and their historical allies. I also 

hypothesized that those governments will provide goods to less trusted groups—historical 
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adversaries and non-salient groups—because it also needs their support. These goods, 

however, will be non-durable private goods that can be quickly retracted were the groups 

to defect via withholding votes for the regime or protesting against it. In addition to making 

predictions about the government strategy, I also hypothesized about how citizens in those 

ethnically-divided countries would respond to the receipt of such goods. I predicted that 

the receipt of either type of good would increase the recipient’s assessment of the 

president’s performance, that the receipt of private goods would increase the sense that 

goods are conditional on continued support of the president, and that the receipt of public 

goods would increase their understanding that the president cares about their development. 

As such, I suggested that citizens in developing countries have an understanding of the 

different properties represented by the goods. 

Using original household survey and interview data from Uganda, I found that the 

government does direct goods in the manner largely predicted by the theory and that the 

receipt of such goods can affect the recipients’ perception of the government in a manner 

likely to produce regime support. I found that, contrary to traditional assumptions of 

coethnic favoritism, the Ugandan government provides the highest number of public goods 

primarily to historical allies, while reserving retractable private transfers for historical 

adversaries. Results also indicate that the receipt of private goods increases the recipient’s 

sense that receipt of goods is dependent upon their continued support of the president, while 

the receipt of public goods increases the belief that the president cares about an area. As 

such, recipients of goods may be more likely to make voting or protest decisions based on 

either the fear of retraction or the belief that a new president may care less about their area 
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than the incumbent. Both mechanisms are ways in which goods provision can support 

regime maintenance. 

That recipients react differently depending on the type of good is an important 

finding because it suggests that the recipients of goods view the properties of those goods 

in a similar manner to that predicted by academic theories—they understand them as 

political tools rather than as the result of unbiased programmatic decisions. It is important 

to note that these effects are predominantly experienced among ally and adversary groups. 

This may be explained by the fact that these groups are likely the most aware of their 

influence on politics and that the government might act strategically towards them. This is 

in contrast to non-salient groups who may not conceive of themselves as politically 

important enough to be targets and to coethnics who may expect spoils based more on 

social expectations of patronage rather than based upon a more specific political strategy. 

In addition to presenting the results of testing the main hypotheses, I also examined 

several alternative explanations for the pattern of goods found. For example, I tested 

whether the patterns might be explained by provisioning of goods by NGOs or the local 

government and the differing demands of ethnic groups and districts. The results remained 

robust to several alternative specifications. I also used the survey data to examine what 

citizens in Uganda thought was the most important resource for development. Agricultural 

inputs—a private good—was chosen as the most important good by the survey 

respondents. This was the first choice of good for respondents from all districts and was 

consistently the most people when the sample was sub-divided by gender and urban versus 

rural areas. This may suggest that citizens have a preference for non-durable private goods 
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over more durable private goods. However, it is likely that the choice reflects the strong 

importance of the sector of agriculture for most people’s livelihoods in Uganda. 

Implications of My Findings 

These findings are an important contribution to our understanding of clientelism in 

ethnically-divided authoritarian contexts. That regimes provide different types of goods 

disproportionately to allies and adversaries is a particularly novel contribution to studies of 

distributive politics in Africa. Many existing studies find that coethnics benefit 

disproportionately from having a member of their group in power (Padró I Miquel 2007; 

Ichino and Nathan 2014; Jablonski 2014; Franck and Rainer 2012; Burgess et al 2015). 

That I find a different pattern in Uganda indicates that coethnic favoritism may be context 

specific and is likely influenced by the relationship of different groups to the regime and 

the type of goods that are distributed. Existing multi-country studies may overlook the more 

nuanced nature of distribution because they focus on the division between coethnics and 

all other groups in a country, rather than examining whether some of those ‘non-coethnic’ 

groups are treated differently to others. Instead, my work contributes to newer literature 

that recognizes that not all non-coethnic groups are the same and those differences will 

likely have implications for distribution decisions (Dickens 2018). It also underscores the 

importance of examining different types of goods to determine the nature of distribution. 

Existing studies have indicated that some goods are used for patronage purposes more than 

others (Kramon and Posner 2013), specific goods can be easier to remove than others as 

punishment (Diaz-Cayeros et al 2016), and that governments may find it easier to extract 

from their coethnics than other groups (Kasara 2007). My work also contributes to this 

body of work that seeks to understand why only some specific goods are used for patronage 
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by explaining how governments minimize the risks and maximize the benefits of both 

durable public goods and non-durable private goods through tailoring their provision to 

different ethnic groups.  

