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Abstract

Few issues are as central to contemporary localegoment systems as their number and
boundaries. The central aim of this dissertatiortascast light on trends and implications
related to the number and boundaries of local gowents in post-federal Ethiopia with
special emphasis to two Regional States-Oromia &odthern Nations, Nationalities and
People's Region (SNNPR). This study depicts timete $he inception of the federal system in
the 1990s, the figures of local governments hayeEmenced a conspicuous sequence of
ruptures and shifts. The most obvious are changekeaworeda level, while, at the other
levels of local governments, a similar tendencseisn in a slightly different form. Although
kebeles have relatively been more expanded in fthisince the early 1990s, this study
focuses on woredas - the next higher and more ebquhlevel of local government. The study
attempts to respond to the following questions: Oibe legal framework provide for criteria
and procedures for local government creation andurttary demarcation?; Are there
mechanisms for popular participation at the locavel?; What are challenges and
implications of local government creation and boaryddemarcation?

Methodologically, this study employed a descriptidesign and qualitative research
approach and analysis. Both primary and secondayrees of data are used in this study.
Key informant interview and document analysis dre main methods employed for data
collection. Findings reveal that the fundamentatid®mn in federal matters - the creation of
local government - has been reserved for the Regdtates. The FDRE Constitution has no
express constitutional recognition of local goveemts, nor does it contain any specific
procedures that govern the creation of local goveents and demarcation of boundaries.
This study, therefore, contends that the creatibiocal governments, their upgrading and
change of boundaries are determined on ad hoc pasid no comprehensible criteria have
been laid down for the purpose. There also appearcertainty on how local communities
participate in the demarcation of local governmeéydundaries, as the process is not

regulated by law in detalil.
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Chapter-1: Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Ethiopia has a tradition of local government fromciant times. However, the general
outlines of modern Ethiopia’s political system dag&ek to the reign of Menelik (1889-1913),
which was to become the foundation of the currehidpian state at the turn of ‘1 @entury?
Accordingly, a new system of local government adstiation had been initiated by
Menelik, mainly to facilitate central control froAddis Ababé’ It was held that Ethiopia has
a long, complex history of local government syst&ith shifting boundaries and changing
patterns for administering thetnThis history compounds the problem of defining the
boundaries and the number of local governments.

It is also expressed that Ethiopia’s history dunngst of the nineteenth century was a story
of repeated and usually successful efforts to aénér power and resources in the national
state> However, following the assumption of power by Bffian People’s Revolutionary
Democratic Front (EPRDF) in 1991, a new federaitigal order was created. The Ethiopian
federal political system is typically described @msisting of three levels of government,
Federal, Regional State and Ldcalhe 1995 Constitution of the Federal Democratic
Republic of Ethiopia (FDRE) provides for the creatof local governments that would exist
at Regional State level (Art 50(4)). Under the sygstof local government in operation at

present, the structure of local governments isspaesibility of the Regional States, which

ISee, for instance, John MarkakEthiopia: Anatomy of Traditional PolitfOxford University: Clarendon Press, 1974);
Teshale TibebuThe Making of Modern Ethiopia, 1896-19Tdawrenceville, NJ: The Red Sea Press,19953melash
Beyene, ‘Some Notes on the Evolution of Regionamkdstration in Ethiopia,’Ethiopian J. of DevelopmenResearch
Vol.9, No.1 (1987); Daniel Gamachu, ‘A nation inrPetual Transition: the pattern of Changes in Adstiative Divisions
and Subdivisions in Ethiopia’. In Marcus HG(e@pers of the 12 International conference of Ethiopian Studi¢894;
Zemelak Ayele, ‘Local government in Ethiopia; Séiti apparatus of control,aw, Democracy and Developmg(2011)

2 By 1900, Menelik had succeeded in establishingirobmver much of present-day Ethiopia. Hence, dili took its
present shape with existing boundaries in thegaatter of the 19th century in the process of ttgaasion of the Ethiopian
State. For a better understanding of the procedbeotreation of a modern Ethiopian state, see,ngnmhers, Teshale
Tibebu,The Making of Modern Ethiopia896-1974(Lawrenceville, NJ: The Red Sea Pres§)1®8hhru ZewdeA History
of Modern Ethiopia, 1855-197Athens, O.H: Ohio University Press, 1991); Mer@uadina,Ethiopia: Competing Ethnic
Nationalisms and the Quest for Democracy,1960-p6therlands: Shaker Publishing,2003)

3 See, among others, Simon Messing, ‘Changing Eidnjopiddle East J.Vol. 9, No. 4 (1955), p.425

4 See Chri. Clapham, ‘The State and Revolution hidpia,’ Review of African Political Economio. 44 (1989), p.11

5 See, among others, Bahru ZewdeHistory of Modern Ethiopial855-1974(Athens, O.H: Ohio University Press,1991
Assefa Fisehakederalism and the Accommodation of Diversity ihidia: A Comparative StudiNijmegen: Wolf Legal
Publishers, 2006); Kidane Mengisteab, ‘New Apprascto State Building in Africa: The Case of EthadpiEthnic Based
Federalism,’ African Studies Reviewol. 40,(1997)

6 See, among others, Tsegaye Regassa, ‘Sub-Naamstitutions in Ethiopia: Towards entrenching Gitusonalism at
Federal Level,’Mizan Law ReviewVol.3, No.1 (2009); Zerihun Yimer, ‘The statuspwers and functions of local
government in Oromia’. In  Alem H (editthiopian federalism: principle, process and praefAAU Press: Addis Ababa,
2010); Zemelak A. and Yonatan F., ‘The ConstituioBtatus of Local Government in Federal Systehie Case of
Ethiopia,’ Africa TodayVol.50, No.4(2012)



have been given the power to determine the authaitd functions of any local
governments, such as zonegredasor kebeleswhich will be created within the Regional
States.

As has already been hinted above, throughout thg Bind complex historyone might
observe numerous reshuffle and fragmentation psesesf local governments in Ethiopia.
This trend has continued, even after the inceptfaiie federal system. During recent years,
there has been an increase in the number of losaérgments, while the number of
constituent units has remained unchanged. The numbe&oredas (districts) increased
roughly from 500 in 2000 to 800 a decade later #igl figure continues to increase, with
woredasperiodically subdividing into multiple units.

This research focuses on local government systetheotwo selected Regional States of
Ethiopian federation with the objective of assegsthe challenges and implications
associated with politics of creation and demarcaitd local governments, with a heavy

emphasis oworedas

1.2 Statement of the Problem

There had been several changes in Ethiopia’s adtmitive divisions at different timés.
Changes in the boundaries, number, hierarchies rmdes of local governments were
frequen The states of local government reforms in posefed Ethiopia represent a
continuity of this central historical tendency. Ttwerent federal administrative and territorial
structure is characterized by relative instabibfythe second lowest and the basic unit of
local government woredas(districts).

Indeed, Ethiopia has begun reversing a procesmfalization that took place for over a
century. The first move in this respect was theation of a federal system in 1995. The
second move is the creation of, and decentralizatigppower to, local governments.

The official objectives for local level decentraliion, as stated in several policy documents,
are enhancing democratic participation and serdielvery (MoFED, 2002). Achieving
these objectives require a well considered insbimal design of decentralization
programmed that among other things provides clabstantive and procedural criteria for
the creation, dissolution, amalgamation of localegaments. Practice shows that in the past

20 or so years the number of local governmentskpenentially increased. This raises the

"Asmelash Beyene, ‘Some Notes on the Evolution afiétel Administration in Ethiopia,’EthiopianJ. of Development
ResearchVol.9, No.1 (1987), p.40; See also Assefa Fis€edgralism and the Accommodation of Diversity inigtia: A
Comparative StudgNijmegen: Wolf Legal Publishers, 2006)

8Daniel Gamachu, ‘A Nation in Perpetual Transititive Pattern of Changes in Administrative Divisiamsl Subdivisions in
Ethiopia’. In Marcus HG(edilPapers of the 12th International conference of &phan Studies]1994, p.83
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guestion that given the aforementioned objectiieth® decentralization programmed, what
are the substantive and procedural criteria for ¢theation and demarcation of local
governments? Are these criteria observed in pretic

As has been argued above, the FDRE Constitutiomoadiedges the importance of
decentralization, but it offers few specifics radjag local governments. Local governments
are still in a state of flux and are subjected tmtmuous fragmentation. In this regard,
although there has been some variation over tifme, fumber ofworedashas steadily
climbed since the federal state's founding. Dedpié amalgamation eforedasin 1996 that
cut back on the total number woredasin the country by an almost hathe overall trend
since 2001 has been toward a continuous growthhén rtumber ofworedas. At the
commencement of the District Level DecentralizatProgramme (DLDP) in 2002, there
were only 552woredasin the entire country. In 2018yoredasrose in number to a total of
801 nationwide, an increase of more than 31 persamte 2002. This picture is unrivalled to
the number of constituent units of the federatishich has remained steady at nine for the
last the two decades, despite the unrelenting ckamth demand for the creation of new
Regional States.

The creation ofworedastook place from time to time at a slow pace, arithiw each
Regional States of the federation. While the SeuthNations, Nationalities and People’s
Region (SNNPR), a home to numerous ethnic groups major contributor to such an
increase in number of zondsgu woredasandworedas Oromia leads the multiplication of
woredas For instance, in 2001 the SNNPR had only nineegdmving 72voredasand five
liyu woredas 77woredasin total against 13 zones (sub-divided in to ##28eda3 and eight
liyu woredasin 2012. Similarly, Oromia had 12 zones and M@edasagainst 18 zones and
304 woredasfor the same period. This is a much larger increéhaa in any other Regional
State in the federationindeed, this number is constantly changing; thealmer ofworedas
has been steadily increasing over the last fewsybacause of frequent splitting of existing
woredadto create new ones.

This proposed research project aims at examinirgigsoof local government creation,
which has not only been a recurring phenomenoralsat a contentious and sensitive one. It
looks at the nature and pattern of creating localeghments as well as the motives which
account for the alterations in the boundaries amdber of local governments in two selected
Regional States, Oromia and SNNPR. The questicedgdby this paper engages with the
extent to which this change is based on pre-detethsubstantive and procedural criteria as

well as the extent to which local government caais transparent, participatory and free

3



from political manipulation. The study details ogas in the number of local governments
and examines the major forces promoting changeaworf of creation of new local

government as well as the procedures for alterowall government boundaries. It also
indentifies the various challenges and implicatiaisthe current state and practice of

creating local governments and demarcating theintaries.

1.3 Research Questions
The study addresses the following research question
1. Does the state engage in local government creatfonugh clear and
consistently applied mechanisms?
2. How do local government boundary demarcations &ccur
3. Are the local people involved in the process of daration? To what extent do
decisions follow the will of the people?
4. What are the challenges in the creation and deniancaf local government and

its implications?

1.4 Objectives of the Study

The major objective of this study is to examine tmallenges and implications associated
with politics of creating local governments and decation of their boundaries within
Ethiopian federation with particular reference hie practice of two Regional States-Oromia
and SNNPR. The study looks mainly at the creatibrworedas which has become a
continuous practice since the inception of the faldgystem. To this end, the study examines
the bases and the principal drivers for the creatiolocal governmentst tries to assess the
extent to which this change is based on pre-detemthsubstantive and procedural criteria as
well as the extent to which demarcation of locaveggament boundary is transparent,

participatory and free from political manipulation.

1.5 Significance of the Study

Local government system in Ethiopia has not reckittee attention it deserves in light,
especially of, recent discussions about the placerale of local government in federations.
There is barely any academic work which comprelvehsideals with the legal and
constitutional principles governing the countryedl government system. The purpose of
this study is to bring to attention one of the proent trends within Ethiopian federation and
which has not been closely studied in academicalibee: the politics of creation and

demarcation of local governments. This is plamtheme of great importance as little effort

4



has been made so far to explain and documentrtms.t This study is very significant as it
seeks to explore this neglected area and build wpasting literature by examining the
challenges and implications of the politics of ti@a of local government and demarcation
of their boundaries in the federation’s two largastl populous Regional States. In addition,
this study will offer some further information oochl government in the country that could

be used by policy makers, researchers and academics

1.6 Scope of the Study

Ethiopia is a federal state composed of nine RegioBtates and two federal city
administrations. This study has narrowed its fteldhe state of local government system of
two Regional States, Oromia and SNNPR. Althokgheleshave been the most expanded
levels of local government over the last decadss, ftudy focuses oworedas the second
most increasing local government levels, a®sredas are centers of political and
administrative power. Regarding geographical cayera total of five zones and 2@®redas
are covered in this study.

The paper studies a particular aspect of Ethiopedsralism or decentralization, the creation
and demarcation of local government boundaridse study attempts to critically examine
the challenges and implications associated withpibigics of creation and demarcation of
local government boundaries, which has been undeirwgthiopia since the inception of the
federal system in 1995. The scope of this studthesefore, limited to a particular aspect of
the state of local government affairs in the twéested Regional States: its pattern of

creation and demarcation.

1.7 Limitation of the Study

This study is not without limitations. The researchas faced several constraints and
challenges during data collection. Accessing solmeuments related to local government
was very difficult due to low level of cooperatiomith people possessing important
information. In addition, access to written docutaéon and records of local governments
was limited. In a number of local governments, soited information the researcher wanted
were not available due to poor documentation prastand poor record keeping.

The other limitation of this study is the small gdensize (only 20) ofvoredas It was not
possible to make the samples bigger because afdi@maconstraints. With only 2@oredas

in the sample, statistical power is limited. letfaaround 10,000 kms were travelled to visit

the 20 local governments concerned. Although tiralver of interviewees may look smaller



in number, a qualitative interview, which mainhjiliaed semi-structured interview guide,
brought a great deal of vital information througled-to- face discussion. In addition, most of
the interviewees are selected purposefully becafigbeir roles, status and knowledge in
connection to the process of local government meand demarcation of boundaries.

The other limitation is the difficulty of gettingoredaofficials and other key informants in
the stipulated time. Some officials would make g@pantment but never to honor their
appointments. The data collection period was pactyncided with the 2015 national
elections and so appointments to meet politicaddes were difficult since they were at the
time involved in active political campaigns. Howevihese challenges are substantiated by
other means such as the use of diverse techniquesllect necessary information for the
study and thus, the limitations do not have sigaifit impact to decrease the credibility of the
findings. In addition, the researcher was patierdt eeliable to ensure that accurate data is
collected.

Last but not least, the resources allocated ttindy were limited vis-a-vis the scope of the
study which all negatively affected its compreheesess. The cost of the research was also
higher than it was anticipated. One of the soluti@s to narrow the scope of primary data
collection to five zones and twentyoredas The respondents who were unwilling to give
information they perceive to be sensitive were giw®nfidential assurance on whatever
piece of information they could give that their reamwill not be revealed in the dissertation.
Extensive secondary data collection method was asexhe of the strategies to minimize the

cost of data collection.

1.8 Organization of the Study

This research paper is organized into eight chapkllowing this introductory chapter, the
second chapter provides a general direction ofstbdy through a review of the relevant
literature. Drawing on various studies, the chapter makes secéxploration and outlines
various theoretical approaches to the understarafitaral governmentit looks at meaning
and the basic theoretical rationale for creatioltooél government. This chapter also assesses
the importance of local government boundary andiges some theoretical and comparative
analysis of criteria and procedures of local gorent boundary demarcatiofin attempt is
also made to examine the role of local governmerihé design of federal institutions and
understanding of contemporary federal theory.

Chapter three provides a description of researcthadelogy employed for this study. It

covers research design, data collection technicgaeapling techniques and methods of data
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analysis as well as ethical considerations enddis@adigh the whole process of conducting
this study.

Chapter four explains the origins, historical backmd ancevolution of local government in
Ethiopia. It provides a historical analysis of htimgal government systems have evolved up
to the present, focusing on the political and legglects.

Chapter five describes the general pattern andb#séc features of local government in
Ethiopian federation. It explores the nature afalogovernment system during the early
decentralization period of Transitional Governmamdtl describes the general picture of local
government under the new federal system.

Chapter six provides a brief overview of local goweent creation and boundary
demarcation within Ethiopian federation in orderbieiter address the central issues of the
thesis. It evaluates the trend and dynamics ofllgoaernment creation and boundary
demarcation in the federation with a view to makithg subsequent discussion more
comprehensible.

In chapter severthe founding principle and basic institutions afdbgovernment in the two
Regional States are examined. This chapter deteslgmstitutional procedures for creation of
new local governments as well as political procasd motives that led to the creation of
local government in the two Regional States. Haally identifies the various challenges and
implications of politics of local government cremati boundary demarcation ithe two
Regional States on the basis of the key findingsgmted in the preceding chapters.

Chapter eight is the final chapter of the dissematand summarizes the major research

findings from the case study areas and offers ice@ommendations.



Chapter-2: Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

2.1 LG: Approaches and the Semantic Problem

Local government as a concept has been subjectadptethora of

definitions®

Local government is an ancient institution with leuag

conceptualizatior?
The concept of local government (the term beinglusterchangeably with ‘local authority’,
‘council’ and ‘municipality’), hereafter, LG, hagbn seen from different viewpoints. Some
scholars link LG to the broad concept and pract€edecentralization. For Olowu, for
instance, LG comprises the most common element exfentralizatiort’ Green also
considered LG as one important aspect of decerdtain®® Similarly, according to Asaju,
decentralization constitutes the ‘basic and prilcipasis for the creation of L&. Hence,
viewed from this perspective, LG, is both a prodand an expression of the notion of
decentralizationYet, this approach appears to be less persuadneetehdency to regard LG
as only a subset of a more general “decentralizatio “federalism”, it has been argued, runs
counter to other theoretical considerations thagest a distinctive role for LG in political
participation and in policymakint. It seems clear, therefore, that according toege|l

[...] the assimilation of local government systemgoinsuch
aggregated classifications as “federalism”, [...] ¢detralization”
[...] or “state and local government” [...] amounts[ta] “concept
stretching™>

LG is often regarded as political organization itoeal community. According to Niikawo,
for instance, LG is a political institution in thecal community and is a “focal point of a
political system™® Awa, as quoted in Adeyamo, sees LG as “a poliéeahority set up by a

nation or state as a subordinate authority forpgheose of dispersing political powér”.

%P. O. Oviasuyi, ‘Model for Roles and Involvementlafcal Communities in Development Projects and Rnognes of
Local Government Authorities in Nigerial’'Hum Ecol Vol. 31, No.2 (2010), p.103

YDaniel A. Tonwe, ‘Conceptualizing Local Governmdrim a Multi-Dimensional Perspectivelligher Education of
Social ScienceVol. 1, No.1 (2011), p.66; See, also Daniel Anive, ‘ Fluidity in democratic local governance: the Acdsll
heel of Nigerian Local Governmend,’ Hum and Soc S¢ivol. 4, No.2 (2012), p.75

"pele Olowu, ‘Decentralization Policies and Practiaender Structural Adjustment and DemocratizationAfrica,’
UNRISD Democracy, Governance and Human Rights Riragre Paper No. 4 (2001)

2F|liott Green, ‘District Creation and Decentralipatin Uganda, Crisis StateaNVorking Papers Series No.2(2008)

13 K. Asaju, ‘Local Government Autonomy In NigeriaolRics and Challenges of The 1999 Constitutidnger'| J. of
Advanced Legal Studies and Governanda. 1, No.1(2010), p.99

14 See, Jefferey M. Sellers, ‘Between National Statet Local Society: Infrastructures of Local Governmin Developed
Democracies,” Manuscript Submitted for UniversifySouthern California,2003, p.1

15 |bid, p.3, emphasis is mine

16 T Niikawo, ‘Decentralization and Local Politic§&overnment and Politic/0l.1(2001), p.2

17 D.0. Adeyemo, ‘Local Government Autonomy in Niger#a Historical PerspectiveJ. Soc. Scj Vol.10, No.2(2005),
p.77

8



Lockard, likewise, perceived LG as a “public orgaion authorized to decide and
administer a large range of public policies withirelatively small territory™®

Ugoh and Ukpere defines LG, in the simplest languadbeit different way, as “management
of the local affairs by the people of a localitySimilarly, Steytler considers LG as a
government structure directly interacting withdtmstituent population without any order of
government in betwe€i.

From a rather different perspective, Cameron andeSsuggest that LG is “the sphere which
interacts most closely with citizens through sesvitelivery and can respond speedily and
effectively to local problema.1 Similarly, Mukuro considers LG as a “medium thrbughich
the people actively participate in grassroots gowvemt and continue to enjoy the provision
of services®® In the same vein, Chatiza considers LGs as “thmsest and locally
accountable and accessible public institutionshvaitrole to represent local interests and
deliver locally relevant service$®. According to Boadway and Shah, LG refers to “sfieci
institutions or entities created to deliver a ramgespecified services to a relatively small
geographically delineated ared”.Similarly, Bratton considers LG as a “set of formal
institutions established to deliver a range of getservices to relatively small geographic
jurisdictions”?® LGs, from this perspective, are mainly the prowdand administrators of
basic services in specified areas or localitietended to meet the needs of the people.
Some scholars define LG from legal perspectiveo, fdr instance, defines LG as a “formal
organization set up by law, and it has a degresutdnomy to perform certain constitutional
functions”?® Similarly, Agbakoba and Ogbonna define LG as a, weitpowered by law to

administer a specific locali§/. Kinuthia-Njenga defines LG as a system of admiat&in,

18 D, Lockard cited in H. Okotiest al, Evolution of Nigerian Local Governme(igeria: National Open University of
Nigeria, 2010), p.3

19's, Ugoh and W. Ukpere, ‘Problems and prospectsudfjeting and budget implementation in Local Gonent System
in Nigeria,’ African J. of Business Managemé&ful.3, No.12 (2009), p.836

20N. Steytler, ‘Comparative Conclusion’. In N. Steyt(edi),A Global Dialogue on Federalism — Local Governmand
Metropolitan Regions in Federal Systékhontreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s UniversityeRs,2009), p.396

21 R. Cameron and A. StonServing the Public: A guide for practitioners asuidentéPretoria : J.L van Schaik, 1995),
p.100

22 A. Mukoro, ‘The Evolution of a Democratic Local Gsnment System in Nigeria]. Soc. Sciyol.7, No.3 (2003), p.171
ZKudzai Chatiza ‘Can Local Government steer socimemic transformation in Zimbabwe’. In N. Steytlet, a(eds)
Local Government reform in Zimbabwe: A policy dialg South Africa: Community Law Centre, Universitytbe Western
Cape, 2010),p.22

24 R. Boadway and A. Shalfiscal Federalism: Principles and Practices of INrder Governance(United States of
America : Cambridge University Press, 2009), p.3

25 Michael Bratton, ‘Citizen Perceptions of Local @orment Responsiveness In Sub-Saharan Affivayld Development
Vol. 40, No. 3(2012), p.517

2 Ejikeme N. Alo, ‘Fiscal Federalism and Local Gowaent Finance in NigeriaWorld J. of EducationVol. 2, No. 5
(2012), p.19

27 pgbakoba and Ogbonna quoted in S. Ugoh and W. tékp®roblems and prospects of budgeting and budget
implementation in Local Government System in Nigerfrican J. of Business Managemé&ful.3, No. 12(2009), p.837
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which empowers the local authorities through Couitinal Acts of government® After

reviewing different definitions of LG, Adeyamo perees that LG involves the conception of
“a territorial non-sovereign community, possessitg legal right and the necessary
organization to regulate its own affaifS".From this perception, the legal status and

autonomy aspects are highlighted.

The concept of LG, according to Pejanovic, not dmg a political and legal dimension; it
also has sociological connotations, in that “itedity affects community life within a
demarcated locality®® According to Bailey, LGs can be thought of as “denatically-
elected bodies” whose jurisdiction is of a locatiler than regional or national) scHle.
Likewise, Appandorai defined LG as “government bg popularly elected bodies charged
with administrative and executive duties in mat@yacerning the inhabitants of a particular
district or place™? It is, therefore, clear that, from this perspegtidemocratically elected
government is emphasized.

The definition for LG developed by the United NatoOffice for Public Administration
explains the basic features of a LG, and distingpsd G from other governments:

[T]he term local government refers to a politicabdivision of a
nation or (in a federal system) state, which isstituted by law and
has substantial control of local affairs, includitige powers to
impose taxes or to exact labor for prescribed pepoThe governing
body of such an entity is elected or otherwise lpcelected

This definition, as Oviasuyi argues, seems to Hasen widely accepteli. According to
Oviasuyi, both the Cambridge Conference on LG irric&f and the United Nations
Conferences at The Hague on Administrative AspeftDecentralization adopted this
definition3® The definition indicates that a LG is a lowes#leof government; it is set-up by
law and has certain responsibilities and it is ligudemocratically electedvery clear from
these interpretations is, as Ajagt, al argue, the acknowledgement that LG is a government
at the local level, established by law to perfoqpedfic functions within defined areas or

jurisdiction.36 The definition also reveals, as indicated abolai LG is a lowest tier of

ZCecilia Kinuthia-Njenga ‘Local Government Reforms ithe Region’ In UN-Habitat Local democracy and
decentralization in East and Southern Affidairobi: Un-Habitat, 2002), p.15

2Dp.o. Adeyemo, ‘Local Government Autonomy in NigerA Historical Perspective,). of Social. ScienceV,ol.10, No.2
(2005), p.79

30 Mirko Pejanovic ‘Local Self-Government: A Must fBremocracy, Civil Society and EU Integration’. Ntartina Fischer
(edi), Peacebuilding and Civil Society in Bosnia- HerzeégavTen Years after DaytqiMunster: Lit-Verlag, 2006), p. 216
SlStepthen J. BaileyLocal Government Economics: Principles and PicactLondon: Macmillan, 1999),p.2

32 A, AppadoraiThe Substance of Politi¢blew Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1975), p.287

33 See UNO Summer Conference on Local Governmentfrioa) (1961), p.11

34 See, OviasuyiSupranote9, p.104

% Ibid.

35K. Ajayi, et al, Comparative Local Government: Course Guibigeria: National Open University of Nigeria, Z)1p.19
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government depending on the political arrangementlace®’ For instance therefore, in a
federal system, LG is the third - tier level of gavment while in a unitary, non - Federal
states, LG usually takes the place of second - l&eel of government Perhaps this
definition is made more explicit by Anuar Shah, véxplains that:

[L]ocal government refers to specific institutioas entities created
by national constitutions (Brazil, Denmark, Frandedia, Italy,
Japan, Sweden), by state constitutions (Austrdi@,United States),
by ordinary legislation of a higher level of cehtgavernment (New
Zealand, the United Kingdom, most countries), byvprcial or state
legislation (Canada, Pakistan), or by executiveeor(China) to
deliver a range of specified services to a relftivemall
geographically delineated ar&a.

In the same vein, Alderfer, while not advocating aternative conceptual framework,
defines LG broadly as consisting of “all units afvgrnment under the national level in
unitary states and under national and state léndesieral system*® Sosmena defines LG as
“political subdivisions of the state which are ciitosed by law, and which have substantial
control over local affairs as well as the powertetro”.‘11 In this context, He refers to lower
level political units or ‘instrumentalities’, theepuliar or unique characteristic of which is
their subordinate status to the central governffeBbsmena goes on to identify essential
elements of LGs, which are of immediate relevanceits own definition: territory;
population; continuous organization; separate lédahtity; Independence from other LG
units; government powers and functions; and poweaise revenues.

For Whalen, LG is meant that system of subordif@tal authorities and each unit of LG in
any system is assumed to possess the followingacteaistics: a given territory and
population, an institutional structure for legislat executive and administrative purposes, a
separate legal identity, a range of power and fancauthorized by delegation from the

appropriate central or intermediate legislaturel, ammtonom;?‘.4

37 Ibid.

38 |bid.

39 Anwar Shah ‘A Comparative Institutional Framework for RespamsiResponsible, and Accountable Local Governance,’

In A. Shah(edi)Local Governance In Industrial Countri€$he International Bank for Reconstruction and &epment /

The World Bank,2006), p;Matthew Andrews and Anwar ShaAssessing Local Government Performanc®éveloping

Countries’. In A. Shah (ediMeasuring Government Performance in the Deliveripublic Servicesyol. 2 of Handbook on

Public Sector Performance Revievf@/ashington D.C.: Th&Vorld Bank, 2003); Anwar Shah and Sana Shah, ‘Tha/ N

Vision of Local Governance and the Evolving RoldsLocal Governments In A.Shah(edi),Local Governance in

Developing CountrieéWashington D.C.: The World Bank, 2006)

0 Harold F. Alderfer Local Governmerih Developing Countrigsondon: Mc Graw Hill, Book Company, 1964) , p.1

:;See, Gaudioso Sosmena, ‘Local Autonomy and Intgeigonental Relations,Philippine Law J, Vol.61 (1986), p.426
Ibid.

3 |bid.

a4 Hugh Whalen, ‘Ideology, Democracy, and the Fouiodatof Local Self-GovernmentCanadian J. of Economics and

Political ScienceVol. XXVI, No. 3(1960), p.377
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Referring to Humes and Martin, Nyalunga argues kitgéé have defined areas, populations,
continuing organizations, and the authority to utalee and the power to carry out public
activities in a particular aréa. In the same manner, Chakaipa identifies a numbfatures
that are commonly associated with definitions of *GLG is often, Chakaipa argues, a
decentralized level of government; democraticalltablished; charged with a service
delivery mandate; comprised of legal entities vd#iined powers; charged with jurisdiction
over a particular area within the limits sets bytiowaal legislation; and largely self-
financing®’

Most interesting, however, is Tonwe’s approach t& lrom a multi-dimensional
perspectivé‘f3 From this point of view, LG is a multi-dimensioraid integrated concept. LG
is, according to Tonwe, an "integrant of democratth social, economic, geographic, legal
and administrative dimension®n this regard, Tonwe’s fascinating account of L&erves
to be quoted at length:

Local government is basically an organized soaititebased on the
feeling of oneness. In political terms, it is comma with the
governance of a specific local area, constitutingaditical sub-
division of a nation, state or other major politiceits. Thus, that
local government or local self government (a cohtlept underlines
the democratic aspect of election) cannot includee by local
notables, by traditional or hereditary rulers, s@pecial elites or any
one as a matter of right. In the same manner, keéigovernment is
not reconcilable with the running of local affaiby local men
nominated for the purpose by the central governmertie
participation of the local population in the seiect of
representatives, whether by election or by someiapselection, is a
very fundamental prerequisite of local governmentlaral self-
governmentln the performance of its functions, it acts as dgent
of the state. In effect, local government is aegnant of the political
mechanism for governance in a countAs body corporate and
juristic person, it represents a legal concept. Tdeography,
demography and economic factors of a local arei@r afnportant
dimensions in the conceptual articulation of lagavernment?®

In nutshell, in the literature, various definitioasd diverse approaches have been advocated

for LG. Put bluntly, like all political notions andstitutions, LG (administration, authorities,

45 Dumisani Nyalunga, ‘The Revitalization of Local @onment in South Africanter'l NGO J.Vol. 1, No.1(2008), p. Xxx
46 Stephen Chakaipa, ‘Local Government institutiond elections’. In N. Steytleet a(eds),Local Government Reform in
4Z7imbabwe: A policy Dialogy8outh Africa: Community Law Centre, Universitytbe Western Cape, 2010), p.31

Ibid.
“8Daniel A. Tonwe, ‘Conceptualizing Local Governmdram a Multi-Dimensional PerspectiveHigher Education of
Social SciencgeVol. 1, No.1 (2011)
9 |bid, p.66
0bid, pp. 69-70

12



etc.) is a 'polysemantic' phrase, subject to costsial theoretical-political interpretations
and arguments for its “right” definitiot.

Despite the conceptual differences, the precedefmitions make clear that LG is widely
regarded as the nearest institution to the pedptleagrassroots. LG is considered as the
lowest tier of government and closest to citizemd the community, and therefore known as
‘local’.>?

Since it has no universally accepted definition, isGaken in this study as a broad term that
applies to that unit of government that is demaca#ly elected and closest to the people and
discharges its functions in a specified area withigtate. In this study, district, local-self
government and local authority will be used synoaysly with LG.

Conceptualized in this way, the concept of LG gdliad to the Ethiopian situation is used in
a broader sense to refer to all levels of governmadich are structured below the Regional
State such as zone, speciaiy, nationality) zone, specidiyu) woreda woredaandkebele
However, this study primarily refers to the secdodest level of Regional State, i.e.
woredas Woredas,in this study, shall also includeyu woredasbut will be referred and
mentioned accordingly in different cases. Zoing) zone, anckebelewould be mentioned

only to the extent that they are relevant to thlseutsion.

2.2 Values of LG

The very object of having local representationniorder that those
who have any interest in common, which they doghare with the
general body of their countrymen, may manage thiat jnterest by
themselves®

The conventional argument for local governmenhé&t it secures the
public interest in facilitating representative demawy, a crucial
component of the democratic state in promoting ghism,
participation, and public choicé.

There have been various values and consideratioas Seem to shape the nature of
contemporary LG. However, considerable theoretigdlate exists on what the fundamental
roles of LG are. The various classic theories onduggest that LG is supposed to embody
certain values. LG has been long been embracedaliiical philosophers, legal scholars and

economists for its ability to encourage politicarticipation and to promote economic

51 Jovan Komsic,Principles of European RegionalisifBelgrade: Ass. of Multiethnic Cities of Southed&urope,
2007),p.24

52Munawwar Alam ‘Local Government in the Commonwealiversity at its Bloom’. In M. Alam and R.Koramtg (eds),
Local Government in Gharn@ondon: the Commonwealth Secretariat, 2011)7 p.2

53 3. Situart Mill as cited in L. J. Sharpe, ‘Theesriand Values of Local GovernmenBblitical Studies,Vol. 18, No.2
(1970), p.115

>4 Bailey, Supranote31,p.4
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efficiency. Policy-makers today, both in new andabbshed federal democracies, seem
equally enamored.

In Britain, early advocates such as Mill made twaimm claims: that LG widened
opportunities for participation and education invggmment, and that it made efficient and
effective government more likef§. Ismael, et al posit that LG exists for two principal
reasons, namely, service delivery and promotiordedocracy® Sharpe, in one of the
seminal articles on LG, drew together a normatie for LG. According to Sharpe, the
foundation of LG includes the values of local awmry, local democracy (scope for citizen
participation and influence) and efficiency (makitiie most of available resourcés).
Similar values are identified by Kjellburg, who ags that the institution of LG embodies a
variety of values - autonomy, participation andogéihcy - which on many occasions have
been shown to be ‘uneasy bedfellowsSimilarly, Ol2° amplified values of LG into three
different schools of thought; (a) Democratic Pgoatory School; (b) The Efficient-Service
School (c) The Developmental School.

In the same vein, in their examination of the tfansf power from central governments to
sub-national units in Africa since the early 199¥snatan and Kirkby wrote that central
governments have justified the creation of LGs lguang it promotes democracy,
development, and accommodating diver&ffihree categories of valued outcomes have
typically been offered throughout this researchepas broad justification for or comparative
advantages of LG that are universally advanced: odestic participation, economic

efficiency and management of ethnic diversity.

55gee, for instance, G. Stoker, ‘Introduction: Noriwefrheories of Local Government and DemocracyDIrKing and G.
Stoker (eds)Rethinking Local DemocradBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1996), pp. 1-27; Jim CHandA Rationale for Local
Government,’Local Government Studie®/ol. 36, No.1 (2010),pp. 5-20; John Greenwood &wbrge Lambie, ‘Local
Government in Cuba: Democracy through particip&jdnocal Government Studiggol.25, No.1 (1999), pp.55-74

5N. Ismaelet al, Local Government Managemebhannesburg: International Thomson Publishit@97), p.3

57 . J. Sharpe, ‘Theories and Values of Local Gorent,’ Political Studies\ol. 18, No.2 (1970), pp.153-174

*8 Francesco Kjellberg, ‘The Changing Values of LoGalvernment,’Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Sciencelol. 540 (1995); Francesco Kjellberg, ‘Local Gowerent Reorganization and the Development of the
Welfare State,J. of Public Policy Vol. 5, No. 2 (1985), pp. 215-239

%9 See R. F. Old,ocal Administration in NigerigLondon: Kegan Paul International, 1984)

%0yonatan Fessha and Coel Kirkby, ‘A Critical SurvefySub-national Autonomy in African State®ublius The J. of
Federalism VVo. 38, No. 2 (2008), pp. 248-271
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2.2.1 Democracy

LGs have long been celebrated for their role asufirators of democracy™.In other words,

it is seen as a cornerstone in the structure @naodratic political system. It has been argued
that the English term LG means “the free particgradf the citizens in the management of
the affairs of their community, which is in facetessence of democra&?’Many scholars,
therefore, justify LG in terms of political pargation. It has been suggested that there is
strong link between LG and greater participationG'd contribution to democratic
participation, first noted by Plato and Aristotie,in the presumed ability of small polities to
encourage public discour&&Modern political theorists have made similar arguts. As
Panther-Brick argues, LG is considered as a vitairing ground’ for democrady. In fact,
this thesis dates back to Alexis de Tocqueville, itsightful French observer of the post-
Revolutionary period, who saw in the civic life bew England townships the roots of
democracy in America:

Town meetings are to liberty what primary schoals #8 science:
they bring it within the people’s reach; they teaphople to
a%preciate its peaceful enjoyment and accustom tbemmake use of
it.%°

As Lawler argues, taking as his model the New Ergjlawnships, Tocqueville observes that
local institutions are a ‘school of political fre®d’.?® Hence, as Boulouis argues, the reason
most commonly given for regarding LG as the cortoers of democracy and the first step in
the political education of the citizen is thatbitokens freedont” The traditional orthodoxy

of the value of LG can also be traced to the wdrk 8. Mill, who shared similar views about
the importance of local political institutions witteremy Bentham, as being elemental to
democracy. Mill, who acknowledged intellectual débtTocqueville, especially on matters
related to decentralization, stressed that pasdtimp in local affairs plays an important role

in the public education of the citizeffs.

51 Richard Briffault, ‘The Local Government Boundad®yoblem in Metropolitan Areas Stanford Law Reviewol. 48, No.
5 (1996), p.1123

623. Boulouis, ‘Local Government as a Basis of aralfiing in Democracy,Inter’| Soci. Sci. Bulletinvol. V (1953), p.14
53 For a detailed discussion, See, among others, Wand and Lee Ward (edsfhe Ashgate Research Companion to
FederalisnEngland: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2009)

64 Keith Panter-Brick * Local Government and Demograé Rejoinder,’ Public Administration Vol. XXXI (1953)

% Tocqueville quoted in Albert Breton, ‘FederalismdaDecentralization: Ownership Rights and the Sopigy of
Federalism,’Publius Vol.30, No0.2(2000), p.3

%lbid, p.198

57 Boulouis,Supranote 62, p.16

%8|bid; See also John Gray(edijjll on Liberty and Other Essag®xford: Oxford Uni. Press,1991), p.412
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As many scholars emphasized, Mill's claim restedtwa main point$? First, that local
political institution expands the opportunity faarficipation and provides a context in which
the local citizenry can be educated in the art mafcfical politics. Second, local political
institution have the capacity to achieve efficiant effective service provision due to their
scope for local administration and the belief thnagrsight functions are performed by local
interests with the requisite knowledge. Particimatat the local level, Mill wrote, is the
"practical part of the political education of a drgeople™® Hence, Mill placed great
emphasis on the participative virtues of LG, sutjggshat they help to provide citizens with
an education in democrafy.Davis supported this view and maintained that deamy
underpinned the theoretical argument for the ensteof LG!? While commenting about LG
in the United Kingdom, Davis stated that:

The legitimate role for the local authority stermasnfi its democratic
base. Indeed the democratic process is the fundaimationale for
the existence of local governménit.

By allowing people to participate in their own gowment, Sharpe suggests, LG has a
‘democratic primacy' over central government begausnables 'more people to participate
in their own government” Similarly, according to Lohmus, the foundationLd® includes
the value democracy in the sense that LG as aituiti@h proceeds from the democratic
valuesof the society and the various management instrtsrae means to foster them.

Other scholars who justify LG at least partiallytearms of participation include Francesco
Kjellberg, who perceives LG as a major vehicle tloe access and sustenance of citizens'
participation in public affair§® According to Kjellberg, the democratic ideal in li@plies
that active participation of the citizens in locfairs is ‘both a goal in itself and an
instrument for strengthening democracy in socidtyaege’ for the fact that participation
represents a real occasion to influence the dewsiabout everyday life, creates the

possibility for political education and the feelinfsolidarity in community.

5 G. Stoker, ‘Introduction: Normative Theories ofdab Government and Democracy'. In D. King and Gkét (eds),
Rethinking Local DemocraciBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1996), p.5; J. Greenwoond &. Lambie, ‘Local Government in
Cuba: Democracy through participationycal Governmertudies Vol. 25, N0.1(1999),pp. 55-74
70 3.S. Mill quoted in Richard BriffaultSupranote 61, p.1123
1 3.S. Mill, Considerations on Representative Democi@sw York, 1862), pp. 288-9.
"2 H. Davis quoted in Catherine Dale, ‘The Role afchl Government for a Contemporary Victorian Comityn
7U3npub|ished PhD thesis, Victoria University, 2008(p

Ibid.
"“SharpeSupranote 57, p.160
S Mikk Lohmus, ‘Local Autonomy and Territorial Deutealization in Capital CitiesHalduskultuur Vol. 9, (2008), p.62
8 Francesco Kjelloerg, ‘The Changing Values of LoGalvernment Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social ScienceVol. 540 (1995), p.44
7 Ibid.
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LG, it is asserted, is a focal point for effortsavance participatory democraéyit has been
argued that LGs are crucial arenas for participatbecause they are small in area and
population- at least when compared to the stateation’® LG can offer the most extensive
opportunities for local individual participation meothan higher units, because it enables
citizens to participate where they live, work, gidy® According to Alam, the element of
popular participation (electoral process) in LGevinles a training ground of democracy at
the grass-roots level, both for the representativesthe represent&.