In addition to explaining the supply-side decision making by the government, my 

findings also elucidate the bottom-up logic of resource provision. Existing studies assume 

that citizens in developing countries comprehend the varied properties of different types of 

goods and that this will have a corresponding impact upon their support towards the 

government (Diaz-Cayeros et al 2016; Albertus 2013). My research tests and confirms 

those assumptions using original data. I provide evidence that people in Uganda who 

receive goods from the regime react to those goods in different ways that are rational 

responses to receiving goods whose benefits are likely to be of different durations. 

The findings also have more practical implications. There has been frustration in 

policy communities with the lack of democratic consolidation in many African countries 

and a concern among academics that ethnic diversity can hinder social and economic 

outcomes due to ethnic favoritism (Freedom House 2017; Easterly and Levine 1997). My 

findings indicate that sometimes a single ethnic group in power may actually create a 

relatively broad sharing of resources. In order to maintain power, it appears that these 

regimes are required to at least ease the worst aspects of poverty for even less trusted groups 

through the provision of transfers. However, the findings also raise questions about the 

likelihood of increased development leading to democratization. Instead, they suggest that 

the provision of aid to authoritarian governments in developing countries may contribute 

to regime stability by providing the resources to placate citizens but enabling longer-term 

capacity building of only some portions of the population. The directing of only small 
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short-term benefits to less trusted groups is also unlikely to lead to the type of education 

and economic empowerment traditionally associated with democratization (Lipset 1959). 

This use of differential distribution may be an effective regime maintenance 

strategy in the medium-term due to the stabilizing effects of benevolence and conditionality 

found in Chapter 6. The provision of durable public goods may help to convince recipients 

(especially allies, the group upon which they have the greatest effect) that the regime cares 

about their development and therefore may be of more benefit to them over the long-run 

than a challenger. As such, they will have less need to vote for the opposition or protest 

against the regime. The potential for protest or opposition voting may also be reduced if 

the government can threaten to stop benefits in the event of this type of defection. As such, 

the provision of private goods can be useful for threatening the potential of retraction to 

recipients, with this being particularly effective among adversary groups who are less likely 

to think that the regime genuinely cares about their development. 

In the long-term, however, the restriction of more durable public goods from some 

groups may lead to frustration. Studies have shown that relative grievances of one group 

with respect to another can lead to instability in ethnically divided countries (Horowitz 

1985; Gurr 1993; Stewart 2008; Cederman et al 2011). While adversaries and non-salient 

groups may respond to the implicit conditionality of private goods receipt in the current 

period, they may become increasingly aware of the discrepancy in the potential for 

development and longer-term capacity building in their regions versus other parts of the 

country due to the exclusion from more durable public goods. Such grievance could lead 

to those groups deciding that the threat of punishment for defection is worth the risk of 

potential future benefits under a new government. This could lead to regime change or to 
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a return of the use of repression by the incumbent when they determine that distribution is 

no longer having the desired effect upon stability. 

Future Work 

As noted above, my findings about the use of differentiated distribution in Uganda are 

important because they highlight the fact that existing assumptions of coethnic privilege 

may be context dependent and because they underscore the importance of not treating all 

‘non-coethnic’ groups as one homogenous category. However, it would be useful to know 

whether the theory travels beyond the specific case of Uganda. The benefit of the survey 

approach that I used is that I have been able to examine the effect of varied goods that the 

government provides. Were I instead to use existing data sources, I would likely need to 

narrow down the number of goods examined and might miss the ones that are used as 

patronage goods in that particular context. Additionally, while data may be publically 

available for some infrastructure based public goods, there is less existing information on 

the private goods received from the government—both formal and informal—at the 

household level. The survey also allowed me to ask specific questions that reveal the 

mechanisms through which receipt of goods may affect support for the regime and to 

examine the alternative reactions that citizens may have towards the goods that they 

receive. This type of data is not readily available across multiple contexts. 

While this examination of original micro-data is valuable, the findings in this 

dissertation are based on a single country case and reflect a single point in time. This form 

of differential distribution may be useful for President Museveni’s regime, however, it 

might not be so effective for stability in a country with a different make up of ethnic groups 

or with different geographic constructions. Given resource constraints, for this dissertation, 
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I was unable to replicate the full methodology on a wider scale. In Chapter 7, however, I 

found some suggestive evidence that the strategy applies beyond the four survey districts 

and across Uganda more broadly, that governments have distinguished between the 

different properties of goods and used them to target specific groups based on expected 

loyalty in some particular cases within Latin America and the Middle East, and that the 

strategy may apply in Ethiopia but is unlikely to apply in Rwanda due to the relative size 

of ethnic groups. 