In general, an outstanding feature of this approacthe emphasis that it places on the
primary role of LG as being local democracy. Simi@ntiments are expressed by such
institutions as World Bank as a way of encouradhegcitizenry of developing countries to
participate in politic§? The importance of LG for democratic developmers h&so been
consistently reaffirmed by the Council of Eurdpe.

In fact, the notion that LG 'is necessary’, or pod@s democracy is less an area of consensus.
One of the earliest writers to contest the demaxkatiue of LG was Georges Langrod, who
posited that there is no evidence to support thancthat "there exists an inevitable tie of
reciprocal dependence between democracy and®t Gte further contends that "democracy
does not come into being where LG appears nor doesase with its disappearanéa”.
Nevertheless, as Greenwood and Lambie argue, uindeniable that LG has long been
justified as an instrument of local participatidrem which flows many of the other 'values'
of LG - promoting citizenship and political educetj power dispersal, developing local
identity and so ofi° Yonatan and Kirkby also maintain that the demacristification is
persuasive provided that “local elites are resp@ngio their constituents and those
constituents have the capacity and desire to Hmdtaccountable®In brief, as has been

noted, the most important value underlying LG imderacy. This value is best served at LG

;2 R. Briffault, ‘Our Localism: Part Il- Localism aridegal Theory,'Columbia Law Review/ol. 90, No. 2 (1990), p.396
Ibid.
80Sellers,Supranote14,p.3
8Munawwar Alam, ‘Local Government in the CommonweaBiversity at its Bloom'. In M. Alam and R.Koraatig (eds),
Local Government in Ghan@ondon: the Commonwealth Secretariat, 2011), p.27
82 gSee, among others, World BanWorld Development Repor2000; World Bank and United Cities and Local
GovernmentsDecentralization and Local Democracy in the Wofdst Global Report, 2008
% In the European Charter of Local Self-Governmenippted in 1985, the Council of Europe defines ftrelamental
principles of local self-government based on theoBean states’ experience (Council of Europe 1986 Charter
describes the local authorities as one of the rfmindations of any democratic regime and statesthigasafeguarding and
reinforcement of local self-government is an impattcontribution to the construction of a Europedshon the principles
of democracy, participation and the decentralizatibpower.
z‘s‘Georges Langrod, ‘Local Government and DemocraByblic AdministrationVVol.31, No. 1(1953), p.25
Ibid.
8 J. Greenwood and G. Lambie, ‘Local Government irb& Democracy through participation®ocal Government
Studies Vol.25, No.1 (1999), p.57
87 yonatan and KirkbySupranote60, p.250
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sphere, because of its closeness to the local coityrhoth in a geographical sense, and as
far as its potential responsiveness is concerneded¥er, access to politicians is likely to be
easier and information about politician’s acti\stimore readily available when government
is small. Promoting participation is also anothtatexd value and, as has been already

indicated above, its centrality to theories justiyLG has been a recurrent theme.

2.2.2 Economic Efficiency

LG has also been advocated for promoting efficiekoy some, the critical role of LG is to
relieve higher tiers of LG from the burden of paldiervice delivery and detailed regulation
in all localities® Charles Tiebout, in his seminal contribution @k pure theory of local
government expenditure,” a paper that has becoriassic in the public finance theory of
LG, demonstrates that given a certain set of cistantes, LG would be fully efficient in the
provision of public service¥.

Proponents argue that LGs- because they are lagabetter placed than central government
to know “what public services are needed, by whand how best to deliver therd® This
leads, in economic terms, to ‘allocative efficien€yViewed in this light, LG, primarily,
seen as a series of agencies for providing natiewaices as efficiently as possiffeAs has
been hinted above, this reflects the beliefs tleabbse LGs are closer to the people than the

central government:

[Tlhey will be better informed about the preferencend
circumstances of the residents; therefore, dedesdtian can
improve allocative efficiency in the sense that skeevices provided
by local governments will be better matched to pineferences of
their populacé?®

According to Watt, a major advantage of LG prowisiof local public goods “lies in its

ability to match local provision to local tastesigireferences in contrast with the uniformity

8 Eastern Cape Socio-Economic Consultative Coutfaiyming the demarcation debate,’” Draft ResearchoRs, 26 June
2012, p.7

8 Tiebout developed a theory based on the 'menoppbrtunities and alternatives under fragmentedubi®s. His model,
which came to be known as the 'Tiebout Model’ pigrfed around the idea that competition across jocsidictions results
in competitive pressure in the market for local lpugoods and hence results in efficient provisafrthe same. There are
several assumptions that are necessary for Tiedwotihg to produce a perfectly efficient outcomée3e assumptions are;
consumer-voters are fully mobile; consumer-voteagehperfect information of revenue and expendipatterns of LGs;
consumer-voters may freely choose from a large murnb communities; there are no spillovers of pulsirvices across
communities; there exists an optimum community $izieich depends on the economies of scale in Ipahblic services);
and communities seek to maintain this size. Seal&hdiebout, 'A Pure Theory of Local Expenditurk,'of Political
EconomyVol.64(1956),pp 416-424

% International Council on Human Rights Politypcal Rule: Decentralization and Human RigSwitzerland: ATAR Roto
Press SA, 2002),p.10

1 |bid.

92 M. T. Balaguer-Collet al ‘Decentralization and efficiency of Local Goveramt,’ Ann. Reg. SciYol. 45 (2010), pp.
571-601

% K. T. Akramov and F. Asante, ‘Decentralization aRdbic Services in Ghana: do Geography and Ethiverity
Matter?,'IFPRI Discussion PapeMNo. 00872, (2009), p.7
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expected under central government provisiSnZhou identifies two reasons behind the
efficiency argument:

The primary argument for local government [...Joerform a certain
function is efficiency, that is, local governmeate closer to citizens,
hence are more informed of local preferences and cere
efficiently respond to them. A second efficiencywanent derives
from the assumption that mobile citizens and bissas in search of
better public services and infrastructure creat@ztitive pressure
among local governments and improve their perfogaah

Briffault makes it clear also that efficiency ocsuin three way$® First, according to
Briffault, LG “permits public policy decisions to aich distinctive local conditions and
preferences®’ Second, using Tiebout's model, Briffault argueat ttif there are large
numbers of localities in a given area, and peopéefeee to relocate from one locality to
another, individuals will be able to select amomwgalities, each offering its particular
package of taxes, services, and regulati8fhird, according to Briffault, the existence of a
large number of localities “limits the monopolistiendencies of governmenit.In other
words, according to Briffault, instead of one gawaent providing public services on a take-
it-or-leave-it basis, the multiplicity of LGs giveitizen options®

A basic argument for maintaining and strengtherli@ institution is that, according to
Kjellburg, elected local bodies offer the most @ént way of handling the discrepancy
between needs and demands in the community, asis/éile production of public benefit.
Like Briffault, Kjellberg also provides threefoldgument:

First, being an expression of the local communijected and
politically responsible bodies at the local levelvl, to a greater
extent than deconcentrated central administratigenaies, the
necessary knowledge to deal with local issues anchhsform needs
into political action. Second, according to theicgédincy argument,
local government is more suited to promoting therdmation of
public actions than are other possible alternatividsrd, being a
multipurpose unit of government, it has a greateteptial for
connecting the different salient issues in a comtyuthan do
specialized state orgah¥.

% peter A. Watt, ‘Principles and Theories of Locav&nment,’Economic Affairs(2006),p.4

%Yongmei Zhou, ‘Introduction’. In Yongmei Zhou(ediDecentralization, Democracy, and Development: Recen
Experience from Sierra Leoif@/ashington, D.C: The World Bank, 2009), p. XV

% Briffault, Supranote 61, pp.1124-25

7 Ibid.

%8 |bid.

% Ibid.

100 hid,

101 Kjellberg, Supranote 76, p.45

102 |pid.

19



As has been hinted above, according to the spatiaipetition model first suggested by
Charles Tiebout, policy is developed simultaneouslymany parallel jurisdictions, and
citizens can choose which unit delivers servicestrafficaciously, leading to more efficient
government. Yet it is unclear, according to Galel &eahy whether this efficiency gain is
outweighed by the “costs involved in the constaptooting and relocation that would
accompany competition, not to mention the sacriti€gotential economies of scale from
locating services in one large, central unif’.Similarly, according to Galle and Leahy:

while decentralizing government might allow citigerio ‘sort
themselves according to their preferences for thé &nd amount of
government services, this divided government alsadd to
inefficiencies, as local governments may not irdéze the positive
or negative spillovers generated by their choit@s.

Similarly, it has been argued that the efficienoyuanent ignores the inefficiencies that may
result from small scales production, particulartiie’ failure to capture economies of scale
and the limited incentives small units have to omnexternalities emerging from their
behavior, which in turn requires central interventito reduce systemic inefficiencies this
creates™® Public choice theorists have criticized thesecifficy justifications on the
grounds that monopoly service provision is pronecapture by powerful interest groups
leading to the oversupply of service, and is thliscatively inefficient:®® According to
Khan, elite domination or capture refers to thecpss by which individuals "dominate and
corrupt community-level planning and governance a can use — rather misuse — the
institutions to benefit themselve¥”

Bardhan and Mookherjee held similar opinions th@slare more prone to elite capttite.
There are also doubts about the assumptions relgtmrethe Tiebout model, which are,
according Bardhan, much too stringent, particuléatypoor countrie$®

In brief, conclusion from existing analyses on @éfhncy thesis has been mixed. The
foregoing roughly depicts that one of the tradiéibprimary roles of LG is to secure the
smooth and efficient functioning of the public sees. The service delivery thesis is

premised on the assumption that, since the LG tstires are or should be within the local

1038, Galle and J. Leahy, ‘Laboratories of DemocraByghcy Innovation in Decentralized Governmentrhory Law J.,
Vol. 58, No.6 (2009),p.1336

104 pid.

1%%Eastern Cape Socio-Economic Consultative CouSciranote 88, p.7

198 hid, see also G. Boyne, ‘Competition and Local Gorent: A Public Choice Perspectivdyban StudiesVol.
33(1996), pp. 703-21.

107Shadiullah Khan, ‘Local Governments and Local Elittocal Governmentudies Vol. 34, No. 4 (2008), p.512

198 Bardhan and D. Mookherjee, ‘Capture and govemaat local and national levelsimerican Economic Review,
Vol.90, No 2(2000), pp.135-139

109 pranab Bardhan, ‘Decentralization of GovernanakRevelopment,J. of Economic Perspectivegpl.16, No 4 (2002),
p.188
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communities, they are likely to respond more prdyngat the local demands than would the
central government itself.

When viewed as a whole, theoretical discussionsigeesupport the conclusion that LGs, as
units of government closest to the population, hawetal role in providing services in their
areas of jurisdiction. This is based on the assiamphat district and municipal governments
have a better understanding of the needs and @spgaf their communities than the central
government. It is quite plausible to argue thateihGs are spatially and institutionally
closer to the people, they have a better undernstgrad local needs and preferences and are
better able to respond to these than central govents. But at the same time, it is important
to keep in mind that LG can contribute to the veloatcome of government efficiency, but it

is by no means guaranteed.

2.2. 3 Accommodation of Diversity

An alternative perspective on the role of LG unides its contribution to cultural and ethnic
identity. Many scholars posited the relevance of LG in redpanto the multi-ethnic
challenge®® In this regard, LGs, for instance, are defendetbal for accommodating ethnic
claims. It has been argued, for instance, that b, such as, districts and municipalities,
may serve as "autonomous territorial units of mityagroups"** The assumption is that by
representing small geographical areas, LGs hefjutivess the needs of the country’s various
minorities. It is assumed that LG, by its natugenbolizes the easiest way of addressing the
citizen’s needs and finding out solutions for th@ioblems:*? Yonatan, in his examination

of the relevance of LG in responding to the mullirgc challenge, stressed that:

110 5ee, among others, David A. Lake and Donald Réthcferritorial Decentralization and Civil War Skements’. In P.
Roeder and D. Rothchilfeds), Sustainable Peace - Power and Democracy afterl @ars (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 2005), pp. 109-132; Thomas Fleiner, ‘Chgdlsrof Devolution and Power Sharing Structureseidefation,” Paper
for the Conference Comparative Constitutional Trads in South Asia of the joint conference of SAISd SOAS, Nov.
17-19,2006, London; Yonatan Fessha and Coel KirkdCritical Survey of Sub-national Autonomy in Adan States,’
Publius The J. of FederalismVo. 38, No. 2 (2008), pp. 248-271; Yonatan Fesskaderalism, the sub-national
constitutional framework and Local Government: Awmecoodating minorities within minorities,’Perspectives on
Federalism Vol. 4, issue 2 (2012)Aisling Lyon, ‘Municipal Decentralization in the Republic of Maoceéh: Preserving a
Multi- Ethnic State?,Federal Governancevol. 8 No. 3 (2011),pp. 28-49; Arendt Lijphaltemocracy in Plural Societies:
A Comparative ExploratioNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1977); T.R GBepples Versus States: Minorities at Risk
in the New CenturyWashington, D.C.: United States Institute of ReBecess, 2000); ‘Making Decentralization Work in
Ethnically Divided Societies: State and Societahe3gism, Paper prepared for presentation at thei&dnd Pluralism
Studies Student Conference, Sidney Smith Hall, &hsity of Toronto, April 14-15, 2008

11Zemelak Ayele, ‘Decentralization, development armtaanmodation of ethnic minorities: The case of &jfd,’
Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of the Westeap&; 2012,p.92

112See Bojana Jovanovska and Stiv Stojmenov, ‘ImpléimgrMulticulturalism: Social Inclusion of Minoris through
Decentralization Reforms in Macedonifie Western Balkans Policy Revj&ml. 1, Issue 1161, January/June 2010
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A sub-national constitutional framework that orgas local
government based on the same constitutional ptexipf self-rule
(and possibly shared rule), [...], represents thet Hegpe in
addressing the majority-minority tension that ofoedraracterizes sub-
national units in multi-national federatiohs.

Hence, one of the most frequently cited argumerfauor of LG creation is its ability to
satisfy the demands of spatially concentrated etlgnoups for autonomy over their own
affairs and resources. There is an assumption kibdting local self-government and
decentralizing power in a multi-ethnic federal staain provide inter-ethnic accord and help
develop cultural variety** LG has been credited with the establishment ofarsge
governance structures as well as multiple arenasonfestation for power and influence
through which members of a specific ethnic comnmyueiercise control over their political,
economic, social or cultural affaits In other words, it has been argued that LG creatio
provides greater scope for promoting minority rigglaind the protection of their cultural
identity. LG creation is believed to instill a gteasense of security within these groups that
they will not be subject to discriminatory practaind unwanted intrusions in the future.

As Lyon argues, LG has been posited as an institutdr promoting public accord and
working out mechanisms for balancing the intere$tdifferent ethnic groups-°® According

to Lyon, decentralized institutions facilitate leettaccess to political structures and state
resources for ethnic minorify! Accordingly, it provides greater scope for promgti
minority rights and the protection of their cultbidentity }*®

Decentralized governance does not come withouisiks, however. Several researchers have
noted- usually in passing- how LG structures may cbenterproductive under certain

circumstance$® It has been stressed that the introduction ongthening of LGs is not

3yonatan Fessha, ‘Federalism, the sub-national itotishal framework and Local Government: Accommti
minorities within minorities,Perspectives on Federalisivol. 4, issue 2 (2012), p.80
Mrrancesco Palermo, ‘Decentralization as a ToolGmups’ Accommodation- Some Reflections,” A Papezp@red for
the Conference on “Democracy and Decentralizatimen§thening Democratic Institutions Through Pgsttion,” 3-4
May 2010, St Gallen, Switzerland
115 Derick Brinkerhoff and Ronald Johnson, ‘Good Enfou@overnance in Fragile States: the Role of CeReiphery
Relations and Local Government,” Paper presentetthatnternational Specialized Conference on “iméional Aid and
Public Administration” International Institute ofdininistrative Sciences, June 23-27, 2008, Ankanakdy, p.11
118aisling Lyon, ‘Between the Integration and Accomratidn of Ethnic Difference: Decentralization in tRepublic of
ll\{lgcedonia,’ J. on Ethno politics and Minority Issues in Eurpp®@l. 11, No. 3 (2012), p.83

Ibid.
118 |hid,
11%See, among others, J. McGarry and B. O'LeBing Politics of Ethnic Conflict Regulatighondon: Routledge, 1993); S.
E. Cornell, ‘Autonomy As a Source of Conflict: Cas@n Conflicts in Theoretical Perspectivé/orld Politics,Vol. 54
(2002); David A. Lake and Donald Rothchild, ‘Comiag Fear : The Origin and Management of Ethnic fllciri Inter’l
Security Vol.21, No.2 (1996); B. BrancatPeace by Design: Managing Intrastate Conflict trgbuDecentralization
(Oxford: Oxford University Press), 2008
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automatically a recipe for success; to the contraris a solution that brings a number of
dangers in multiethnic states.

To sum up, there is an assumption that a great auwibproblems in inter-ethnic relations
and preservation of cultural traditions and idgntian be solved through empowering local
communities. In many cases, local powers are prdoebe more effective in solving inter-
ethnic problems than the federal or regional powéiise main sense of the LG, as has been
indicated repeatedly, is to bring authority clogepeople. LG gives minorities the right to
decide on their priorities at local level, and thaty community identity is protected.

There is, however, considerable reason to arguethieainstitution of territorial autonomy
may be conducive not to interethnic peace and catipe but rather may foster ethnic
mobilization and conflict. The general sentimenthd literature is that the advantages of LG
nevertheless supersede its possible drawbacks. \owie must also be admitted that the
relationship between LG and ethnic diversity is ptew and crucially contingent on
institutional arrangements. In brief, though sordeotars confirm that LG is no panacea for
divided states, they present a positive messagemitrits of LG as a means of managing
ethnic differences in plural societies. Hence, d@dvirom this perspective, in the armory of
techniques available to regulate ethnic or othemilar conflicts, LG occupies a prominent
place. Drawing on various theories, it can be edgthat there are a number of benefits
usually cited in favor of creation of LG. It isatefore, submitted that LG creation involves a

combination of ‘issues’ and ‘interests’.

2.3 LG in Federal Systems

The emergence of local government as an institutxdnself-
government over the past half-century has seesltive reshaping of
federal system&*

In the decade to come, local communities and t@rernments will
play a larger role in the lives of citizens in fealepolitical systems.
The continued neglect of this reality in the indfinal design of
federal systems, therefore, threatens the normatippeal of
federalism as a system of government, the legityraaa relevance

of federal institutions, and the efficiency of fealepublic policy™**

This section looks at the nature, role and diffeakrconstitutional arrangements for LGs in
federal countries. The first subsection tries wate the nature of LG in federal framework

and demonstrates the importance of LG in federstiesy. It particularly looks at the current

120N, Steytler Supranote20,p.432
121R0ger Gibbins, ‘Local governance and federal palitsystems,UNESCO2001,p.169
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state and activities of LG in federations. The selceubsection provides a brief description

of the constitutional status of LG in federal caies.

2.3.1 Reviewing the Role and the Increasing Importance of LG in

Federations

Local government has a long and venerable tradifonmany
countries. In some it is a young and sensitive tpland in others it
really has not yet been seriously trféd.

In all federations in recent years, there has laegrowing awareness
of the importance of local governments [13].