Based on these very initial examinations, I consider demographic factors to be a 

particularly important factor to explore when seeking to understand the scope of the theory 

in the future. Museveni’s ethnic group is a minority in the country but it is comparable in 

size to a number of other groups and only the Baganda are a larger group, making up 20% 

of the population. In such a setting, it is likely that the regime will need to look beyond its 

own ethnic group to stay in power and therefore provide goods to allies, adversaries and 

non-salient groups in addition to coethnics. In comparison, in a country like Botswana 

where the ruling group the Tswana comprises 79% of the population,93 they may have less 

need to provide goods to minority groups because support of the majority of the population 

could be secured by a focus on provisioning coethnics. In contrast, the ethnic minority 

regime in Rwanda faces a historically adversarial group that comprises approximately 85% 

of the population. Were the government to restrict durable public goods only to its 

                                                           
93 While elections are held in Botswana, I do not class it as democratic because one party 

has retained power since independence so it is not possible to determine whether a 

democratic handover would occur were the ruling party to lose. 
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coethnics, it would be very difficult to sustain the economy of the country due to its reliance 

on public health and education. 

Geography may also influence the type of good that are targeted to different groups. 

In Uganda, ethnic groups tend to be concentrated in specific districts. This means that the 

regime can target specific ethnic groups with public goods and know that other groups are 

unlikely to be able to access those goods. Were the government to want to target its allies 

with durable public goods and ensure that adversaries were excluded from such goods, this 

would be difficult if allies and adversaries were living side by side. As shown by other 

studies, it is likely in that case that coethnics would be targeted with private goods so that 

the other groups would be excluded from the benefits (Ejdemyr et al 2018). 

In future work, I intend to extend the geographic and temporal scope of this 

dissertation to explore how the theory applies in contexts that differ in their ethnic 

demography and geographic spread. While Chapter 7 represents an initial foray into that 

extension, my future work will need to explore a more comprehensive basket of goods and 

it will need to be based on a stronger understanding of the ethnic dynamics driving resource 

allocation decisions in different contexts. 
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Appendix 1: Additional Material for Chapter 2 

 

 

1. A Note on Ethnicity 

Throughout this dissertation, I consider ethnicity to be “categories in which descent-based 

attributes are necessary for membership” (Chandra 2012, 9). As such, this can include 

many factors such as race, religion, or region of origin. I also conceive of ethnicity as a 

socially constructed concept, which is malleable, within certain boundaries, over time and 

political context. The political saliency of ethnicity can be manipulated by elites and the 

choice to highlight a particular strand of ethnic identity can also be made to some extent 

by individuals (Fearon and Laitin 2000; Posner 2003). As such, I do not make a primordial 

assumption that ethnicity is always competitive, conflictual, or consequential. Instead, I 

use an ethnic mapping methodology (described in detail in Chapter 4) that allows for the 

fact that ethnicity may not be politically salient—or at least not the most politically salient 

identity—in a country or in different time periods in that country. The methodology also 

allows for different groups to have cordial as well as adversarial relationships and it allows 

for those relationships to shift over time. 

2. A Note on Core and Swing Voters and Ethnic Classifications 

This theory uses classifications based on the history of ethnic relations between groups 

without reference to voting patterns. As such, I avoid the language of core and swing voters. 

One reason for avoiding that language is due to the risk of loyalty being endogenous to 

clientelism (Stokes, Dunning, Nazareno and Brusco 2013) whereby an individual appears 

to be electorally loyal or a ‘core voter’ because they have been provided with clientelist 

goods over the longer-term rather than because they are ideologically close to the party in 



252 
 

question. I make this choice due to the context of electoral politics in developing countries 

with long-duration authoritarian regimes—the low information environment breeds limited 

programmatic politics, there is little penetration of the non-regime parties in rural areas, 

and the impoverished population’s votes may be bought by the incumbent party with the 

most power to do so. As such, an individual or group may have a history of voting for the 

regime but are not in close proximity with respect to ideology or other forms of 

identification. They may well switch their vote were they presented with a viable 

alternative. Avoiding the voter-based terminology also underscores that authoritarian 

regimes are concerned not just with voting intentions but also citizen motivations towards 

protest.94 

  

                                                           
94 I illustrate these issues with respect to the adversarial Karamonjong group in Uganda in 

Chapter 4 in which I describe the ethnic mapping process. 
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Appendix 2: Additional Material for Chapter 4 

 

 

1. Sources Used for Ethnic Mapping 

The date of the Google scholar search associated with the number of citations is 28th 

September 2016. 