[L]ocal government has an increasing role in thevegoance of
federal countries, placing new demands on the yhaod practice of
federalism:?*

LG is assumed as a unit of administration all e world'?®

Although it is a universal
institution, it exists in different forms and infféirent political systems. There has been a
tendency in the federalism literature to ignore ifseie of LG. Scholars of federalism often,
as Stein argué®, point to the relative weakness of LGs, suggestivese authorities are
minor players in the federal systéfIn this regard, Sellers, for instance, observext th

[L]Jocal government [...] praised by Tocqueville asbalwark of
American democracy and now one of the most comgigtstitutional
features of democracies around the world, has vedeiemarkably
little systematic, cross-national comparative attert2®

Until recently, as Sellers argues, despite growattgntion in comparative politics to sub-
national institutions, the LG systems that comprib® most common element of

decentralization around the world have receiveite lisystematic attentiof® It has been

122 5ee, United Nations, DDSMS and UNDP, ‘Local Goeswe,’ Report of the United Nations Global Forum on
Innovative Policies and Practices in Local GoveoeaiGothenburg, Sweden, 23-27 September 1996, p.3

12’Ronald Watts and J. Kincaid, ‘An Introduction’. JnKincaid and R. Chattopadhyay (edijcal governmenin Federal
Systems, Unity In DiversitdMew Delhi: Viva Books Private Limited,20Q8p.XVI

124N Steytler ‘Introduction’. In N. Steytler(ediThe Place and Role of Local Government In FedeyateéSnglohannesburg:
Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung,2005), p.1

1257 Lawal and A. Oladunjoye, ‘Local Government, Gution And Democracy In NigeriaJ. of Sustainable Development
in Africa, Vol. 12, No.5 (2010), p.227

126 Michael Stein, ‘The Concept of Multi-level Govert in Studies of Federalism,’ Paper Presentelleatriternational
Political Science Association (IPSA) Internatior@bnference on “International Political Science: N&heoretical and
Regional Perspectives” Concordia University, Canatay 2, 2008, p.24

127See, among others, A.V. Dicetroduction to the Study of the Law of the Consitin (London: Macmillan and Co.,
1939); K.C. WheareFederal Governmen(Oxford: Oxford University Press,1964); W.S. Ligston, Federalism and
Constitutional ChangéOxford: Clarendon Press1956); W. Riker, ‘Fedenalidn Fred.l.Greenstein and N.W.Polsby (eds),
Hand-book of Political Science: Government Insiitns andProcessegReading, MA: Addison Wesley,1975); D. Elazar,
Exploring FederalisrfTuscaloosa, AL: University of Alabama,1987); FiM@&ll and P. Troy, ‘Multi-level governance and
urban development in AustralidJrban StudiesVol. 37, No.5(2000)

1285e|lers,Supranote14, p.1
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argued that LG is one of the less explored andngeit relevant aspects of federal studfés.
LG is often, as one Russian scholar noted, vieveetha ‘back yard’ of ‘Big Politics**! In
contrast to those who draw on more traditional wstd@dings of federalism, there is now a
tendency among modern scholars to study and plaegey emphasis on the potential role of
LGs in federationd® In its organizational settings, it has been argw@eéederation has to
leave sufficient room and provide the necessarguegs for LGs to work as true units of
self-government®

The role of LG in federal systems can be lookeff@ah a great array of viewpoints. It is
stressed that recent developments in the worlédérations suggest an increasing role and
autonomy for LG** Many scholars have offered a number of explanatitor these
developments. As has been stressed in the presexi®n, LG is considered as one of the
main foundations of any democratic federal regiimethis regard, Mattew argues that LG
can be understood as initiative in all federal esyst to allow democracies to represent both
'numbers and interests' as sufficiently as posé?BIe

It is noted that strong and autonomous LGs in @aeially vast country and socially diverse
society are commonly understood to be main grass institutions essential to support a
federal staté®*LGs are considered to be a key to a territoriatlgdtl federal system. Thomas
and Marando, for instance, underscore the impoetasfcLGs in American federatidri’
They argue that LG is important to the very fourmatof the American system of
government, as it supports citizens in their exercbf popular sovereignty to gain
representation and accéd$n the same vein, based on the social sciencetiter about
American LG, Gelfand identifies two principal LGles: (a) LGs are (or can be) organs of

democratic self-rule; and (b) LGs provide basic ljpulservices to their constituerts.

130 A" Gamper and F. Palermo, ‘Federalism, Local Gewamt And Policy-Making, Federal GovernangeVol. 8, No. 3

(2011),p.3

131 viadimir Gel'man, ‘The Politics of Local Governmtein Russia: The Neglected Side of the StoBerspectives on
European Politics and Societyol.3, No.3 (2002), p.496

132 For an excellent exploration of the role and fosiof local and in federal systems, See N. Seefetl), A Global

Dialogue on Federalism Local Government and Metropolitan Regions in Fat&ystemgMcGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2009)

1334, Rissegt al, ‘Local Governmenin Federal Systems’. In J. Kincaid and R. Chattbyasgi(eds))ocal Government In
Federal Systems, Unity In Diversitfew Delhi: Viva Books Private Limited,2008§),3

13%onatan Fessha, ‘Federalism, the sub-national itotishal framework and Local Government: Accommntiug

minorities within minorities,Perspectives on Federalisiol. 4, issue 2 (2012),p.86
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137 R.D. Thomas and V.L. Marando, ‘Local Governmeraform and Territorial Democracy: The Case of it

Publius Vol. 11, No. 1 (1981), p.50
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According to Gelfand, the self-rule perspectivéasnanifestation of the deeply felt notion,
articulated as part of democratic theory, that goveent is most effective when it is closest
to the people**°

Steytler also makes it clear that the current trisrtd increase the role of local authorities in
the provision of service’$? It is indicated that LG, as the sphere of govemintieat is closest

to the people, is at the “coalface of service aiit.'*?

Hence, it is emphasized that the role
of LG as an institution of self-government in thesion of services is enlarged in many
federationd:*®

In his reflection on Australian LG, Bell observdtt LG embodies the 'spirit of subsidiarity’,
a principle which holds that the functions of goveent should be exercised as closely as
practicable to the affected citizel{§ As a new emerging trend in federalism, LG is saide
‘the extension cord of a federal polity’ mainly digeits growing relevance for the people at
the grass roots levél® Effective LG is considered as “a very healthy sigh the
democratization process, which is an inevitable rattaer of viable federalism in a
country”}*® For H. Risseet al, LG is a key interface between civil society ahel state:

Democracy begins here, and if democratic structuses not
established locally, they will be missed elsewhi® Then, local
government has to be integrated into the complexcsire of a
federal system?’

Hence, as Steytler aptly observes LG plays a atitigle in enhancing democracy in federal
systems by facilitating the participation of mini@$ and disadvantaged grouf$.n a
similar way, Mattew asserts that:

[T]he principles of self-rule and shared-rule iritezt in the doctrine
of federal governance on one hand and the subsequerersalist
surge of democracy in delivering benefits to thenawmn people on
the other hand became instrumental in reviving itteitutions of
local government$*®
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For Mattew, the spread of democracy, pluralism, apgreciation of diversity as both
principles and values became a compelling facton&ional and sub-national governments
to pay attention to the revival and strengthenih®s.**° According to Aoki,et al, LGs are
recognized as fundamental building blocks of theent global ordet>* The best summary
of these developments has been formulated by Teune:

The spread of democratic ideas and the emergereglobal system

have contributed to a resurgence of the locallh¢ pressures for

democratization have led to a new emphasis on Igoakrnance

below the level of the nation-state. The rise oflabal political

economy provides localities with an alternativa&ional capitalé‘f’2
Teune argues that LGs have become focal pointemiodratic political development for, at
least, two reasons: “the beginnings of a secondodeatic revolution that is based on
participation and the emergence of a global paliteconomy that defines local conditions of
peace and pros,perit)]lﬁ.3 According to Teune, the first requires local sidtermination
rather than top-down direction while the seconédricalities from national governments by
providing alternatives for resources and suppdrg mew sources are other countries or
international agencie€s? As Teune argues, one theory of the modern deniotaite is that
democratic institutions must have a local foundatibonly to act as a countervailing power
to national aggrandizemeht. According to Teune, the linkage between LG and atacy
is based on the proposition that political parttipn is meaningful insofar as it deals with
the familiar, a tenet ofthe Federalist Papers®® Another aspect of this argument is that,
according to Teune, the incentives for participatwe stronger locally than nationally in that
the consequences are more visible and immediatieediocal level>’
According to Olowu, a ‘paradigm shift’ has occuri@dAfrica and many other developing
countries in favor of LGs, especially since the€!§® The evidence of a paradigm shift can
be found in the increasing emphasis on LG as aqgbgrolicies and programs of democratic

governance reform in several countrigs.
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According to Andrew and Goldsmith, the renewed ingmace of LG originates from the
belief that improving democratic development at ltteal level is the best way to deal with
some of the difficulties of globalizatidi°The new emphasis is a direct result of the
“inadequacy of focusing too much on national legeVernance and an appreciation of the
potential role local democracy can play in ametlioga the adverse effects of
globalization”!®* In addition, it is argued that, there has beeromsicleration of existing
values and in particular the role of LG in promgtilemocracy through the enhancement of
citizenship and participation by the individd&.

Kapur considers LG in a multicultural context as ‘erercise in self government of the
people’*®® He considers LG as a ‘process through which intititalization of diversity takes
place’!® In addition, Kapur emphasis that as the order ofeghment closest to its
constituents, LGs are often best-placed to delsawices customized to local preferences
and conditions, as well as provides opportunit@senhanced democratic participation in
local affairs and for innovatiolf® Hence, given their democratic credentials and
geographical and cultural proximity to those ondiebf whom they act, one might expect
LGs to occupy a pivotal position in the democréte of federal countries.

The forces of globalization are seen by variousokgh as enhancing the role of LGs.
According to Gibbens, for instance, globalizatioil Wwoost the role of the local in federal
systems®® In a similar way, Kapur notes that with increasimdpanization, LGs play a
growing role in the lives of citizens, and are takion greater responsibilitié%. In the
decade to come, it has been argued, local comrasratnd their governments will play a
larger role in the lives of citizens in federal ifiohl systemd® McCarney succinctly

summarized that:
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Deliberations on the role of the state in developimand the
associated execution of administrative and instihati reforms,
including far-reaching decentralization exercidesye impacted the
local level of government in significant ways. lddation, profound
movements and trends in terms of globalization arfghnization
have also drawn attention to the need for stroagermore effective
local governments. Finally, the increasing currenoy ideas
associated with governance have also allowed newcespfor
reformulating and respecifying state-society-marniedations in the
local context, as well as the potentials inherarthe local governing
relationship'®®

The other key point made in the literature on fatiem is that state and LGs can serve as
‘semi-independent and entrepreneurial poles of ldpweent’, both for resource mobilization
and for the provision of public goods and servigcest manner that is more responsive to
citizens' needs and demands than provision bygesaentral government?

The role of LG in promoting economic growth anceaihtion of poverty has poignantly been
expressed in array of policy frameworks formulated federal countrie§* The South
African White Paper on LG, for instance, announeedew vision for local democratic
government, known as ‘developmental L'G*This means “LG committed to working with
citizens and groups within the community to findstainable ways to meet their social,
economic and material needs and improve the quafiityeir lives”"®

In brief, in recent academic literature there hasrbquite some general consensus on the
potential role of LG with respect to local develaggr and particularly, poverty reduction.
The new developmental role of the LGs, as Stokgues, implies that the issue of economic
development is considered relevant to the coretimmof many LG system]s7.4

The opportunity for greater experimentation in deaized government has also generally
been presented in literature as another point worfeof LG. Federal systems with

decentralized policies viewed as ‘laboratories’dgperimenting with new policies has led to
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the concepts of ‘policy laboratories’ or ‘laboratdederalism™’® In other words, it has been
argued that LGs are often thought of as ‘laborasoaf democracy’, which are independently
pursuing different policy experiment&

The devolution of authority in federal systems fieo based on the
argument that states and localities may act asypdéiboratories,
experimenting with various alternatives, abandornimgfailures, and
adopting successful policies found elsewHéfe.

It is believed that decentralizing policy choicelt8s has the advantage that several different
LGs can be considered simultaneodéfy.Therefore, the promise of state and local
policymaking in a federal system is that these rsafivnal governments may serve as
‘laboratories of ideas’, where they experiment wlifferent policies and learn from one
anothert” The observation of Lapsley and Mussari capturesdimensions of LG activity
that shape the policies and actions of local aittesr

We see local government as significdmecause of the central
position which it occupies in the arrangement aelivdry of public
services; the impact of local government on theyalay lives of its
citizens; the influential role occupied by localvgonment as the
custodian of key community assets and resources¢dimplexity of
local authority relationships - direct, indirect damliffuse - with
citizens and other stakeholders; and with localegoment as the
locus of an interaction between political voice,nagement action
and accountability to citizert&°

All the above arguments suggest that, in a fedststem, there is a widely expressed concern
that LGs are close to the people and hence cotédtiefely alter socioeconomic and political
conditions within their jurisdiction®' LG is increasingly being seen as a means to
institutionalize democratic decision making at tp@ssroots. From this perspective, the
existence of LG in federations has always beenndiefé on the basis that LG is a crucial
aspect of democratization. At its broadest levelseveral scholars have shown, the creation
of stronger democratic LG institutions can be sasrform national capacity-building and

institutional strengthening, a necessary prerefguisi sustainable long term economic
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development®? In this regard, LGs are recognized as criticaltqeas for accelerated
development in federations. In brief, underlyingstof the purported benefits of LG are
that, it is considered an indispensable elememdke the state both democratic as well as
developmental. Critical to both of these sourcastf® importance of LG is its relative
proximity to the communities where citizens liveende, it can be argued that the role LG
appears to be indispensable, especially in emefgithgrations, where the battle for political

stability, economic progress, democratic reform iaerethnic cooperation is not yet won.

2.3.2 The Constitutional Position of LG in Federal Systems
Local governments generally receive scant formabgaition in
federal constitutior!§®

[L]ocal governments tend to be poorly integratet iaither federal
theory or the formal institutional structures oftore federal staté¥'
This subsection explores factors and argumentsdostitutional recognition of LG. It also

examines the various constitutional arrangememts®oin federations.

2.3.2.1 Constitutional Recognition as a Modern Phenomenon: Factors and
Merits

The classical, centripetal model of federalism actfis based on a dual system of
government: the federal government and the coestitwnes. Therefore, according to
Gamper and Palermo, LG was seen not as a genuinefpae picture, but rather as a subject
matter falling within the exclusive jurisdiction dfie constituent units of a federatitff.In
this regard, Pernthaler and Gamper wrote:

The theory of federalism suggests that a federatiwhits constituent
states comprise a federal system; Local governntieotigh regularly
at the bottom of the territorial order- does nopitally play a
particular role within the context of federalismféderal constitution
therefore does not need to recognize local govemhnmethe same
way as it needs to recognize the federation octimstituent state’s®
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The foregoing roughly depicts that, traditionaliiye determination of the scope and powers
of LGs was left in federations to the intermedistiate governments! In general, LGs rest
on a frail foundation within the national constituts of mature federal political systenis.
Although the concept of autonomous LG enjoying pewinhat directly emanate from a
constitution is unfamiliar to many federations, @et developments suggest an increasing
constitutional recognition of L&° Hence, as Steytler argues, the constitutional mitiog

of LG as an order of government in federal systanasmodern phenomend.Gamper and
Palermo relate this phenomenon of constitutionabgeition of LG as an autonomous order
of government to two broad factors: ‘the hybridatiof the classical idea of two-tiered
federalism’ and the ‘practical relevance of the inGa multilayered and multiplayer system
of government™®*

Steytler pinpoints three broad factors for thiselepment. For Steytler, the constitutional
recognition and protection of LG that have occuiiredhe last 50 years have often been in
support of the return to democratic riié.In addition, according to Steytler, the

entrenchment of LG in the ?&nd 721h Amendments to the Indian Constitution in 1992 was
prompted by developmental concerns. Contrary égdhdevelopments, it is stressed that the
recognition of LG in the new Swiss Constitutionl®99 was the result of recognition of the
significance of municipalities and cities in praeti

Through a series of case studies on the place ohli@&deral countries, Steytler argues that
the trend of constitutional recognition emergecrathe Second World War, prompted by
three main concerns: building democratic governafioen the bottom up; facilitating
development through local accountability; and ragaing the political reality of LG’s
significant role in the governance of federatibfisHence, LGs, now days, enjoy formal
constitutional recognition as another autonomougegunental form in its own right. This
shift, as has been argued above, is largely duéhéorenewed importance of LGs in
contemporary politics. Part of the explanation fiois surge of interest, in other words, is

recognition of the potentially productive role dBk.
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Olowu, on the other hand, considers the 'constimafization' of LG as a “distinctive
contribution of developing countries to governametorm and the policy and practice of
modern public administration’®* For Olowu, 'constitutionalization' became an intaot
element of decentralization and LG reforms in depiglg countries®

Scholars have made a range of arguments for catistial recognition of LG. According to
Steytler, the significance of recognizing LG as wl fpartner in a federal system of
government would enhance the structural relatignshetween the three spheres of
government® For Kapur, having constitutional origin and satycmounts to continued
existence of LG$Y Kapur's argument indicates that constitutionabggttion is considered
as a way to guarantee the continued existence of &@ilarly, Zemelak considers
constitutional recognition as one of the formal hmdsms for ensuring the existence of
LG.'®® Galadima, in his comment on Nigerian experieatsn notes that the rationale for the
constitutional recognition has been the need toamtkecessary for a state government to
ensure the existence of elected LGs and to pratent from arbitrary state actidf?

According to some scholars, constitutional recagnitwvould recognize the important role
played by LG. According to Dale, for instance, dgofional recognition would strengthen
LG’s position and relevance within the politicalafnework, increase its economic
significance and provide greater protection for aloc community asset§®
'‘Constitutionalisation' is thus seen as criticaletdrenching LG as an administrative and
political space for citizen®" Olowu also observed that:

As a part of what has been described as the “Wnee of democratic
reform” that swept the world in the 1970s on, loaathorities were
given constitutional status - this meant that statgslatures could
not easily suspend them and their responsibilitied resources at
will as they used to do. It also meant that thegobee important
players in economic and political development asyticontrolled

substantial national re- sources and expendituadsi&
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To put bluntly, the above discussion indicates ttiere are numerous advantages in
‘constitutionalising’ LG system. Federal structwith three spheres (federal, state, and local)
has completely different implications than the émsmlly) two-tiered federal system. The
implication of having a separate LG sphere in théefal constitution is that it would be
prudent to guard the local level against predaiom the higher levels. It is also indicated
that Constitutional recognition may also protedtiteary dismissals or amalgamations of LG
bodies. As Zemelak argues, this is why variousriv@gonal instruments, including, the
Aberdeen Agenda and the European Charter of Loe#ftGvernment, and the 1993
International Union of Local Authorities (IULA) Wiak Wide Toronto Declaration of Local
Self-government, call for the constitutional recitign of LG as ‘a sphere of governméfi.
The following section provides a brief overviewtbe variety of constitutional position of

LG in federations.

2.3.2.2 The Variety of Constitutional Arrangements for LG in Federations

As has been argued above, though LGs became antanpgolitical reality of the federal
system in the older federations, they are namithe same constitutional status as state and
national governments. Nevertheless, as has beetaiad above, in the past five decades
LGs have enjoyed varying degrees of constituti@mtenchmer’® There is no mention of
LG at all in the Australian Constitutidf® This is because in 1901 LG was regarded as
‘residue’, for which the States were responsifﬂ%ln Canada, LGs are the creation of the
provinces and there is not constitutional recognitf LG in the constitutiof’

The United States Constitution does not refer t®.L&s emphasized by the often quoted
Dillion's Ruleé®® LGs owe their existence to a parent staté\s Steytler argues, Germany’s

Constitution inaugurated a new era of recognizigrole of LG in the federal systeif.In
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Germany,the position of LG was guaranteed in the post-WoMdr Il provisional Federal
Constitution (thé'Basic Law"of 1949). In addition to this assurance, every ohthe States
[Lander] has its own constitution and LG law, under whicé gructure and administration
of the local authorities is declared to be a mdtiethemselve$'*

According to Brazilian Federal Constitution of 1988 municipality is one of the federative
entities-the Union, states and the Federal Distiietthe others. Art 18 of the Constitution
designated municipal government as the third tiegovernment of the Brazilian Federation
same status as state governments. Thus, differemt $imilar structures in other countries,
municipalities in Brazil are not only mere local naidistrative organizations, but also
political entities with their own territory, poptian, government, and a relatively high
degree of autononff?

In South Africa, LGs are constitutionally shapedaaseparate sphere of government that is
coequal with the national government and state monents (rather than a LG level that is
politically inferior to the federal and state les)*® Accordingly, the Constitution of the
Republic of South Africa Act 108 of 1996 granted u@precedented status as a sphere of
government ‘distinctive, interdependent and infetesl’ with the national and provincial
sphere$!* De Visser's analysis of the various provisiondatieg to the strength of the
constitutional protection of LG’s status in Soutlirida, clearly reveals that it is largely
‘unprecedented’ and a leading example worldvfdeHence, LG in South Africa, unlike in
many other federations, is not subordinate to tterospheres of government. From the

above, it is clear that the constitutional status® varies by country.
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2.4 How many LGs: Is More the Merrier, or Is Small Beautiful?

In debates about decentralization, size mattersialters because of
the impact on democratic participation and politisacountability,
on the one hand, and economies of scale and pmi@yrdination, on
the other*®

This section provides a brief overview of issudategl the number and size of LG units in
federations. In recent years, many countries actiessworld, especially in Africa, have
created large numbers of new LG ufits.The existing few literature has ascribed this trend
to a variety of factors such as gerrymandering, dsire to improve service delivery,
ethnicity and electoral calculations among ot&tdn other words, there has been much
willingness to create new boundaries at the loeaéll in attempts to rationalize political,
administrative, and fiscal imperatives in Africa.

This initiative in and of itself is considered bycRovick and Riedl as a welcome alternative
to national-level boundaries, which have been praed as ’overly static, and political
leaders have been unwilling to consider alternatisens of viable state$?° According to
Dickovick, et al it is imperative to consider the political seoenomic and demographic
realities’ in creating viable LGS However, as Dickovicket al insist, it is clear that in the
majority of cases, new units are created for malitimanipulation or are remnants of
historical legacies that are neither fiscally viahbr administratively efficierft?