Sources used from post-2006 period: 

 Apter, David. E. 2013. The Political Kingdom in Uganda: a Study of 

Bureaucratic Nationalism. Routeledge (electronic edition) 

o Citations: 338 

 Tripp, Aili Mari, 2012. Women and Politics in Uganda. Madison: University of 

Wisconsin Press. 

o Citations: 308 

 Tripp, Aili Mari. 2010. Museveni's Uganda: Paradoxes of Power in a Hybrid 

Regime. Colorado: Lynne Rienner 

o Citations: 165 

 Dolan, Chris. 2013. Social Torture. The Case of Northern Uganda 1986-2006. 

Oxford: Berghahn Books. 

o Citations: 163 

 Branch, Adam. 2011. Displacing Human Rights: War and Intervention in 

Northern Uganda. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

o Citations: 117 

 Mwenda, Andrew M. 2007. "Personalizing Power in Uganda" in Journal of 

Democracy. 18(3):23-37. 
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o Citations: 65 

 Jones, Ben. 2009. Beyond the State in Rural Uganda. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 

University Press. 

o Citations: 82 

 Rubongoya, Joshua B. 2007. Regime Hegemony in Museveni's Uganda: Pax 

Musevenica. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

o Citations: 48 

 Goodfellow, Tom. 2014. "Legal Manoeuvres and Violence: Law Making, Protest 

and Semi-Authoritarianism in Uganda," in Development and Change. 45(4):753-

776. 

o Citations: 7 (included as most cited between 2014 and 2016) 

 Hönig, Patrick. 2014. "Civil Society and Land Use Policy in Uganda: The Mariba 

Forest Case" in Africa Spectrum. 49(2):53-77. 

o Citations: 5 (included as most cited between 2014 and 2016) 

Sources used from independence to pre-2006 period: 

 Mamdani, Mahmood. 1976. Politics and Class Formation in Uganda. New York: 

Monthly Review Press. 

o Citations: 495 

 Mutibwa, Phares M. 1992.  Uganda since Independence: A Story of Unfulfilled 

Hopes. Africa World Press. 

o Citations: 323 

 Behrend, Heike. 1999. Alice Lakwena and the Holy Spirits: War in Northern 

Uganda, 1985-97. Oxford: James Curry. 
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o Citations: 306 

 Tamale, Sylvia. 1999. When Hens Begin to Crow: Gender and Parliamentary 

Politics in Uganda. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 

o Citations: 236 

 Kosozi, Abdu BK. 1994. Social Origins of Violence in Uganda, 1964-1985. 

Canada: McGill-Queen's University Press. 

o Citations: 170 

 Dicklitch, Susan. 1998. The Elusive Promise of NGOs in Africa: Lessons from 

Uganda. New York: St. Martin's Press. 

o Citations: 151 

 Omara-Otunnu, Amii. 1987. Politics and the Military in Uganda, 1890-1985. 

New York: St Martin's Press. 

o Citations: 137 

 Decalo, Samuel. 1998. Psychoses of Power: African Personal Dictatorships. 

Gainesville: Florida Academic Press Inc. 

o Citations: 92 

 Hanson, Holly E. 2003. Landed Obligation: the Practice of Power in Buganda. 

Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.  

o Citations: 85 

 Reinikka, Ritva and Paul Collier, eds. 2001. Uganda's Recovery: The Role of 

Farms, Firms, and Government. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

o Citations: 79 
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2. Table A1. Voting by District and Ethnic Classifications 

District Ethnic 

Classification 

% Vote  

Museveni 2016 

% Vote  

Museveni 2011 

% Change 

2011 to 2016 

Abim Mix 80.05 90.91 -10.86 

Adjumani Adversary 66.1 64.87 1.23 

Agago Adversary 59.91 59.57 0.34 

Alebtong Adversary 48.82 48.57 0.25 

Amolatar Adversary 55.39 55.97 -0.58 

Amudat Unclassified 97.35 65.71 31.64 

Amuria Adversary 55.87 56.39 -0.52 

Amuru Adversary 31.52 36.75 -5.23 

Apac Adversary 56.26 58.20 -1.94 

Arua Adversary 57.71 55.06 2.65 

Budaka Non-salient 60.57 75.19 -14.62 

Bududa Non-salient 60.83 79.04 -18.21 

Bugiri Non-salient 61.25 70.01 -8.76 

Buhweju Coethnic 85.09 91.10 -6.01 

Buikwe Mix 55.11 67.94 -12.83 

Bukedea Adversary 58.62 67.42 -8.80 

Bukomansimbi Ally 53.17 59.42 -6.25 

Bukwo Non-salient 81.4 90.51 -9.11 

Bulambuli Non-salient 67.87 80.77 -12.90 

Buliisa Mix 68.74 81.13 -12.39 
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Bundibugyo Non-salient 85.59 86.94 -1.35 

Bushenyi Coethnic 68.73 75.71 -6.98 

Busia Non-salient 55.28 67.54 -12.26 

Butaleja Non-salient 56.49 72.21 -15.72 

Butambala Ally 52.8 62.38 -9.58 

Buvuma Mix 57.43 69.26 -11.83 

Buyende Non-salient 83.1 89.58 -6.48 

Dokolo Adversary 50.97 58.99 -8.02 

Gomba Mix 74.24 77.76 -3.52 

Gulu Adversary 32.74 29.04 3.70 

Hoima Mix 74.47 85.25 -10.78 

Ibanda Coethnic 81.93 89.55 -7.62 

Iganga Non-salient 59.86 69.82 -9.96 

Isingiro Mix 73.98 85.58 -11.60 

Jinja Non-salient 50.4 65.15 -14.75 

Kaabong Adversary 89.96 86.57 3.39 

Kabale Non-salient 65.47 78.60 -13.13 

Kabarole Non-salient 76.11 84.43 -8.32 

Kaberamaido Non-salient 55.36 43.56 11.80 

Kalangala Ally 53.57 61.84 -8.27 

Kaliro Non-salient 81.86 90.26 -8.40 

Kalungu Ally 54.46 62.64 -8.18 

Kampala Mix 30.92 46.08 -15.16 
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Kamuli Non-salient 68.51 80.53 -12.02 

Kamwenge Non-salient 86.06 90.07 -4.01 

Kanungu Non-salient 57.95 77.08 -19.13 

Kapchorwa Non-salient 67 78.29 -11.29 

Kasese Non-salient 41.36 52.98 -11.62 

Katakwi Adversary 63.48 71.66 -8.18 

Kayunga Mix 56.08 75.22 -19.14 

Kibaale Mix 81.4 91.05 -9.65 

Kiboga Mix 74.85 80.63 -5.78 

Kibuku Non-salient 68.67 79.50 -10.83 

Kiruhura Coethnic 91.35 94.00 -2.65 

Kiryadongo Mix 75.01 78.85 -3.84 

Kisoro Non-salient 88.61 94.42 -5.81 

Kitgum Adversary 41.84 38.82 3.02 

Koboko Adversary 65.88 53.70 12.18 

Kole Adversary 54.99 61.98 -6.99 

Kotido Mix 91.33 60.18 31.15 

Kumi Adversary 53.2 54.58 -1.38 

Kween Non-salient 71.23 84.52 -13.29 

Kyankwanzi Unclassified 79.16 87.30 -8.14 

Kyegegwa Non-salient 86.26 90.88 -4.62 

Kyenjojo Non-salient 85.54 90.74 -5.20 

Lamwo Adversary 42.92 50.21 -7.29 
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Lira Adversary 39.48 49.37 -9.89 

Luuka Non-salient 70.94 81.42 -10.48 

Luwero Mix 55.79 67.63 -11.84 

Lwengo Unclassified 62.07 72.44 -10.37 

Lyantonde Mix 79.35 84.81 -5.46 

Manafwa Non-salient 62.36 76.94 -14.58 

Maracha Adversary 60.51 66.25 -5.74 

Masaka Mix 45.73 53.51 -7.78 

Masindi Mix 69.62 82.75 -13.13 

Mayuge Non-salient 61.96 76.95 -14.99 

Mbale Non-salient 47.27 62.58 -15.31 

Mbarara Coethnic 70.79 78.54 -7.75 

Mitooma Coethnic 67.21 74.59 -7.38 

Mityana Ally 62.3 66.52 -4.22 

Moroto Adversary 89.3 54.78 34.52 

Moyo Adversary 58.81 55.28 3.53 

Mpigi Ally 55 66.12 -11.12 

Mubende Mix 77.39 85.53 -8.14 

Mukono Mix 49.28 59.37 -10.09 

Nakapiripirit Mix 94.96 93.30 1.66 

Nakaseke Mix 76.2 84.40 -8.20 

Nakasongola Non-salient 84.46 92.01 -7.55 

Namayingo Unclassified 58.56 78.34 -19.78 
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Namutumba Non-salient 70.14 82.79 -12.65 