According to Filippov.et al, there are numerous reasons for believing thatgelnumber of
LGs encourages federal-friendly parties, including fact that it at least opens the door to

filling a large number of official positions by dict election and thereby promotes the rise of

218 N, Devas and S. Delay ‘Local democracy and thélemges of decentralizing the state: An internagioperspective,’
Local Government Studiegol.32, No.5(2006), p. 680

217 Elliott Green, ‘District Creation and Decentratiom in Uganda,’ Crisis States Working Papers $eNe.2, Working
Paper No. 24 (2008), p.1; for an interesting exatim, See also Guy Grossman and Janet Lewis, "\Beeentralization
Begets Recentralization? The IntergovernmentatiPelof Administrative Unit Proliferation,’ Workingaper, 2013

218 see, among others, Elliott Green, ‘Patronage,ribis€reation, and Reform in Ugands&t Comp Int| Dey Vol.45

(2010) ;Douglas K. Singiza and Jaap De VisseChewing more than one can swallow: the creationent districts in
Uganda,’Law, Democracy and Developmgkil. 15 (2011); G. O. Nwankwo, ‘Management probdeof the proliferation
of Local Government in Nigeria,” Public Administian and Development, Vol. 4(1984); Emmanuel O. @@ P. F.
Adebayo, ‘The Politics of States,” Local Governngerreation and Nigeria’s Search for Geo-PolitiBalancing,’ An

Inter’l Multidisciplinary J.,Vol. 2, No. 3 (2008)

For similar information, see, among others, Edmisalesky, ‘Gerrymandering- Vietnamese Style: Escgpime Partial
Reform Equilibrium in a Nondemocratic Regim&he J. of PoliticsVol. 71, No. 1 (2009); Purwo Santoso, ‘Prolifévas

of Local Governments in Indonesia: Identity Pofitigithin a Troubled Nation State, Power, confl@emocracy,” Working
Paper. No. 01 (2007)

219 Tyler Dickovick and Rachel Beatty Riedlomparative Assessment of Decentralization in Afriéinal Report(New

York: USAID,ARD Inc.,2010), p.38

220 i,

221 pid.

222 |pid.

36



local politicians and local political organizatiof Correspondingly, according to Filippov,
et al

[I]t becomes more difficult for a fragmented fedesabject to speak
with a single voice, since at least some localtjpwdins will prefer
not to agitate on behalf of purely regional intéesebowever defined.
Instead of being an entity capable of placing ewifdemands on the
federal centre, a region becomes an aggregatiordistinctive
communities, each focused on issues whose saliseed not be
shared uniformly across a regitf.

Moreover, according to Filippowt al, when national parties operate locally, an eledtor
coalition across units becomes a coalition of largknizations, which, in turn, weaken the
ability of the new parties to challenge the stajus nationally since they are unlikely to be
able to match a national party’s network of loagbmorters’>> On the other hand, opting for
a large number of LGs may generate financial casts communication barriers that have a
negative impact on national unity. In other worte cost of required to maintain a larger
number of LGs could be quite substantial.

The debate over the creation of LGs often alsolvegoaround two theoretical perspectives,
namely consolidation and fragmentatfGf.It has been indicated that the arguments for
consolidation reforms are usually built on the grdwf economic efficienc$?’ It is asserted
that consolidation will inevitably result in greatefficiencies and cost savings for LGs,
creating the potential for them to do more withsfé&€ It has been argued that LG's
administrative area should be large enough to dter strategies, provide sufficient
revenues, and support popular control on publioasf?®

Conversely, advocates of territorial fragmentatdso have their arguments. The defense of
small local jurisdictions is usually based on arguais for democracy; in small communities,
the link between citizens/voters and local repregeares is tighter, there is more mutual trust,
flow of information is easier and, as a result, L&s more accountable towards the local

population?°
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224\bid, pp. 274-275
225 |bid, p.275
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Hence, while consolidation is usually promoted loe grounds of the efficiency or functional
capacity of LGs, fragmentation is often defendedtlo grounds of local democracy. It is
also argued that consolidation provides importgopootunities to capture economies of
scope and enhance the strategic capacity of’L&conomies of scope, it has been argued:

[...] increase the capacity of councils to undestakw functions and
deliver new or improved services that previouslyeveot possible.

Significantly, they enable councils to shift théocus towards a

strategic view of their operations. We argue thas tenhanced

strategic capacity is in part a function of incezhsize and resource
level, but it is also related to the potentialittbat are created by the
pooling of knowledge and expertise.

Equally, it is argued, there may be disbenefitssrgtition, transition costs, weakening of
local democracy, loss of local identity and empleynf>3 In the same vein, in their seminal
work on the creation of new LGs in Indonesia, Ftr&t al remarked that the size of LG
involves "some kind of trade-off between scale ecoies and the costs of managing a larger
and more heterogeneous polify*.

Devas and Delay, from their brief survey of the exgnce of developing countries,
suggested that one of the key elements for effecevolution is an appropriate structure of
LGs, in terms of size of units and number of leyvdigmlancing local identification,
representation and choice with the scale requiveéfficient provision of services®

Some other scholars argue that the policy ratiof@eenhancing the number of LGs is
intimately connected to the debate about the adgastand disadvantages of devolufin.
According to Brosio:

A high number of layers of government, and of disttiunits forming
them, give rise to huge political costs for cowegrwith extremely
low levels of gross domestic product. Part of thessts derives from
the lack of co-ordination and is thus hard to gifianPart of the costs
is directly related to elections, fees and alloveenpaid to political
personnel and the working of assembf&s.

The analysis presented above indicates that the sthe size and number of LGs has many
important practical consequences. Indeed, ther@@quick and fast answers to the question

of the size and number of LGs. According to the M/dank, for instance, it may be
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essential to create a LG structure with differaetst and jurisdictions depending on a
country’s physical characteristics, its ethnic gditical makeup, and possibly its income
level>*® Hence, the basis for comparing the advantagesimadvantages of the two models
has shown conflicts between the competing economma political-administrative
arguments. Therefore, as these criteria are eqimfiprtant, one cannot prioritize either of
them. Finding the conditions under which both seftsconditions could meet is more
important.

Generally, in designing any decentralized systettentdon must be paid to the number of
LGs, the bases on which their boundaries are dramdh the mechanisms for changes in

boundaries and in the number of LGs over time.

2.5 LG Boundary

In the structure of sub-national government, bouedaare not only
spatial and geographic. They also delineate tleatlon of functions
and the distribution of political powé?®

Local governments are public agents that influesp=gtial patterns of
development and disparities, and boundaries arajarrattribute that
shapes the nature of their influerfé®.

LG boundary is another concept that receives censide attention in the literature on LG.
This section provides an analysis of theoreticgragches to LG boundary. It specifically

explores the relevance of and approaches to LGdaoyrdemarcation.

2.5.1 Why Does LG Boundary Matter?

Few issues are as central to contemporary LG systemhat of the number and boundary
demarcation. Recent years have seen increasingemor@mong scholars about LG
boundaries. A theoretical perspective that focusethe boundaries of LGs may seem rather
narrow until one realizes that:

[B]Joundaries determine who is included within aigdiction and
define local arrangements of service provision gmrdduction,
patterns of economic development, and the exerofsgolitical
power?4t
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According to many scholars, LG boundaries have \arngortant political, financial and
social effects because they determine what eacls k&ponsible for, and whe?&. Briffault
considers the role of boundaries in the theorylandof LG in the following way:

Boundaries are crucial to the interwoven set ofitipal and

economic arguments for local autonomy by helpingnake local

governments appropriate settings for political ipgration, for

organizing the efficient provision of public goodsd services, and
for community self-government. Boundaries also affeoth the

principal powers and duties of local governments #ue relationship
between local governments and their peéple.

The demarcation of LG boundaries often consideredrportant component of the process
of devolution of powef’* As such, the implementation of decentralizatiowolves
demarcating a country into manageable LG af&4Bhese areas, according to Shale, are the
jurisdiction of the local authorities within whighey formulate, approve and execute their
own development plarfé®

According to Shale, the demarcation of LG boundaisedone in order to determine areas in
which people can contest LG electidfislt is also done so that local authorities can afger
within a clearly and legally defined boundary far enhanced delivery of servic&8.LG
boundary demarcations, according to Razin and Hdhane implications for efficiency and
effectiveness in service provision, for spatial @lepment patterns and for fiscal disparities
among LGS* Moreover, LG boundaries define the limits of jdiition and could form a
very important component of identity’

In the same vein, Griggs argues that LG bounddoms the territorial space in which we
live, distribute power to people who influence Byaletermine where we vote, create tax

bases, construct regional identities, and determauess to public servic&¥. It determines
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service delivery, economic development, and inteegomental relationshigs? According

to Henly, boundary demarcation determines not angommunity’s geographic bounds but
also determines who is a member of a community \ehd is not?>® This demarcation,
therefore, has important implications for accessespurces and size of voting population.
According Maharj, boundaries are not "neutral gapbic lines®* LG boundary
demarcations are associated with a redistributiofi political power and
resource$>Similarly, Briffault noted that LG boundaries aretrarbitrary lines on a map’
but reflections of "separate and autonomous" palitentities™° Likewise, according to
Newman, LG boundary demarcation "is not simply dnawing of a line on a map or the
construction of a fence in the physical landscépe,the process through which borders are
constructed and the categories of difference carsejon created®’

The foregoing generally shows the relevance of Ldbindlaries. It is indicated that LG
boundaries do not demarcate physical space alomeldp define the range the persons who
will be subject to the local political authorityGLboundaries have enormous social, cultural,
economic and political ramifications that are lefost deeply in the affected border areas.
LG boundary demarcation defines, among otherstatdcboundaries and establishes the
size of the unit of local democracy. It has beeso ahdicated that legitimate governmental
objectives cannot be clarified or implemented unlkbe boundary where such authority is to
be exercised can be defined. LG boundary obviogpstywides a population with their

physical location and resources, and shapes tfestyle, customs and culture.

2.5.2 Approaches of LG Boundary Demarcation

As already stated in the previous section, LG ghbalve a precise territory, with boundaries
accepted by all concerned groups. The questiorowfthest to fix or modify the boundaries
of LGs has rarely been posed. As hinted aboved#marcation process is often a thorny
issue and contentious because boundaries haveaeadrgffects on the interests of different

parties and stakeholders. In other words, an edhesensitive political process may involve
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contradictory interests at various levels. Therabgndant evidence that demarcation creates
a wide variety of political tensions, and hold sig@ant potential for conflict.

Keating, as cited by Razin and Hazan, indicatestiigaprocess of demarcation boundaries is
‘conflictual', as it affects the distribution ofwer and resources, and defines the reference
groups for public policy>®Cameron also stressed that the demarcation of lW@daries will
always be a contested issie.This is because, according to Cameron, boundaries
redistribute political power and influence commiesitaccess to LG servicé®.

Similarly, according to Smith:

An almost permanent source of conflict over theaaigation of area
government seems to be the drawing of boundarieatchihg

functions to area and drawing boundaries whiclcaterminous with
the pattern of communities and settlements are dfvahe most
difficult tasks facing reformer<?*

In a similar vein, De Vissert al stressed that “determination of internal boundaire a
multi-level state is almost always a contentiouslitisally charged exercisé®®® This is
because boundaries have an impact, among othees;omss to power, access to resources,
notions of local democracy, the viability and eifficcy of sub-national unifS® Shale also
observes that the demarcation does not occur withi@lblems because "it tempers with the
cohesiveness of communities and with people’sitieeids"?%*

From the above, it is clear that boundary demaonait a "politically fraught exercisé®
Consequently, it can be said that demarcationtenad controversial and contested issue and
disputes tend to be particularly bitter in courstribat are deeply divided along ethnic lines.
As a result, boundary demarcation in multi ethnates is a critically important and highly
challenging endeavor.

To sum up, the formation of LG represents an ingodrform of local boundary change. It
remains unclear, though, how the process of LG dann change unfolds. Of critical

importance are the criteria and procedures to leal e demarcate LG boundaries. The
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guestion of what is appropriate basis for the deataon LGs is one of the most controversial

ones in federations.

2.5.2.1 How Should LG Boundaries Be Demarcated? The Variety of

Procedures

The fundamental concerns in debates over munichmalndary
change procedures are twofold: first, achieving th@propriate
balance between central control and local autonand/democracy;
second, balancing competing local interests andmsleover the
appropriate territorial configurations of local gmaments$®°®

As shown in the previous section, LG boundary deatéon is a complex, multifaceted, and
contested undertaking. Consequently, the isswehofdemarcates and how it is demarcated
is also complex one. This section tries to lookhatformal structure and rules that countries
use to conduct LG demarcation. It is stressed ¢bantries that demarcate LG boundaries
must establish rules and a formal structure foryoag out the process. In this regard, the
majority of federal countries contain legislations LG boundary demarcation. Some
countries contain extensive provisions regarding d€&narcation. Most provisions often
detail the criteria and procedures used and addvegsh party, organization, or person is
responsible for LG demarcation.

The choices involved in the design of the demamoafirocess appear to be essential. LG
legislation outlining the formal structure and muléor demarcation should address the
following issues: Who should draw the LG bound&jeShould the persons who draw the
LGs be independent from the legislature?; Shohtl houndary authority be politically
neutral?; Should the legislature have any formia ab all in the process?; Should the general
public have input into the LG demarcation proceSs#yuld some mechanism exist for public
input into to the process?; Should formal critdd@established for LG demarcation? If so,
what should these demarcation criteria be?

As has been hinted above, different approachesatalling proposed boundary changes,
including the creation and merger, have been dpeeldy different states. As some scholars
argue, in most federations, the demarcation of lo@niaries is a difficult and contestable
proces$®’ As has been argued above, the complexity istilitesd by the great variation in

how and according to what criteria boundaries ofdr& established.
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It is stressed that attempts to alter LG boundaes create new LGs could be volatile and
need to be approached differently in different egatin light of diverse laws, political
traditions, community sentiments, and existing ey arrangement§® According to
Shale, demarcation, in order to be less contraalershould “entail a negotiation process
between the government, the electoral authoritg, d@ffected communities, civil society
organizations which often have vested interestseivice delivery as well as other service
providers”?® Shale highlights the fact that demarcation of L@krdaries does not happen
without altering the way in which people have béeing.?’° Due to its effects on the people-
to-people relations, the demarcation exercise dae fpreceded by a negotiation process - the
importance of which is “to level the ground for timeitual understanding between those who
undertake the demarcation exercise and the affectesunities™’*

Ronan Paddison provides three propositions thaldclead to a more just system of LG
boundary demarcation: (1) that it meets local pesfees and needs, (2) that it be a fair,
transparent, and relatively accessible process,(@nthat neither central nor local political
elites wholly determine ft’

As has been hinted above, international experiesuggests that the procedures used to
demarcate LG boundaries vary considerably from tguo country, “reflecting differences
in prevailing ideologies and political-administxeti traditions™’® Razin and Hazan argue
that procedures of boundary change, particularly ithentity of those empowered to
demarcate boundaries, have an influence on the @, with its implications on spatial
patterns of development and service provididn.

In outlining the procedural aspects of LG bounddeynarcation, Razin and Hazan make
distinction between systems where the state retdiesauthority to decide on boundary
changes and systems where decision is in the landsal parties or arbitration bodies, and
the role of the state is limited to determining freenework and legal basis for LG boundary

change?’® When the state holds the decision authority, atingrto Razin and Hazan:
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[Alfundamental difference exists between ‘interbaleaucratic
Procedures’ and more open ones that could incledenmmendations
of a commission and monitoring by the courts. Tat&el procedures
may be expected to be more pluralist, incorporativgrse political
interests, with a greater role awarded to profesgi@ssessments,
even if those are not necessarily netffal.

Consequently, alternatives in which the state metdéhe authority to change LG boundaries
also vary widely’’” The minister in charge of LG affairs, the govermmat large, the
legislature, or the regional levels of governmean told this authority’® When the state
does not retain the authority to decide on boundamarcation, an essential difference exists
between procedures such as popular determinatibichvis explicitly political, and judicial
or quasi-legislative determination, in which gegdmaal-administrative assessments are
likely to form part of the procedufé®

The choice of procedure thus, “determines bothrtihe of professional assessments in the
decision making process and the identity of pdlitiactors in the position to determine
boundaries®®° According to Razin and Hazan, at one extreme aoeegures that grant
ultimate authority to the central state-either aggoment minister, the government at large,
or the legislature and at the other extreme is |@wpdetermination, in which boundary
changes are subject to the consent of all sidesvied?®*

In general, Meligrana and Razin divided the procesidor demarcating LG boundaries
between ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ origins, in whi@ccording to the writers, the senior
level of government plays either a leading or rieaetry role:

Leading occurs in the sense that the senior govemhrmitiates
various kinds of local government boundary reforsych as
incorporating new municipal governments, alterihgit boundaries
(i.,e. annexations), amalgamating two or more mpaici
governments, or creating upper tier regional govemts. Reaction
occurs in the sense that the senior governmentlyneseablishes the
rules and regulations for possible types of refdoot, the process is
triggered by local stakeholders, such as local govwent officials’®?
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The top-down/bottom-up distinctions refer, accogdio Meligrana and Razin, not only to the
identity of the initiator but also the body thataies the authority to decide on boundary
change$®® Meligrana and Razin argue that:

In most decentralized options, the central state oy leaves
initiatives of municipal boundary change to loctédkeholders but
also does not directly intervene in the decisiortheo than
determining the framework and legal basis for mipaicboundary
changes. [...]. Intermediate situations are charaedrby largely
local initiatives to change boundaries, in whicle tbentral state,
either the government or the legislature, retaires gower to make
the final decision-making. Ultimate top-down siioat are those in
which the central state both initiates and deteesithhe redelienation
of the local government map’

In general, the comparative evidence suggestdtitgabottom-up approach to demarcation is
probably the best way to encourage transparent am@n system.

The evidence suggests that the recent trend isrdswadependent boundary commissions
staffed by non-partisan civil servants. In manyrdages, commissions, boards, or task forces
are set up with the specific mandate to investigatéassist in the resolution of LG boundary
problems?®® Such institutions, according to Meligrana and Razre usually created by
senior governments for number reasons: to remavsehior level of government from hotly
contested local political battles; to institute arerational approach to boundary reform; and
to impose its reform agenda’ on the LG m&bThe institutions also varied from advisory
commissions, as in Germany to ones that have tivempim make decisions, as in Ontario and
South Africa®®’ In fact, the experience shows that a short promisiften suffices for
designating a responsible organization to demart@eboundaries. Accordingly, the
authority to decide could be given to an indepehdenly, to a state parliament, or to an
executive body.

Currently, the United States sits at one end ofgiectrum: LG boundaries are drawn by
parliament. At the other end of the spectrum amsehcountries that have established
independent boundary authorities or rely on nomgemtboundary commissions to carry out
demarcation. In this regard, the job of redrawingridaries in most European countries is
entrusted to independent commissions. In most Bt&es, the job of redrawing boundaries

is entrusted to the state legislature. In U.S.hesdate decides for itself — usually in the state
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constitution — who will demarcate LG boundariesUrs., the constitutions and laws of the
50 states set the rules for establishing and reyigie boundaries of LG&In Australia, all
state LG Acts except Victoria and the Northern ifery contain provisions for statutory
bodies to instigate and/or investigate boundaryngbs’® The reasons for these differences
are best explained by the social, political andural norms.

The experience also indicates that the provisidabiishing boundary commission tends to
address who the commission is comprised of, wha$ié#fze commission, the powers of the
commission and its members, and a tentative timedréor the commission to issue its
judgment. The legislations have often also inclugeavisions for increased public access to
the demarcation process and formal criteria for m@sioners to consider when drawing
LGs. These demarcation criteria are usually listedhe LG laws of the country. These
commissions vary substantially from state to stdtee composition of the boundary
authority and the degree of independence grantdtlisoauthority vary considerably from
country to country. In short, some states havermaeent designated Board of specialists as
organ to take care after the boundary demarcatiomever, as indicated above, the type of
boundary authority established and the rules thibaity is obliged to follow vary widely
across countries.

It has been argued that the legal framework foukhprovide that the persons or institution
responsible for drawing LG boundaries be independ@onpartisan, and impartial.
Independent, politically neutral boundary commissioare heralded as a means of
eliminating manipulation. It has been argued that legal framework has been established
that requires demarcation to be conducted by agpieaident, nonpartisan boundary authority
that is required to take into account a set ofrbladentified criteria, then manipulating the
boundaries for political gain is a far more difficgproposition. The appointment of an
independent, nonpartisan boundary authority wouttVige an opportunity to the people to
make representations to an accredited Body whichuldvaconsider impartially the
representations made and act suitably thereomslbkeen maintained that with a flexible and
adequate mandate, boundary commissions have beetoabsolve many disputes that could
have sparked conflict. In this regard, South Afficavides a striking example.

The South African Constitution calls for the esisttninent of an independent authority that

will demarcate municipal boundaries and for thelglsshment of criteria and procedures for
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the demarcation® In terms of the Municipal Demarcation Act (1998)e independent
Municipal Demarcation Board (MDB) was establishedl determine the criteria and
procedures for the delimitation of municipal bounes The Demarcation Board is an
independent juristic person that has to determin@iaipal boundaries in accordance with
this Act, and other appropriate legislation (foaswple the Municipal Structures Act), and the
Constitution®®* The South African case offers a clearly definedecaf representation of
diversity as a key aspect. The Act says that thaer@onust be representative of the South
African society. Its members should come fromoatér the country and be knowledgeable
and/or experienced in matters that are relevamhuaicipal demarcation and include, for
example, development planning, community develogmeaditional leadership, municipal
finance, town planning ef@? Politicians in national, provincial or LG canna members of
the Board, nor can office bearers of political jemt>> Therefore, it is important that the
Board structurally be immune from political pressur

The demarcation procedure is set out clearly inMii@icipal Demarcation Act, Sections 26,
27, 28, 29 and 30. Hence, the Act typically spesitihe demarcation criteria and it also tell
us how the boundaries of LG shall be demarcatedogrother things that is interesting
about the South African case is the provision miadeublic participation processes. This
process is worthwhile to mention because the Aowal for an appeal mechanism enabling
stakeholders who are aggrieved by the determinaifohoundaries to appeal against the
decision. Especially interesting in this contest that the Board must consider those
objections and “either confirm, vary or withdraw dtetermination”*®4n addition, the Board

is required to solicit views on any changes of laries from local stakeholders by holding
public meetings and investigatiofts.