Napak Adversary 93.7 93.22 0.48 

Nebbi Adversary 65.86 58.26 7.60 

Ngora Adversary 45.2 48.20 -3.00 

Ntoroko Non-salient 77.85 85.32 -7.47 

Ntungamo Coethnic 67.96 75.81 -7.85 

Nwoya Adversary 41.64 26.69 14.95 

Otuke Adversary 64.28 70.47 -6.19 

Oyam Adversary 50.65 60.33 -9.68 

Pader Adversary 38.86 46.12 -7.26 

Pallisa Mix 53.98 63.43 -9.45 

Rakai Mix 61.99 70.32 -8.33 

Rubirizi Mix 75.98 83.90 -7.92 

Rukungiri Non-salient 48.29 59.35 -11.06 

Serere Adversary 51.37 40.80 10.57 

Sheema Coethnic 70.08 77.66 -7.58 

Sironko Non-salient 49.03 52.71 -3.68 

Soroti Mix 38.01 34.59 3.42 

Ssemabule Mix 70.27 81.36 -11.09 

Tororo Mix 41.57 59.29 -17.72 

Wakiso Ally 36.76 49.26 -12.50 

Yumbe Adversary 68.38 58.95 9.43 

Zombo Adversary 75.04 71.70 3.34 
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Appendix 3: Additional Material for Chapter 5 

 

 

Table A2. Difference between Demographic Factors across Districts 

Excluded district for comparison is Mbarara. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Female Age Education Urban 

     

Kapchorwa 0.022 -4.728** 0.145 -0.314*** 

 (0.068) (2.353) (0.269) (0.045) 

Moroto -0.037 5.427** -1.438*** -0.122*** 

 (0.069) (2.358) (0.271) (0.045) 

Mpigi -0.036 1.300 0.045 -0.243*** 

 (0.068) (2.348) (0.266) (0.045) 

Constant 0.514*** 38.619*** 3.114*** 0.314*** 

 (0.049) (1.683) (0.191) (0.032) 

     

Obs 437 435 431 437 

R2 0.003 0.043 0.099 0.116 

 

 (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Poverty Assets Elderly Children 

     

Kapchorwa -1.566*** -0.699*** -0.088 0.274 

 (0.522) (0.131) (0.149) (0.339) 

Moroto -0.471 -1.058*** 0.805*** 1.447*** 

 (0.532) (0.133) (0.150) (0.340) 

Mpigi -4.248*** -0.119 0.145 0.018 

 (0.516) (0.130) (0.148) (0.337) 

Constant 9.702*** 2.048*** 0.288*** 2.562*** 

 (0.377) (0.093) (0.107) (0.242) 

     

Obs 400 427 434 435 

R2 0.174 0.167 0.093 0.054 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3. Difference between Public Goods Received by Coethnics and Allies 

Coethnics is the excluded category. The first model uses village-level clustering of errors, 

while the second model uses robust standard errors. 

 (1) (2) 

 Total public Total public 

   

Ally 2.042 2.042*** 

 (1.370) (0.519) 

Urban 1.674 1.674*** 

 (1.161) (0.516) 

Log_P_Pop 0.205 0.205 

 (0.496) (0.260) 

Poverty_Parish 0.469* 0.469*** 

 (0.248) (0.099) 

Female -0.129 -0.129 

 (0.160) (0.234) 

Age -0.007 -0.007 

 (0.005) (0.007) 

Constant -3.635 -3.635 

 (4.401) (2.359) 

Standard errors Clustered by 

villages 

Robust 

Observations 215 215 

R-squared 0.233 0.233 

Model OLS OLS 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Table A4. H1b Outliers Removed 

 

The following table demonstrates that when the outliers (3 standard deviations above the 

mean) are removed for the number of children and elderly in a household are removed, the 

conclusions remain the same as for the main models presented in the paper. This affected 

households with over 10 children and households with over 3 elderly members. 11 

households were an outlier for the number of children and 4 households were outliers for 

the number of elderly. Outliers for these variables indicates that some people may have had 

different conceptions of what constitutes a household and their answers on private transfer 



263 
 

receipt may have been affected. 

Adversary is the excluded category. 

 

 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Total 

Private 

Total 

private 

Total 

Private 

Coethnic -1.902*** -1.904***  

 (0.199) (0.216)  

Nonsalient -0.362* -0.303  

 (0.210) (0.230)  

Ally -0.755*** -0.816***  

 (0.249) (0.267)  

Urban 0.654** 0.702*** 0.577 

 (0.262) (0.270) (0.409) 

Poverty -0.036** -0.033* -0.031 

 (0.018) (0.019) (0.030) 

Age 0.001 0.002 0.002 

 (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Female -0.166 -0.165 -0.048 

 (0.135) (0.149) (0.199) 

Education -0.001 -0.000 0.059 

 (0.037) (0.039) (0.055) 

Children -0.019 -0.030 -0.017 

 (0.034) (0.036) (0.042) 

Elderly 0.216** 0.218** -0.242 

 (0.092) (0.102) (0.186) 

Log_Pop -0.581*** -0.581*** -0.469** 

 (0.127) (0.142) (0.227) 

VoteMus  -0.310 -0.520** 

  (0.191) (0.234) 

Constant 7.740*** 7.978*** 5.120** 

 (0.991) (1.133) (1.926) 

Individuals All All Coethnic 

Obs 379 331 65 

R-squared 0.360 0.361 0.208 

Model OLS OLS OLS 
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 (4) (5) (6) 

 Total 

private 

Total 

private 

Total 

private 

Urban 0.806 0.948* 1.353** 

 (0.810) (0.518) (0.596) 

Poverty 0.040 -0.056 -0.003 

 (0.036) (0.038) (0.068) 

Age -0.003 -0.001 -0.005 

 (0.009) (0.011) (0.012) 

Female -0.211 -0.142 -0.392 

 (0.250) (0.321) (0.299) 

Education -0.019 -0.034 -0.100 

 (0.076) (0.073) (0.107) 

Children -0.097* 0.120 0.104 

 (0.055) (0.093) (0.118) 

Elderly 0.489** 0.585*** -0.178 

 (0.186) (0.118) (0.170) 

Log_Pop -1.115*** -1.215*** 0.362 

 (0.312) (0.337) (0.225) 

VoteMus -1.703*** 0.091 0.181 

 (0.403) (0.323) (0.388) 

Constant 12.616*** 12.189*** 0.135 

 (2.308) (2.746) (2.052) 

Individuals ~Salient Ally Adversary 

Obs 108 86 72 

R-squared 0.296 0.307 0.226 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A5. Alternative Identification by Citizens 

Answers to the question about whether a government health center, primary school or 

secondary school existed in the area were changed to missing for all respondents in a village 

if over 60% of the villagers were not in agreement as to the provider of the service. 

Adversary is the excluded category. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  
Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Total 

Public 

Coethnic 0.230 0.353     

 (0.589) (0.769)     

Nonsalient 0.224 0.330     

 (0.723) (0.828)     

Ally 1.790* 1.771*     

 (1.057) (1.046)     

Urban 2.446*** 2.414** -0.815**  2.648*** 2.409 

 (0.881) (0.925) (0.314)  (0.655) (1.559) 

Log_Pop -0.216 -0.212 -1.658*** -7.784*** -0.090 -0.030 

 (0.358) (0.362) (0.333) (1.730) (1.665) (0.246) 

Poverty 0.308 0.291 -0.149 -0.902* 0.569** -0.290 

 (0.185) (0.184) (0.122) (0.425) (0.250) (0.270) 

Female -0.104 -0.102 0.116 0.021 -0.293 -0.253 

 (0.104) (0.104) (0.203) (0.173) (0.193) (0.153) 

Age -0.008** -0.008** -0.013** -0.012 0.009*** -0.005 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.008) (0.003) (0.006) 

Vote_2011  -0.004 -0.177*** -0.207** -0.079** -0.019 

  (0.014) (0.030) (0.069) (0.030) (0.019) 

Constant 0.841 1.183 32.927*** 81.247*** 4.500 5.815** 

 (3.685) (3.684) (5.497) (19.878) (14.506) (2.352) 

Districts All All Coethnic ~Salient Ally Adversary 

Observations 433 433 104 110 111 108 

Villages 40 40 10 10 10 10 

R-squared 0.225 0.226 0.372 0.454 0.620 0.411 

Model OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A6. Quality of Public Services 

The three dependent variables for this table are a combination of responses about the supply 

of medicines, and staffing levels, respectively, at health centers, primary schools, and 

secondary schools that respondents identify as being government supplied. 

Respondents were asked about how often they experience shortages of first 

materials and then staffing on a four point scale based on four responses (always, often, 

once in a while, and never). The scores for the supply and staffing shortages were inverted 

to make ‘never’ the highest score of 4. The three responses for each type of service were 

combined to give an overall score of access or supply to services. 

Adversary is the excluded category. 