In brief, as Cameron comments, it is rare in iraéional terms for politicians to grant
decision-making powers of this sort to an independgructure, so the MDB was novel in
many aspects and unprecedented in Africa where tises weak tradition of L&® As has
been hinted above, the South African model coviithea stages of the process of boundary
making, the components and activities to be inaluielethe process. It is this idea of giving

citizens a say in determining the layout of the remministrative units that is one of the
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defining characteristics of the South African agmto to creating LG territories. As has been
indicated earlier, consultative procedure was pilesd rather than popular referendum. The
criteria and independence of the Board have creattedictable institutional framework. It
can also be noted, from South African experierta, the process of boundary review should
not be hijacked by short term political interedtsis worth noting also that the basis for
review should be clearly articulated and emphasszemtific and objective need.

The Nigerian Federal Constitution gives the powersreate new LG areas to the state
government through the State House of Assemblyosting to Section 8(3):

A bill for a law of a House of Assembly for the pose of creating a
new local government area shall only be passed if:

a. A request supported by at least two —thirds majooit members
(representing the area demanding the creation of mhecal
governments area) in each of the following, namely-

i. The House of Assembly in respect of the area and
i. The local governments councils in respect of theaais
received by the House of Assembly;

b. A proposal for the creation of the local governmarda is thereafter
approved in a referendum by at least two-thirdsonitgj of the
people of the local government area where the ddnfan the
proposed local government area originated.

c. The result of the referendum is then approved biyrgple majority of
the members in each local government council iregority of all the
local governments councils in the state, and

d. The result of the referendum is approved by a utisol passed by
two-thirds majority of members of the House of Anbéy.

However, Sections 8(5) and 8(6) required the ineolent of the Federal Government
through the National Assembly in the process oating new LG areas in the country:

An Act of the National Assembly passed in accoréamath this
section shall make consequential provisions wigipeet to the names
and headquarters of states or local governmens aggrovided in
Section 3 of this Constitution and in Parts 1 ahafl the First
Schedule of this Constitutidii’

For the purpose of enabling the National Assemiolyekercise
powers conferred upon it by sub-section (5) of thegtion, each
House of Assembly shall, after the creation of mdoeal

governments areas pursuant to subsection (3) sfs#ction, make
adequate returns to each House of National Asseftibly

Hence, although, the creation of LGs is a functbthe state, authority for their recognition

is given to the National Assembly. In fact, thicantrary to the view that the number of LGs

297 Section 8(5) of the 1999 Constitution of the Fati&epublic of Nigeria
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has been fixed for all times by the Constitutiomjak renders the creation or the adjustment
of boundaries of LG a matter of constitutional adreent®®® It should be noted that there
could be a need for the creation of more LGs agptmilation and residential demographics
change over tim&° According to Section 8(4) of the 1999 Constitatia bill for a Law of
House of Assembly for the purpose of boundary ddjast of any existing LG area shall
only be passed if-

a. a request for the boundary adjustment is suppdoiedwo-thirds
majority of members (representing the area demgndimd the area
affected by the boundary adjustment) in each of filllowing,
namely -

i. the House of Assembly in respect of the area, and
ii. the local governments council in respect of theaair received
by the House of Assembly; and

b. A proposal for the boundary adjustment is approfegda simple
majority of members of the House of Assembly impees of the area
concerned.

As emphasized by several legal experts, these gioméa were riddled with terminological
and procedural difficultie®® Indeed, the process shows that local authoritind a
communities exercise some control over the demiarcaf boundaries by requirement of a
referendum supported by at least a two-thirds ritgjof the affected people of the LG area
and also by a two-thirds majority of their electegresentative®? It is assumed that these
provisions will prevent the manipulations of LG Inoiaries and the unwarranted proliferation
of LG areas for purely partisan political reasotis.

The 1995 Uganda’s Constitution provides that thdigraent is empowered to alter the
boundaries of LG units and to create new c?ﬁ‘éAccording to Art 179 (2), changes in or
alteration of boundaries must be supported by th@rity of the members of parliament.

The adjustment of district boundaries or the cogatif districts in Ghana is the responsibility
of the President of Ghana acting through legistativstruments passed by Parliament and
implemented by the National Electoral Commissiam.Ghana, the legal framework for
district creation is provided by the 1992 Consiitatand the LG Act (Act 462) 1993. Art 241
(2) of the Constitution stipulates that ‘Parliamently by law make provision for the

redrawing of the boundaries of districts or foraestituting the districts’. In exercise of this

299 5 (3)(2) of the federal constitution already iadied that there shall be 768 “Local Governmenasirand six “area
councils” in the capital territory, in the fedeuati

300 Habu GaladimaSupranote 199, p.242

301 e, for instance, Kalu N. KalState Power, Autarchy, and Political Conquest igé¥ian Federalisn{USA: Rowman
& Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2008), p.240

302 5ee Habu Galadim&upranote 199, p.242

303 hid.

304 Constitution of Ghana(1995), Art 179(1)

50



power under Art 241 (2), Parliament in the LG At®93, Act 462, vests the power for the
demarcation of district boundaries and the creatiodistricts in the President. Section 1 (2)
of Act 462 provides that the President may by etieeunstrument — (a) declare any area
within Ghana to be a district; (b) assign a namiéodistrict. The president in the exercise of
his powers is required ‘to direct the Electoral Qoission to make such recommendations as
it considers appropriate for the purpose’. It caralbgued that the legal framework for district
creation in Ghana seems inconsistent. The Conetitgiives parliament the main role in the
creation of districts while Act 462 gives the pdesit a dominant role through an executive
instrument. Similarly, the Urban and Rural Districouncils Acts in Zimbabwe give the
President power to create, abolish and alter LGdaries™”

From the above, it can be assumed there is nowwiny consensus that the procedure for
demarcation of LGs should be clearly spelled olw¢gislation. However, as indicated above,
these procedures differ tremendously as to objestigarticipants or design.

From the above, it is also clear that demarcatlovull be as unambiguous as possible in
order to avoid disagreement over where the boundariocated. It is necessary that
demarcation process should be as transparent asbleoswith the methodology and
guidelines clearly established.

LG boundary demarcation, therefore, needs to bdildeein different respects. It is essential
that the demarcation process be as open and transms possible. There is a widely
shared opinion that transparency is important faintaining public confidence in the
integrity of the demarcation process. In additibrhas been hinted that a process that is as
transparent as possible offers credibility andtiegicy to a process. According to this
perspective, participatory demarcation is morelyike increase citizen trust in the process.
In this case, the process can be considered ddviSiv does not sufficiently participatory or

if its approach were not sufficiently consensusebas

It is also perceived that the process itself begieed as nonpartisan and independent. It is
commonly argued that if the stakeholders do notlanfidence in the boundary authority to
carry out its functions in an impartial and unbaseanner, this can seriously damage the
credibility of the demarcation process. Therefdhe, way LG demarcated should be clear
and clearly communicated to the community it serviéscan be suggested that the

participation of diverse actors would lead to tlalye recognition and even prevention of

305 Rural District Councils Act 1996 and Urban Cousdict 1996 of Ghana
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problems concerning demarcation. It can furthesibggested that incorporation of citizens

with their local knowledge would lead to locallymppriate demarcation.

A similar argument is put forward considering leégicy. According to many scholars, an
open demarcation process with the involvement tifesis would lead to legitimacy. It can
be presumed that the incorporation of citizens theoprocesses of demarcation is one of the
most important means to generate legitimacy. Frbmm perspective, then, participatory
demarcation system would enhance legitimacy. Irerotvords, the process should be
inclusive and participatory to best achieve leggioyn Hence, it follows that the greater the
amounts of participation, the more legitimate tbendrcation.

Generally, from the above, it is clear that demi@woasystem has to fulfill two main criteria:

it must be participatory as well as legitimate. rardhis perspective then, successful
demarcation could be reasonably regarded as hadé@®p and meaningful democratic
support. The demarcation process should as trargpand accessible to the public as
possible. The demarcation process should be de@fdidundary manipulation.

The foregoing roughly depicts that some favor darm model for the whole country. Others
see advantage in identifying the essentials fdugion in the constitution, leaving all other
matters flexible so as to let adaptation of theeulythg idea to local circumstances in the
different sub-national states. Most Regional Stgiat the power to demarcation of LG
boundaries solely in the hands of the state legisda Still others give all power to entities
other than the legislature, often called “commissio These commissions, as indicated
above, vary substantially from one Regional Stat¢he other. It has been argued that the
choice of demarcation systems is always politicagnsitive and always constrained by
political considerations. It is stressed that tte#eshas to ensure that public interest prevails
over partisan or individual agendas.

It is widely acknowledged that the demarcation pescis at the heart of LG system, and
deserves recognition and protection from politicéérference. It has been maintained that
the “politics” would be removed from demarcationemh an independent, nonpartisan
commission is assigned the task. In this regard, itllependent Municipal Demarcation
Board (MDB), for instance, stands as one of thessg stories of post apartheid demarcation
process in South Africa. An interesting featurehis case is that not only is the Board seen
as fairer, nonpartisan, and independent, it is alsredible actor in the political process
because the results that it seeks to achieve @kpliake into account important and well-

understood values and particular local considanati@he South African case indicates that
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boundaries must be drawn in a transparent manndridaally by a nonpartisan commission
of experts assigned for this purpose. The Southc&ifr system maintained independence
through the body’s composition and transparenoyuthin the body’s procedures. It has been
repeatedly argued that the more transparent theudation proceedings, the less motivation
to serve the narrow immediate interests of indigldocumbents.

It can possibly be said that the universal impargaof the South Africa's experience is to be
found in its diversity. The IDB typically composedt only of impartial (nonpartisan) public
officials but also of professionals with the redpeisskills in administration, geography,
cartography, demography, and statistic.

In brief, the experiences described above suggasthie system LG boundary demarcation is
not common to all federal systems. Despite wideati@n, comparative experience to date,
emphasize that independent and permanent boun@amardation bodies represent a clear
best practice. It is emphasized that their perckneutrality and independence from political
interference lends credibility to the demarcatioacess. Hence, it can be said that there is
more recognition now of the need for independentnidary commissions staffed by non-

partisan civil servants.

2.5.2.2 Criteria of LG Boundary Demarcation

It is often assumed that successful federal systeawe been characterized by the stability of
their internal boundarie€® Boundary changes may occur, but such changes ade trased
on a set of criteria and only with the consenthef polities involved®’ Barlow, as quoted by
Razin and Hassa®, identified three basic criteria for demarcatidrL6s: (1) The size and
shape of government areas should be compatible thigir functions, so as to assure
efficiency in providing services; (2) The spatiatent of government areas should provide
them with an adequate fiscal capacity to performirtfiunctions; (3) Government areas
should correspond to prevailing patterns of comityuni

Cameron and Meligrana, on the other hand, identifg broad categories of boundary

demarcation criteria; Technical Consolidation Aggmioes and Subjective Criteff§. The
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first category of boundary criteria consists of hieical-consolidation approaches, which
attempts to capture certain objective “hard” dafaHowever, even within this category,
Cameron and Meligrana identify different approaci&sme of these major approaches are
Economies of Scale; Socio-Geographic/Settlementteat Approach; Functional
Boundaries; Financial Viability Equity/Redistribati Policies’** Economies of Scale are
related with the idea that there is a relationdl@pween the size of a local authority and the
quality of its performanc&? In other words, enlarging LG areas will enhance LG
efficiency® According to Cameron and Meligrana, the socioggaphic or settlement
patterns approach attempts to correlate LG bouaslarith their respective interdependent
socio-economic areds! Functional boundaries derive, according to CamarahMeligrana,
from the “optimal area for which a particular seeviis or should be provided, namely the
catchment area™® What is clear is that a “minimum organizationalesis needed for each
function and that the optimal size greatly exce@@sminimum”3*° It is argued that the type
and number of functions therefore form an importement in ascertaining the minimum
size of a unit:

The fewer and less encompassing the functions lamdrhaller their
catchment area, the smaller the size of the umit;nhore numerous
the functions, and the larger the catchment aresoofie of the
important functions, the greater the size of thie. th

Financial viability is another key LG demarcatiaitarion. It is almost conventional wisdom
that, LG units needs to be at a minimum size i/ thee to have a tax base enabling them to
be financially viable, to attract professional stahd to deliver a reasonable standard of
services™® From a financial point of view, 'fairly large-sealunits of LG with financial
resources are needed to provide necessary publicess’® The principle of equity, the
redistribution of finance and services from rickeipoorer areas, has been used in boundary
demarcatiori?® The argument, from a social-democratic perspectisethat small-scale

fragmented LG leads to inequaliti®s.It is assumed that the larger the jurisdictioradécal
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authority, the more likely it is to have both riahd poor communities, which theoretically
makes it easier to facilitate redistributit.

The second category of boundary demarcation aiidentified by Cameron and Meligrana
is more subjective, in the sense that these aiteyito reflect wishes and concerns of local
citizens®*® According to Cameron and Meligrana, LG boundampdesation criteria does not
always reflect narrow technical considerations, bigo take subjective concerns into
account, which involves, looking at the will oetbommunity and the use of refereritfa.

The World Bank underlines the importance of thestaeration of factors, such as, territorial
and population sizes, resources, developmentall level rural-urban differences in
demarcation of LG boundariéS. It is also emphasized that it is essential to olirthe
relevant community in the process demarcation ofddandaries. In this regard, the 1985
European Charter of Local Self-Government, foranse, stipulates, “changes in local
authority boundaries shall not be made withoutrpcionsultation of the local communities
concerned, possibly by means of a referendum wthésés permitted by statuté®®

It is often argued that demarcation cannot be wtded in isolation from the broader context
of LG powers, functions and roléd. In other words, demarcation criteria should &ftbe
purpose or objectives of LG. It has been arguedin&iance, that LGs are obliged to provide
democratic and accountable government for local monities®?® Demarcation of LG
boundaries dictates the conditions under which ¢ikgation must be met. According to
Carmichaelet at

It is very important that the demarcation procest e politically

biased or manipulated, otherwise people will losafidence in the

process and some of the objectives of effectivallgovernance will

be compromised in favor of more narrow politicakiests’?®
It has been argued also that LG has an obligatopravide services to communities in an
equitable and sustainable manner, and must prosmteomic development® Boundaries
will dictate the extent to which it is possible femch LG to do this successfuffi. A related

approach is, as has been indicated above, to datedsoundaries based on socio-economic
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criteria in order that boundaries reflect the soe@nomic inter-dependence of various sub-
units>* It has been also indicated that LG should betBiect the identities and interests of
local communities. LG has to encourage the involehof communities in the matters of
LG.** To some extent demarcation of LG boundaries détesthow easy or difficult this
iS.334

In short, it has been maintained that LG must resrdyg define the extent of its territorial
reach. In other words, LG requires the establishnmeneasily identifiable geographic
boundaries. Accordingly, LGs should be given claad legally recognized geographical
boundaries over which they exercise authority, avithin which they perform public
functions®*® As has been hinted above, clearly defined bouasagmain vital, among other
reasons, for effective LG administration. In denaéion of LG, it has been argued, several
criteria should be considered. Among these aresthe of the territory, population, and
economic viability, common interest of communiti@sd administrative convenience and
effectiveness. Needless to say, they are someimesnflict. Given the interdependence of
many of the criteria, as Cameron and Meligranangldi is difficult to assert a hierarchy to
the criteria>® Hence, criteria should be given varying weighd émportance depending on
the unique circumstances of an area.

It is also important to note that stable and muyuabreed boundaries are a major pre-
requisite for a peaceful cooperation between pasopiés very essential to note also that the
boundary demarcation process is a transparent ped one. In other words, it should be
consultative and participatory. As Zemelak arguege created, the territorial boundaries of
LG should not be haphazardly alteféd.The central government should, therefore, be
restrained from randomly altering LG boundariesodigh, for instance, division or
amalgamatior{>®

From the above discussion, it is also clear thatuanber of reasons and criteria are
responsible for the determinations of LG boundatiesas been indicated, for instance, that
areas of LG should correspond to those in whichplgetive and conduct their social and
economic affairs. It has been is stressed thatdémearcation exercise should contribute to

the maintenance of the sanctity and cohesion ofnuanities as well as foster peaceful
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coexistence between neighbors. Typically, as Bauisists, boundary change requires a
concerted effort by public and private actors, adl vas some involvement by the local
electorate’™

In brief, demarcation should be carefully handladd be honestly conducted in order to
assure a successful demarcation, as well as sessdof the boundary in the future. It is
therefore essential that the process of arrivinghew boundaries is efficient, fair and
procedurally acceptable. As has been indicatedegbshile certain criteria for demarcation
of LG might be endorsed, there is no agreementetative weighting. Hence, it should be
noted that there is no conclusive evidence to sape use of any particular set of ‘optimal’
criteria>*® Hence, it can be argued that there is no goldenas to how the boundaries of
LGs should be demarcated.

Nevertheless, the literature recommends institutbra set of formal rules or criteria for
creation of new LGs. A set of criteria will providamong others, clear information to the
existing LG areas and about size and structureGohteas accepted in the future. Population
size, natural physical or geographic factors aruahieity, among others, are often cited as
major considerations in defining LG boundaries.islindicated that many countries often
create LG units on the basis of economic and adtnative viability, on the basis of the
efficiency, or on the basis of identity, but thesgteria are more country-specific. As
Bockenforde argues, identity based LG units migletate new minorities, since territorial
subunits rarely feature only one idenfity Failure to consider adequately the interestsisf th
new minority could ignite conflict?

On the other hand, opting for the economically iimatl size’, based purely on criteria such
as infrastructure, geography, resources and camcitioes not necessarily guarantee
effective and efficient governan?}@. Thus, as Bockenforde argues, a mix of approatthes
create economically viable units which the relevapopulations accept is need®d.This
entails that boundary demarcation takes into adcasicritical considerations both economic
and cultural factors. It can be suggested, howedhat,few criteria, that incorporate different

aspects, may ensure more simplicity and transpgréran many criterid:® In addition, an
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unambiguous and objective criterion (e.g. minimuwdn,1000 inhabitants) eliminates the need
for interpretations of vaguely formulated criteriée.g. a “sufficient number of
inhabitants”)**® Objective criteria can also ensure more fair treatt of all cases than
subjective criterid*’

Although this is especially true in countries thave adopted neutral boundary commissions,
many countries that allow the legislature or a goreent agency to demarcate have enacted
demarcation criteria as well. As will be indicateelow, these rules are usually listed in the
LG legislations, but they can sometimes be founthan country's constitution. Hence, the
bodies undertaking demarcations are required t& woraccordance with well-defined and
reasonable criteria. This section tries to answerfollowing questions: What should then be
the criteria’s according to which the LG boundarsé®uld be determined? Are there at all
generally valid and accepted criteria’s to detemli® boundaries?

It is important to note that demarcation of LG bdarnes should be conducted based on
clearly identified criteria. In other words, theopess must be guided by clearly defined
criteria — else the process may lack credibiliggitimacy and acceptability.

The diverse experiences confirm that others fordo@ndary demarcation exists that should
automatically apply no given formula. Thereforeerthis no perfect LG demarcation system,
and no “right” way to approach the subject of baanyddemarcation. The major criteria for
demarcation for all societies, not just divideegsnare sometimes in conflict with each other
or even mutually exclusive. As has been discusseabove, factors or criteria relevant to
guide demarcation might include, for instance dgmaphy, ecological considerations,
climate, geographical features (e.g. farm landbefredrainage, rivers, dams), economic
considerations (e.g. resources, economic activitigdsomogeneity of an area (e.g. socio-
cultural, economic, geographic), functional crie¢e.g. infrastructure, communication), and
historical factors. Choice as to the weights togheen the criteria associated with each of
these criteria can be viewed as choice among cangpgémarcation criteria.

As has been hinted already, it is conceivable tiahave to be viable and administratively
governable, as well as constitute an area with lwhi inhabitants can identify themselves.
The experience suggests that any decision on thedamy demarcation of new LG units
entails important consequences for their socialethdic composition. This implies that any
LG should be people-based and people-oriented. bbGndaries, it is stressed, should

correspond to community identities and interests suggested that there is a clear need to
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endorse stable and generally acknowledged bounddrigh is roughly congruent with the
people’s sense of belonging to a common identitgcokdingly, some legislation has
emphasized a need for greater cultural sensitigityl understanding in LG boundary
demarcation. In a number of cases, therefore, theofaprioritizing ethnicity in order to
demarcate boundaries is of greater concern.