 

 (1) (2)  
Supplies Staffing 

Coethnic 1.644** 1.440** 

 (0.736) (0.700) 

Nonsalient 0.646 1.246 

 (0.892) (0.941) 

Ally 2.436** 2.802*** 

 (0.956) (0.994) 

Urban 2.145** 3.111*** 

 (0.863) (0.763) 

Log_P_Pop -1.324*** -1.140*** 

 (0.378) (0.356) 

Poverty_Parish 0.144 0.235 

 (0.148) (0.192) 

Female 0.113 0.173 

 (0.196) (0.302) 

Age -0.005 -0.002 

 (0.007) (0.009) 

Constant 11.541*** 9.368** 

 (3.411) (3.533) 

Districts All All 

Observations 250 250 

R-squared 0.145 0.150 

Model OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A7. Models for Public Goods Including Approximate Distance from Kampala 

GPS coordinates were not gathered from the project villages. Using a dataset from the 

Uganda Bureau of Statistics based on data provided collected in 2009 from humanitarian 

partners. I matched the villages to the closest available point based typically on being 

within the same sub-county or within the next closest sub-county. This meant that when 

two villages were sampled within the same sub-county they were treated as being at the 

same proxy point, thus reducing the variation in location. I then calculated the distance 

from each point to Kampala in kilometers to create the distance variable. Adversary is the 

excluded category. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Total 

public 

Coethnic -1.713 -1.624   

 (1.490) (1.536)   

Nonsalient -2.687 -2.612   

 (1.965) (1.981)   

Ally -6.780 -6.810   

 (5.247) (5.271)   

Distance -0.030 -0.030 0.018 -1.012*** 

 (0.018) (0.019) (0.017) (0.266) 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) 

Vote2011  -0.003 -0.184*** 0.493** 

  (0.014) (0.041) (0.211) 

Constant 12.937 13.221 28.711*** 19.766 

 (8.213) (8.279) (6.964) (24.758) 

Districts All All Coethnic Nonsalient 

Obs 434 434 104 110 

Villages 40 40 10 10 

R2 0.261 0.261 0.324 0.608 

Model OLS OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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 (5) (6) (7) 

 Total public Total public Roads 

Coethnic   -.707*** 

   (0.248) 

Nonsalient   -0.527* 

   (0.263) 

Ally   -0.479 

   (0.700) 

Distance 0.251*** 0.497* -0.001 

 (0.052) (0.221) (0.002) 

 (0.003) (0.009) (0.001) 

Vote2011 -0.069** 0.040 0.001 

 (0.025) (0.033) (0.004) 

Constant -79.986** -144.597* 0.273 

 (25.214) (66.647) (1.348) 

Districts Ally Adversary All 

Obs 111 109 427 

Villages 10 10 40 

R2 0.670 0.445 0.310 

Model OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A8. Models for Private Goods Including Approximate Distance from 

Kampala 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 

Total 

private 

Total 

private 

Total 

private 

Total 

private 

Total 

Private 

Total 

Private 

Coethnic -2.313*** -2.132***     

 (0.251) (0.231)     

Nonsalient -0.794*** -0.795***     

 (0.240) (0.229)     

Ally -1.720*** -1.646***     

 (0.428) (0.373)     

Distance -0.004*** -0.005*** -0.003 -0.004* -0.004 0.035 

 (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.066) 

VoteMus  -0.131 -0.324 -1.313*** 0.197 0.320 

  (0.161) (0.203) (0.402) (0.273) (0.296) 

Constant 8.918*** 7.719*** 1.054 12.503*** 7.436** -10.278 

 (0.978) (0.945) (2.292) (2.663) (3.444) (21.264) 

Districts All All Coethnic ~Salient Ally Adversary 

Obs 388 337 65 107 87 78 

R-squared 0.353 0.362 0.312 0.293 0.298 0.296 

Model OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table A9. Type of Good Requested by Ethnic Groups 

 Chose private 

Good 

Coethnic -0.450 

 (0.380) 

Nonsalient -0.526 

 (0.330) 

Ally -0.500 

 (0.357) 

  

Constant -0.408 

 (1.542) 

Districts All 

Model Logit 

Controls Yes 

Observations 379 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Appendix 4: Additional Material for Chapter 6 

 

Table A10. Mechanism Ordered Logit and Logit 

 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 Performance Conditional Cares 

Total public 0.033 0.088 0.171** 

 (0.057) (0.082) (0.072) 

Total private -0.101 0.489*** -0.039 

 (0.063) (0.092) (0.085) 

Poverty -0.023 -0.056 -0.079*** 

 (0.025) (0.035) (0.030) 

Age 0.004 -0.018** 0.002 

 (0.005) (0.008) (0.007) 

Female 0.217 -0.105 0.353 

 (0.190) (0.262) (0.232) 

Education 0.088* -0.146** -0.025 

 (0.045) (0.073) (0.064) 

Urban 0.415 0.518 -0.245 

 (0.414) (0.510) (0.458) 

Log_P_Pop -0.956*** -0.408** -0.399** 

 (0.149) (0.196) (0.172) 

Districts All All All 

Observations 370 306 336 

Model O Logit Logit Logit 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
 

 

 

 