In brief, it is recommended that demarcations lecedd with due care, consideration being
given to natural boundaries, concentrations ofoesricommunity groups, socio-economic
and developmental concerns and the views of thdigpulAlthough most federations’ LGs
were not constructed along ethno-linguistic linestlsat its territorial boundaries do not
coincide (as they largely do in Ethiopia) with lingtic or ethnic cleavages, a brief survey of
recent trends in federations in strongly suggesiseater willingness to activate procedures
for redefining LG boundaries along ‘ethno-linguistines. The geographic demarcation of
LGs - ought to match the social-economic factorise Doundary must meet the need for
legitimate self-government. The areas must notagpraut too wide nor include too many
people - or the leaders will lose touch with theinstituents and the whole democratic point
of LG be missed.

In brief, as has been hinted above, LG boundarnesat merely arbitrary lines drawn on a
map. Usually, they are cognizant of geography aedhafraphy. Often they reflect
historically developed unities of communal self-sciousness of a social or political
character. The criteria often include factors sashpopulation size and other geographic
features such as natural (physically defined) baued, and recognition of ethno linguistic
divisions. The state must therefore go throughrafabprocess of prioritizing which criteria
are most important to the particular political eoit

Similarly, as indicated above, there would probalby a need for procedures and
mechanisms for consultation complaints and app#alsgas been repeatedly noted that any
consideration of the demarcation question should neglect considering popular
participation. The primary advantage to grantingliguaccess to the demarcation process is
that the outcome is more likely to be viewed as ifaihe process is perceived as open and
accessible. Greater public access to the processdveertainly make the process appear
more open and democratic. It has been argued éntatipatory practice enables local people
to exert a measure of control over demarcation.

The process of consultation is widely assumednsiti to the process of demarcation. It is
also a core ingredient of legitimacy. The demaorasiystem tend to reinforce the legitimacy

or seen as a legitimate when they are open to gphliticipation. Consultative mechanisms
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provide arenas for negotiation that protects varituterests. As they engage, it can be
argued, actors develop a stake in the system, wkidlfiorces its legitimacy and gives them
an interest in sustaining it. Evidence suggestisdbasultative and inclusive mechanisms that
facilitate bargaining and negotiation contributgtdlic acceptance of demarcation and their
outcomes. Accordingly, inclusion and participatioake it more likely that citizens will trust
the demarcation system. Ultimately, the larger ctije of participation processes is to
facilitate enough trust building and transparemhaecation process.

Consequently, the relevant constitutional and legsiruments should provide for various
mechanisms for consultation and mediation. It ipanant that stakeholders understand the
process: why demarcation is occurring, what catemwe to be utilized in the process, and
what the outcome of the process is likely to besi@@ng and carrying out a formal public
consultation to solicit their comments will promdi@nsparency and minimize cynicism
regarding the demarcation process.

In the light of the preceding paragraphs, includegpublic consultation phase in the
demarcation process is essential for promotingstrarency. In addition, the more transparent
the process, the more likely people are to viewdhteome of the demarcation process as
legitimate. Accordingly, democratic procedures setg produce efficient and legitimate
decisions. Another issue is a procedure for comfdaand appeals, which provides a
simplified and more transparent method for theltggm of disputes.

As has been argued earlier, countries that haventigcestablished or reformed their
demarcation practices have often instituted afsitrmal rules, or criteria, for their boundary
authorities to consider when demarcating LG bouedarLocal boundary demarcation
provisions often use specific language in ordeglitminate objections and ambiguities, which
may later give rise to dispute.

The Nigerian Constitution has some similar provisioThe 1999 Nigerian Constitution
assigns the demarcation of LG area$Tioe persorauthorized by law to prescribe the area
over which a LG council may exercise authoffand lists the factors to which regard
should be paid in such delimitation. Subsectiori the Constitution then sets out the criteria

for the creation of LGs:

3485 7 (2) of the 1999 Constitution of the Federgbisic of Nigeria
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The person authorized by law to prescribe the avea which a local
governments council may exercise authority’ shall-
a. define such area as clearly as practicable; and

b. ensure, to the extent to which it may be reasonpistyfiable
that in defining such area regard is paid to
i. the common interest of the community in the area;

ii. traditional association of the community; and
iii. administrative convenience

Indeed, the constitution does not provide for repngation of local representatives from the
affected LG area¥”’

According to Art 179 (4) of the 1995 Uganda’s Cam$ibn, any measure for the alteration
of boundaries or creation of districts or admmnaiste units shall be based on the necessity
for effective administration, the need to bringvesss closer to the people, the means of
communication, geographical features, density giutetion, economic viability, and the
wishes of the people concerned.

Section 1 (4) of the Ghana's LG Act(Act 462) stgtes the criteria of population,
geographical contiguity and economic viability (ths the ability of an area to provide the
basic infrastructural and other developmental ndsmta the monetary and other resources
generated in the area), for creation of districts

The South African example provides again an intergsnsight into criteria of LG boundary
demarcation. South African Municipal Demarcatiort At27 of 1998, Sections 24 and 25 of
the Demarcation Act laid down the criteria that Bward had to take into account. Section 24
deals with demarcation objectives and section &5 lihe factors that have to be taken into
account when determining municipal boundaries. Abesates that the Demarcation Board
must consider the following factors when makingeaision(s 25):

a. the interdependence of people, communities and ceci@s
as indicated by-
i. existing and expected patterns of human settlement
and migration;
ii. employment;
iii. commuting and dominant transport movements;
iv. spending;
v. the use of amenities, recreational facilites and
infrastructure; and
vi. commercial and industrial linkages;
b. the need for cohesive, integrated and unfragmeateds,
including metropolitan areas;
c. the financial viability and administrative capaciof the
municipality to perform municipal functions efficidy and

34%alu, Supranote 301, p.236
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effectively;

d. the need to share and redistribute financial amairgdtrative
resources;

e. provincial and municipal boundaries;

f. areas of traditional rural communities;

g. existing and proposed functional boundaries, inoiyd
magisterial districts,voting districts, health, transport, police
and census enumerator boundaries;

h. existing and expected land use, social, economid an
transport planning;

i. the need for co-ordinated municipal, provincial arational
programmes and services, including the needs for the
administration of justice and health care;

j. topographical, environmental and physical charéttes of
the area;

k. the administrative consequences of its boundary
determination on-

i. municipal creditworthiness;

ii. existing municipalities, their council members and
staff; and

iii. any other relevant matter; and

I. The need to rationalize the total number of mumiliies
within different categories and of different typisachieve
the objectives of effective and sustainable serdebvery,
financial viability and macro-economic stability.

From the above, it is clear that criteria are higanumerical and to a considerable extent
objective. The relative importance of the mainezid is clearly defined in the legislation, and
is not a matter in which the bodies conducting deatéon have any significant discretion. It
is also clear that in South Africa, boundary changgke into account ethnically neutral
factors, such as economic, geographic and infretsirel features. It can be argued that the
legal provisions governing demarcations are préciskafted, are detailed, and give
relatively little scope for discretion in their ingnentation. The South Africa’s model may
rightly be hailed for the fact that the criteria wemeant to assure that existing social,
economic, and geographic and spatial variables tedéwen into account in the demarcation of
LGs.

The Australian experience offers similar theorétipalitical and economic justifications for
LG boundary demarcation. In Australia, those LGSAittat set out criteria to be taken into
account when considering boundary changes tendétl ds much on matters of community

of interest, local values, impacts of change anchaitzatic representation — although the
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relative weighting to be given to such factorsas stipulatec® In Queensland, for instance,

the LG Regulation of 2005 states that:

The external boundaries of a local governments sieald be drawn
in a way that has regard to community of intergstiuding that the
local government area should generally-

(a) reflect local communities, for example, the geogiegl pattern
of human activities (where people live, work agmigage in
leisure activities), and the linkages between lagahmunities;
and

(b) have a centre, or centers, of administration ansicee easily
accessible to its population; and

(c) ensure effective elected representation for ressdeand
ratepayers; and

(d) have external boundaries that-

i. do not divide local neighborhoods or adjacent
rural and urban areas with common interests or
interdependencies, including, for example,
economic, cultural and ethnic interests or
interdependencies; and

i. subject to the water catchment principle-follow
the natural geographical features and non-natural
features separating different communities; and

i do not dissect properties

From the foregoing, it can be said that a set ibérza for formation of new LGs should be
decided and laid down by law. In this regard, itciear that an objective, scientific and
enduring criteria should be formulated. The chaz@erion should stand the test of time and
be applicable henceforth. It can be taken for gdrhat a set of criteria will provide clear
information to the existing LGs about size anddtite of LGs accepted in the future. The
comparative evidence indicated that almost all twemthat have formal demarcation criteria
require that the common interest of the communitythe area should be considered.
Population size and geographic considerations #rer criteria that relate directly to the
process of creating LGs. The importance of conBaftawas stressed in many cases. The
process of undertaking consultation can serve @sleable means to identify and engage
various stakeholders. In addition, consultation icexnease transparency, build trust, resolve
issues of fact, and distinguish these from issfi@ste@rest.

In brief, there are no silver demarcation bullets,single set of structures or principles or

criteria that are uniformly “best.” In other wordkere is no single best model of creating and

350 Chris Aulich, et al ‘Consolidation in Local Government: A Fresh LdoRustralian Centre of Excellence for Local
GovernmentVol. 1 (2011), p.20
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demarcating LGs that states can apply. More gdgettéle actual dynamics of boundary
demarcation are complex, and they may include seéugeractions of variables and effects.
In a comparative sense, it is imperative to notat thne of the most stable factors in
democratic federations has been the consistentyGaboundaries. It is quite possible — as
has been experienced in some other federal cosintrignat changes to boundaries will be
required. The experiences of other federal cowtgach as Nigeria, show that amendments
to LG boundaries may be required from time to tifBeen in the case of long-established
federations such as Germany, alterations to LG darties have been undertaken. It is
therefore common for LG boundaries to be adjusteatder to deal with new challenges and
realities.

It is difficult to draw definite conclusions abodémarcation criteria. From the comparative
analysis, it can be said that many of the caseshasige the importance of procedural
transparency and consultation in boundary demartatiAnother principal lesson from the
experiences described above is that demarcatiandshely on locally specific contexts. Any
demarcation must rely on a detailed understandinigeo'idiosyncracies' of each unique local
context. The importance of transparency in dememecdikewise was underscored. It has
been argued that demarcation of LG boundaries nedoks transparent in its regulations and
procedures. It can be suggested that the morepaesrst the demarcation proceedings, the
less motivation to serve the narrow immediate e@xex of individual incumbents.

In fact, every country has its specific circumsemand LG criteria. Following the above
comparisons, one can conclude that South Africansy&em operates based on a very
progressive legislation. The important aspediésdompetence and credibility of MDB. The
importance of an independent body in demarcatiocgss may appear to be self-evident. In
addition, the strength can be seen to be the ptaxfube application of enduring principles
rather than less well-defined ad hoc consideratiofise Act typically specifies the
demarcation criteria and it also tell us how tharitaries of LG shall be demarcated.

In conclusion, it is submitted that there are nanown principles of LG boundary
demarcation, which are applied to all countriesisltimportant, however, to note that
demarcation should be conducted based on cleattifaed criteria. It is essential also that
the process itself be perceived as nonpartisaniraependent. In addition, it should be
pointed out that the creation of legitimate viahlés is seen as a precondition for the

successful devolution of authority to decentraliziedtitutions®* In order to assure

351 Oivind Hetland, ‘The Politics of the Decentralioat Reform in Mali: Democratization, State-Socid®glations and
Local Governance,’ Unpublished PhD Thesis, Univegrsi Oslo, 2007, p.134
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“viability” of the new LGs that have legitimacy amg those who inhabit them, a large-scale
participatory system should be organif%Hence, some mechanism for ensuring public
input into the demarcation process should be adlirConsultation is important for several

reasons: it promotes public awareness of the dextiancprocess, it encourages discussion
and even consensus among the stakeholders, antbritofes transparency and lends

legitimacy to the demarcation exercise.

52 bid.

65



Chapter- 3: Research Design and Methodology
This chapter covers the approach and methods usedgdthe assessment including the
research design, sources of data, data collectemhniques, sampling and sampling
techniques as well as methods of data analysialsti describes some ethical concerns

considered during the whole process of conductirggtudy.

3.1 Research Methods and Design

This study aims at assessing the challenges ankicatipns associated with the practice of
LG creation and demarcation of their boundariesEiiopia. This study employs a
descriptive design and qualitative research approacd analysis. It is assumed that
descriptive design is fitting to describe and iptet conditions are existing, processes that
are going, effects that are evident, practicesrends that are developed regarding LG
creation and boundary demarcation.

It is believed that qualitative methods encouraggendiscussion and involvement by the
respondents on issues related to LG creation amdab@tion of boundaries. As some
scholars argue, the proposal behind qualitativearehh may lead to purposefully select
participants or sites, or documents or visual netehat will best help the researcher
understand the problem and the research questresy€ll, 2009; Casley and Kumar, 1988).
Qualitative method is employed for this to devedofevel of detail about the practice of LG
creation and boundary demarcation as well as toiscgleep information about the actual

experiences of the participants.

3.2 Sources of Data

As to the data used, the distinction is can be éetwprimary and secondary sources of data,
with the former referring to primary or base docutse(such as minutes or laws) and
interviews, while the latter refers to the acadetitierature on the subject matter. Both
primary and secondary data are used as a sourncdoofation for this research. Primary
data is collected through key informant interviewbgereas secondary data is collected from
both published and unpublished sources. An in-deg#rview is carried out with Federal,
Regional State and LG officials, selected seniared&ralization and LG experts and local
residents and other relevant sources with a viewebinput on the subject matter. Key
informant interview is preferred because it is assd that the actual operation or LG in
process can be best captured through analysesaofdthered by such primary interviews. It

is assumed that in-depth interviews can give aebetpportunity to observe, discover and
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interpret LG information through close interactiand relationships with the respondents.
Semi-structured interview is preferred to be opgruhexpected factors and issues, which the

interviewee may bring up.

This study also makes use of legal doucments angdty extensive recent literature that has
emerged on decentralization and federalism in text of LG in Ethiopia. Considerable
data is collected through analysis of various aaieg of document, which includes
constitutions, laws, proclamations, minutes, lsttgperformance reports, books, journal

articles, and pertinent academic research papers.
3.3 Instruments and Procedures of Data Collection

3.3.1 Interview

This study employs semi-structured interview guige instrument of data collection.
Qualitative researchers usually employ semi-strectunterviews, which involve a number
of open-ended questions based on the topic aremtsthie researcher wants to cover
(Hancock,et al, 2007). It is believed that the open-ended naturéhef questions posed
defines the topic under investigation but providggportunities for both interviewer and
interviewee to discuss some issues related to @tion and boundary demarcation in more
detail. Itis assumed also that in a semi strectunterview the interviewer has the freedom
to probe the interviewee to elaborate on an orlgiesponse or to follow a line of inquiry
introduced by the interviewee. An interview guide prepared, based on the questions
outlined in the research questions. The interviende, which is used to collect the view
from key informants, is presented in Appendix-1.

Primary data for this research is collected fronpt&mber 2014 to April 2015. The
researcher has recorded information from intervieusing handwritten notes and
audiotaping. For the interviews of civil servantgldocal residents, the researcher recorded
the interview, however, the respondents’ namesarmved this information from Appendix
II. This data will remain in the author's possessid.ikewise, for the interviews of
government officials, no names are ever recordedadimrespondents are informed of this at
the start of the interview. Since the interviewcenducted in Amharic and Afan Oromo,
languages in which the researcher is fluent inrethie no need to use an interpreter. A
separate interview guides in Afan Oromo and Amharie not formally prepared, though

interviews are conducted in these languages.
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The interviewees are identified by their roles atatus in a way that would not compromise
their safety. Thus, to protect the anonymity of théerviewees and yet to satisfy the
requirement of documentation of the research, nkerviewees or informants are identified
by common names and number. For instance, the datiation sample: ‘(Interviewee 14,
2014: 3), refers to the interviewee number, tharya the interview conducted and the page
number in the researcher's field note respectiviglg. number assigned to the interviewees is
classified as follows: from number 1 to 5 to thedeml government; from 6 to 33 to the
Oromia Regional State and from 34 to 60 to the SRNP

3.3.2 Document Analysis

In order to substantiate the information that condtl be accessed through in-depth interview
with key informants mentioned above, document asiglis used in this study. In order to

find out information regarding loc LG creation abdundary demarcation, the relevant
materials are reviewed and archival analysis islaoted. Document analysis is carried out in
order to internalize the subject matter and to mete knowledge of previous empirical

studies on the same subject matter.

3.4 Sampling Techniques and Sample Size

Purposive sampling is employed to select the Redid@tates of the study, LGs and
respondents. This dissertation tries to explas libw and why of LG formation and the
demarcation of their boundaries by using cases fosomia and SNNP regions and see the
wider picture of LGs in the Ethiopian federal syste

Accordingly, the paper looks at the politics ofatieg LG in Oromia and SNNPR. The
selection of comparative research method, genecalhgsidered as a process of discovering
similarities and differences among phenomena (Wanand Osherson 1973), is justified and
promising at least for three reasons. First, th@se most populous and largest Regional
States undertook far-reaching constitutional arghlleeforms concerning LGs in the past
decades. Second, the dynamics seem to be simiassathe two cases. LGs operate under
comparable legislative frameworks, albeit diversditipal milieus; hence they provide an
ideal environment for analysis of challenges anpliiwations usually associated with politics
of creation of LGs and demarcation of their bouretain Ethiopia. Moreover, in both
Regional States, there has been a noticeableameztnew LGs in recent years.

Third, considering the investigation of LG boundaemarcation, the objective is to select

Regional States with a different ethnic compositzomd existing demarcation system. It is
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believed that the two Regional States represenitabde setting for the assessment of LG
creation and boundary demarcation exercises.

Consequently, it is believed that, because of thecwire and variance which LGs exhibit,
they might provide insights into general issues &edds, which may well relate and be
“extrapolated” to LG developments in other RegioBtdtes of the country. Accordingly, the
study examines a number of empirical cases frorh bbthe study regions to look at trends
of LG creation and boundary demarcation. Case sefetor this research is limited to five
zones in the two Regional States: three from OroMiast Shewa, OSZSF; lllubabor and
two from SNNPR: Debub Omo and Gamo Gofa. The dataliected from 2@oredas five
woredasfrom Debub Omo zone (Hamer, Bena Tsemay, Nyangeitsub Ari and Semen
Ari); five woredasfrom Gamo Gofa zone (Kucha, Chencha, Deramaloalkbaya and
Boreda); threevoredasfrom lllubabor (Gechi, Bedele and Chewaka); thwewedasfrom
FZSZ (Holeta, Burayu and Sebeta) and fauaredasfrom West Shewa (Cheliya, Dendi,
Ambo and Ejere). Clearly, the study of the casethentwo Regional States may not have
significance in the statistical sense of the tebut, still can generate some explanations,
which are persuasive to the extent that paraleelstiter cases can be drawn. The list of LGs
visited is included in Table 3.1 below.

The four categories of target respondents incldfieias at Federal, Regional, LG levels and
ordinary citizens. Details of the target responglent provided in Table 3.2. Informants are
selected on the basis of their knowledge aboutitsaes concerned. A total of sixty
qualitative interviewees are conducted: thirty & officials; twenty are officials at the
Federal, Regional State and Zone levels; ten ara the civilian population who are deemed
to be close to the political process the local l¢Vable 3.2). Information and claims from the
politicians and officials are rechecked througheimtews of experts and local residents in
order to confirm the accurate description of thecpss or gather alternative explanations.
Respondents include, among others, federal execofficials and members of parliament;
Regional State Council members and executive afficizone administration officials;
woredachief administrative officers ansgloredacouncilors, civil servants, experts and local
residents.

From the total of sixty interviews, twenty-seveteiviews are conducted in SNNPR, twenty-
four interviews are conducted in Oromia, and the¢ néne are conducted in Addis Ababa. In
some cases, an interview from a single individoaktmore than four pages. The coded list

of interviews, including date, place of interviemdathe interviewee’s job category, are
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included as Appendix Il. Table 3.1and 3.2 belowigate the list of the study areas and

sample size of respondents.

Table 3-1: List of Study Areas

g9
= @© .
2 & Oromia SNNPR
04
Q
5 West OSZSF | lllubabor | Debub Omo | Gamo Gofa
N Shewa
Cheliya | Holeta Gechi | Hamer Kucha
Dendi Burayu Bedele | Bena Tsemay Chencha
«
3 Ambo | Sebeta] Chewaka Debub Ari Deramald
o
= Ejere Semen Ari Mirab Abaya
Nyangtom Boreda

Table 3-2: Profile of key informants

Background Number
Federal Officials 5
Regional State Officials 10
Zone Officials 5
LG Officials 30
Local Residents 10

3.5 Method of Data Analysis

As it is described above, this research is bemkfitem combination of data from different

sources. In addition to document analysis, in-deptérviews are held with key informants

from Federal, Regional and LGs, and other practie and relevant parties from the LG
sector. The analysis and interpretation of datamglucted based on the information provided
by key informants of the study and relevant docusieA descriptive data analysis is

employed to describe the results and to achieveltfextives of the study.
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Information obtained from interview is selected amdjanized based on stated research
questions and interview guide. The data is theralyiddentified, and discussed under

specific subject using descriptive narrations.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

Some ethical practices are upheld in all steps@frésearch process principally during data
collection. Accordingly, at the time of data cotiea the researcher has introduced the
purpose of the research to the respondents befkirggtany information from them to make

the interviewee voluntary and all the informatidstained in the process will be maintained
confidential. All interview meetings are audio red@d upon permission from all respondents
at the start of taping. To protect the anonymityndérview respondents, full names are not
given anywhere. Therefore, as it is promised toitlerviewees to protect their privacy, as

they preferred to remain anonymous, and in ordemvinid risks they may face regarding

possible retribution because of the interview, tiagnes of all of the interviewees are not
revealed in the dissertation. Many efforts are madeport data honestly, without changing
or altering the findings to satisfy certain premiot In addition, studies undertaken by other

scholars are not plagiarized, and credit is givwmifaterial quoted from other studies.

71



Chapter- 4: History of LG in Ethiopia: A Brief Sketch

The vast majority of Ethiopia’s people who live time countryside
have little contact with the central governmentabkshment and the
men who wield power in it. [...] Since time immemdyidhe
Ethiopian peasantry has been ruled by the locasgumr3>3

Throughout its long and complex history, the Etmopstate has
been threatened by centrifugal forces of regiomali§Vhile these
forces were nurtured by geography, ethnicity, refigand many
other disintegrative factors, the major cause Fairtthreat to the
centre was their manipulation by the provinciad®mwho controlled
the periphery in an autonomous mantiér.

Many scholars assert that Ethiopian LG has deefs ioothe past>® However, the general
outlines of the modern Ethiopia’s political systeate back to the reign of Menelik, which
was to become the foundation of the current Ethiopitate at the turn of ¥ &entury®®
What follows is a very partial sketch of a histafyLG in Ethiopia. The following section
discusses the creation of LGs in Ethiopia sincefthmation modern Ethiopian state in the
19" century. In this regard, an attempt is made toij@a general summary of LG and
administrative (re)division in Ethiopia since thegn of Menelik, with weighty emphasis on
the criteria and motives behind LG reforms. Charigesumber and boundary are used as an

important framework in tracing the history of LG.

4.1 Historical Trends in LG (re)division

With its large population and land area, Ethiopées Imistorically been divided into several
political subdivisions. According to many scholaasnew system of LG administration had
been initiated by Menelik (1889-1913) to facilitatentral control from Addis Ababa’
Menelik was credited with introducing the termwraja and woredaas first and second

orders of LG respectively.

353 3. Markakis Ethiopia: Anatomy of Traditional Polit§Oxford University: Clarendon Press, 1974), p.347

354 3. Cohen and P. Koehn, ‘Local Government Refortthiopia: Prospects for Reform in the 1970s,” Papesented at
the Seventeenth Annual Meeting of the African StadAssociation, Chicago, 1974, p.20

355 Many scholars claim that, during most of its higfcEthiopia wasde factofederal country, where the power of the
Monarch was often superficial and remote, and regjiautonomy substantial. In other words, Ethiapisted as de facto
federal system, in which the emperor exercisederatif national importance, while regional kingddmsl some powers to
tax, guarantee local security and regulate trade, 8mong others, Assefa FiseRageralism and the Accommodation of
Diversity in Ethiopia: A Comparative Studiijmegen: Wolf Legal Publishers, 2006); Zemelakeke, 'Local Government
in Ethiopia: still an apparatus of control2aw, Democracy and Developmgntol. 15 (2011)

356 By 1900, Menelik had succeeded in establishingrobmver much of present-day Ethiopia. Hence, @il took its
present shape with existing boundaries in thedaatter of the 19th century in the process of ttgaasion of the Ethiopian
State. For a better understanding of the procedbeotreation of a modern Ethiopian state, see,ngnmhers, Teshale
Tibebu, The Making of Modern Ethiopia896-1974(Lawrenceville, NJ: The Red Sea Pres§)1®8hhru ZewdeA History

of Modern Ethiopia, 1855-197Athens, O.H: Ohio University Press, 1991); Mer&adina, Ethiopia: Competing Ethnic
Nationalisms and the Quest for Democracy,1960-20&@herlands: Shaker Publishing,2003)

357 See, for instance, Simon Messing, ‘Changing EfgidpgMiddle East J.Vol. 9, No. 4 (1955), p.425
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According to Daniel:

While the bases and political motives behind change
administrative subdivisions of Ethiopia have varieger time, the
main criteria, at least during the reign of Menetikem to have been
fertility of land, type and distribution of ethnigroups and
geographical locatiofr?

According to Markakis, the structure of the provwacadministration is “based on the
traditional design according to which homogenougsuwith a sense of historical identity
constituted separate entities for purposes of goment”>>° Markakis further notes that:

The demarcation of the southern provinces followimgir conquest
was more haphazard, and the criteria of homogeimeity historical
identity often gave ground to considerations of itmpal and

administrative convenience, which resulted in festfichange®”

In brief, the rationale proffered was administratsonvenience and the demarcation, in most
of the cases, paid little heed to regional or etignoup feeling. Responsibility for provincial
administration was entrusted to the Ministry of thierior, which was established in 1908 as
an intermediate organ between the Emperor and mm@ti governors and heralded the
beginning of a centralized hierarchical system 6f &dministration in Ethiopiz®* In fact,
available records do not provide precise figuregarging the number of LGs during this
period>®?

The succeeding Haile Silassie | regime is generatbdited with initiating modern LG
reforms in Ethiopid®® By the time of Italian invasion in 1935, the caynivas divided into
32 ghizatsor administrative region$’ The number ofwrajas andworedasis not clearly
known®¢®

The Italians occupied Ethiopia between 1936 andlL1%éllowing the occupation, Ethiopia
was officially merged with Eritrea and Somalia irgn entirely new territory calledfrica
Orientale Italiana(AOI) or Italian East AfricZ® This area was then divided into six separate

provinces: Eritrea, including Tigray; Amhara, formineut of the old provinces of Bagemder,

358 Daniel Gamachu, ‘A Nation in Perpetual Transititve Pattern of Changes in Administrative Divisiams! Subdivisions
in Ethiopia’. In HG Marcus (edi)New Trends in Ethiopian StudieBapers of the 12th International conference of
Ethiopian Studieg$NJ: The Red Sea Press, 1994), p.83

359 Markakis,Supranote353, p.348

360 i,

361 H.K. Asmerom, ‘Trends toward Decentralization ithiBpia,” Studies in comparative Decentralizatjoviol. | (1967),
p.57

362 Asmelash Beyene, ‘Some Notes on the EvolutioRexfional Administration in Ethiopia,Ethiopian J. of Development
Researchyol.9, N0.1(1987), p.33

363 See, Theo Van der Loop, ‘Local Democracy and Diabration in Ethiopia’. In Un-Habitat,.ocal Democracy And
Decentralization In East And Southern Africa Expedes From Uganda, Kenya, Botswana, Tanzania Ahiiga, (Un-
Habitat 2002), p.86

364 Daniel,Supranote 358, p.97; AsmelasBupranote 362, p.35

365 Daniel, Supranote 358, p.97

368 |hid.
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Gojjam, Wallo, and northern Shawa; Oromo and Sidahaolis Ababa; Harar; and Somalia,
including Ogader®’

It has been argued that the Italians redrew the, maginly, along nationality line¥®
According Voughan, when the six territorial govastops of Italian East Africa were
established, ethnic principles were applied indiig the territory®®° It is stressed that the
division sought to take into account ‘traditioralvs, customs, religion, and language’

This was difficult to achieve. [...] The principle pfoviding unitary
ethnic local government [...] proved to be unworkable
Administrative boundary lines cut across ethnicugo Next to the
ethnic principle, the geographical criterion wasg@ted, followed by
economic interests. [...] the principle of politicalpportunism
prevailed, rather than the ethnic one, althougHatier was followed
when possiblé’®

In brief, as a result of these arrangements, Ethjogs far as the Italians were concerned,
ceased to be a legal entity. The Governorships wsobdivided into district
Commissionerships, Residencies, and Vice Residerasesecond, third and fourth order
administrative divisions respectively. Thus, during their occupation, the Italians inéa
number of changes.

In short, the Italian occupation period saw somgisathents of boundaries of LGs. The
Italians had redrawn the LG of Ethiopia, accordimgvhat they considered to be appropriate
units for administrative purposes without consgjtthe inhabitants. Although it is said that
the Italians attempted to drew ethnically inspibedindaries, the historical evidence indicates
that the process of demarcation was on the basirafegic and political considerations
rather than on any rational basis. In brief, altfiothe occupation period had been relatively
short in duration, its impact on the subsequenstiGcture was not negligible.

With the end of World War Il and the Emperor’'s metdrom exile, and following the
precedent set by the Italians, a four-tier LG donswas set up through Decree No. 1 of
194232 Decree No. 1 of 1942 envisaged a new system obiis up through a hierarchical
four-tier systeni’® According to Asmelash, in the area of regional wmistration, a
committee composed dRas Abebe, DejazmachZewdu Abokoran,Woizero Shoareged

Gedle,DejazmachMekonen (the Minister of Interior) anisehafiTezazWolde Giorgis was

367 | pid.

368 AsmelashSupranote 362, p.37

369 sarah VoughatEthnicity and Power in EthiopialJnpublished PhD Thesis, The University of Edinby2gi3, p.120
370 Shacchi cited in Sarah Vough&@ypranote369, p.120

371 Daniel,Supranote 358, p.98

372 |pid.

373 See, Administrative Regulations of 1942, DecreelN¥egaritGazeta 1st Year, No.6, 27 March, 1942

74



setup to propose new administrative divisions far ¢ountry. Consequently, on the basis of
the Committees proposal, the country was dividéa 12 awrajas and 60woredas and 339
wana mislenesand 1176mislenesand their governors were appointed by the central
government’*

Hence, as has been noted earlier, as first ord@siah, 12awrajaswere created through an
amalgamation of the 32 pre-wglnizats which were further subdivided into &bredas 339
wanamislenesand 1176nislenesas second, third and fourth orders respectiv@ly.

Various criteria were adapted in restructuring ltkss. According to Asmelash, the new LG
divisions were carved mainly with centralization nmnd and ethnic factors were hardly
considered in the carving of the new ar&8s.

Hence, after liberation, as Markakis argues, thwvipcial boundaries were redrawn, with
smaller units being incorporated into twelve lapgevinces’’’ Along with the obvious need
for ‘consolidation’, it has been argued, politicainsiderations influenced the redrawing of
the provincial map’® According to Paulos, the decree had both admiaiisé and political
impact:

Administratively, it deconcentrated the central gawment and
established a complex network of field agents regméng the
various ministries in the capital. Politically déprived the traditional
elites, who had previously served as provincial iatstrators, of
their enormous discretionary pow&r.

According to Asmerom, the decree was essentiatiynpitgated to establish a unified system
of LG administration throughout the nation as veall“to strengthen national unity and foster
a homogenous and hierarchical process of decisiaking from the centre down to the
lowest territorial level®®® For Keller, provincial boundaries were redrawnréaluce the
power of aristocrats in certain areas, which wemglitional administrative regioris:
Accordingly, LG boundaries were redrawn to weakies power of aristocrats in the sense

that many of the powers of local governors weretatled®*? Similarly, according to
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Adejumobi, reorganization of provincial administoasits was guided by a decision to limit
many of the discretionary powers of local govertidt$n a similar vein, Teshale wrote that:

Besides the need for state centralization, theaweithig of provinces
had political-power considerations. Shawa and Wghe latter was
the domain of the Crown Prince Asfa Wossen) expartteir size;
the traditional province of Amhara ceased to exEgray was
reduced in size, part of it added to Wallo for @®wn Prince; and
Hararge was split into Hararge and BXfe.

Hence, according to Teshale, it was not merely thatLG units of the country that had
changed, but also that the power of regional netabvas reduced extensivéfyTeshale
argues that by redrawing the internal territori@mubdaries of Ethiopia, Haile Silassie
“destroyed the traditional power base of, what besiders as ‘thgebersystem™>®n this
regard, it is stated that boundaries of LG unitsenghanged in order to break the power of
regional leaders while administrators were fregiyemhoved to prevent them from
establishing regional following&’ According to Zemelak, the redrawing of boundaries
intended “to weaken the hitherto autonomous proalrar regional rulers, especially those of
northern Ethiopia®®®

It is assumed that the criteria for the LG divisieere mostly administrative convenience and
in some cases depended on the power and influgnioea landlords®® From this, it can
infer that criteria such as settlement patternegwhomic viability were hardly considered in
the demarcation of LG¥?

In brief, the Administrative Regulations Decreel®8%2 was primarily promulgated to create
a uniform system of LG administration. Provincidhanistration was reorganized under the
control of the Ministry of Interior. The Ministryfdhe Interior had overall responsibility for
central supervision of LGs. As provided in the &cradministrators at all levels were
simply made employees of the Ministry of Interiardawere provided with support staffs

such as clerks and secretaries who were also palaties directly by the national
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government. Hence, it is apparent that the authtsitmake changes in the map of LG was
vested in the Minister of the Interior.

Through decree No.6 of 1946, which only had a sligfiuence on the LG system, the four-
tier LG system of the early 1940s was maintainetctiies names of the LGs were changéd.
The first level LG division was renaméeklayghizat the second was namadraja, and the
name of the third level was changed imreda and that of the fourth level teniktil
woreda’®

In short, it can be said that the LG system createti941l was slightly revised in 1946.
Indeed, little was changed beyond the terminologipce these LGs retained the same
boundaries and features as did in the past. They nearly all the same in structure and in
powers. It follows, therefore, that the reform didt produce sweeping changes to the
previous LG system. Indeed, this division again Veasr inherited by th®erg, with slight
modifications. The division was preserved and rescivalid until 1987 with only small
alternations. In brief, the decree did not creabég change in the LG system and most of the
divisions were kept with few alteration.

Eritrea was federated with Ethiopia in 1852and Ogaden was finally returned in whole to
Ethiopia in 1954 and became part of Harargeklay ghizat*** Bale, formerly part of
Hararghe was created as a rteklayghizatin early 196G°>° Because of this change, around
1961, there were 1t&klayghizatsor first- level LG divisions®® These were subdivided into

87 awrajas 387woredas and 108@miktil woredas®®’ According to Asmelash, when Harar
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was split into Bale Haraeklay ghizats the unmanageability of the area due to its siae w
underlined as a main reastfi.

Hence, with the abolition of the federal statusEoitrea in 1962 and the elevation of the
district of Bale in Harar to the status ofeklayghizat the numbeteklayghizatswere grown

to 143%° Around the same period, Ogaden was made a sphiaihistrative region within
Hararghe under the Ministry of Interior and Gleld attamer Bakaawraja of Gemu Gofa
were made a special administrative region under direct control of the central
government® As a result, there wedejure 14 teklay ghizateinddefacto16°* These were
subdivided into 9%wrajas 444woredas and 1, 328niktil woredasn the mid-19604%2
Around the late-1960s, the major change in the ¥S§esn of Ethiopia was the abolition of
miktil woredaas LG unit, and thus changes of LG hierarchiem ffour to three level®® As
already stated above, the process of LG changésgduis period indicates that the number
of teklay ghizts remained unchanged, while the number and impaogtasic the miktil
woredasvigorously decreased. Accordingly, the basic cleatiogk place in the LG system of
country was thamiktil woredaswere put an end to and their places were mostigrntapver
by woredas

During the early 1970s, there were tbklay ghizats 101 awrajas and 547woredas:®*
According to Asmelash, the reason given for aboigmiktil woredaswas administrative:

It was alleged that they simply increased the adnative hierarchy
and it was argued that by doing away with them, eaessary
administrative delays could be eliminaf&d.

According to Markakismiktil woredashad proved of little administrative value and were
gradually eliminated®® The fourteenteklay ghizats vary greatly in size of area and
population?®” As is the case with theklayghizats according to Markakiswrajasrepresent
partly the continuity of traditional entities andrfy political and administrative expediency
and they also vary greatly in size of area and faajoun.*%®

It is clear from the above that there had beenraéwhanges in the LG divisions of the

country at different times. As Asmelash arguesthm decades prior to the revolution, one
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observes numerous restructuring at Wareda and awraja levels undertaken for different
reasond® In case were keeping a certain nationality inteas regarded as a threat to the
regime, according to Asmelash, boundaries of tlkeasain which the nationality lived were
manipulated in order to split the nationality imtiéferent LGs**°

In some cases, as Asmelash argues, some ethnipsgware brought under one LG
administration with the expectation that frequesalthgs in market places, courts and other
service centers may bring about better understgnbetween therfi: Likewise, Daniel’'s
reflection confirms the observation that there s hastorical link between ethnicity and
administrative division:

[1]t seems that the territorial distribution of atb groups in Ethiopia,
in addition to the natural physiography of the mioy, has always
been one of the main criteria employed in the pastibdividing the
country for political and administrative purpo$é&s.

According Daniel, ethnic manipulation, which hasbelone through the creation of LGs,
was adopted mainly “to manage local challenge®tural power*'® There were also cases,
according to Asmelash, when the prevention of tmljtthe same ethnic group among
different LG administrations was considered as apate strategy™* According to
Asmelash, the need to bring together all Gelelmaawraja in 1950 was a case in poftit.
The scramble for additional territories among iefitial governors was also considered
another factor influencing the restructuring of ldiisions®*® As Asmelash argues, the
struggle among influential governors to get the Erogs approval for enlarging theghizats
was quite commoft:” Asmelash goes on to point out that:

Such territorial gains of course meant access teertand in these
areas, the possibility of getting all kinds of gifrom prospective
office and land seekers who wanted to maintain rtHand

holdings?'

In brief, as indicated above, LG reform had alwdysen the result of complicated

compromises of many factors. There had been taaitmrisdiction problems related to the

409 AsmelashSupranote 362, p.41

410 For Asmelash, a good case in point would be tfie spRayaawraja into two awrajas Raya Azebo and Raya Kobo,
which were assigned again in two different admiatste regions, Tigrai and Wollo respectivelyid, p.42

411 Asmelash refers to the case of Yefat and Timumgeaja as well as the decision to bring together the feuding,
groups, i.e. the Gurages and some of the Arsi Osaimder a nevawraja-Haikotch and Butajira, Asmelasihid, p.42
“12Daniel, Supranote 358p.83

413 |hid.

414 AsmelashSupranote 362, p.42

415 |pid.

418 bid, p.43

417 hid.

“18\bid, p.44

79



often inaccurate, legally defined boundaries of ldts. The number and size of LGs were
skewed based on administrative and ethnic congidesaas well as variation in the influence
of provincial elites and governors.

As Asmelash argues, another development of sigmfie in the evolution of LG
administration in Ethiopia was the attempt to getAwraja self-administration in 1968
The LG reform was essentially part of the twin piels of modernization and decentralization
pursued during imperial period. The primarily aiofsthe 1966 Local s self-administration
order are stated in its preamble, as follows:

1. The people shall enjoy the benefits and facilifesvided by a
modern administration which makes full provisioor ftheir
active participation in the business of local goveent ;

2. The tasks and responsibilities of territorial sudisidons of the
nation have continued to grow with the advancirahiécal and
economic revolution of the nation so that a further
decentralization of such a system would now be migggousd?°

It has been argued that the motive was not to pegraup autonomy, but to allow a ‘limited
local administration in order to promote and faatk developmenf?* According to Aaron,
the idea of decentralization was first expressedihgy Ministry of the Interior and later
supported by a number of provincial governors feo tconflicting reasons; the former
wanted a more responsive and development orieiméhéstrative structure and control over
the provincial governors and local authorities, lehtihe latter aspired for greater local
autonomy from the central governméfft. In other words, according to Aaron,
decentralization was seen by local officials as ay wf consolidating control over local
resource$?

As Mihret argues, the draft bill proposed to gradministrative autonomy to S8wrajas
drawn the majority of the country’s fourteen praxés®** The policy could be considered,
according to Mihret, as a ‘typical administrativeeasure aimed at easing bureaucratic
congestion at the centre rather than a seriousntlatiegation experiment to bring about

effective self-governmenf2®> As Mihret argues, the policy did not have much actpon
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decentralization in Ethiopia mainly because theedrig parliament failed to pass the LG
finance bill**® The decentralization scheme was rejected by Reetfi@ and applied only in
17 selectecwrajaadministrations on an experimental basis.

According to Asmelash, the following factors areieied to have been used as criteria in the
selection of the 1awrajas (a) the resource base; (b) population and sizéefirea; (c)the
agricultural, industrial, mineral and communicatipatential; (d) the political situation of
awraja bordering neighboring countries; (e) inclusiorabfeast on@awraja from eachteklay

ghizat#?’

In brief, after the end of Italian occupation irhEpia and the restoration of the imperial rule,
the country’s LG structures were revised. UndeiteH@ilassie | rule, as indicated above, the
country’s LG structure went through two major refist

It is also indicated that the number of LG was gardgusly in flux.If we take a look at the
process of Ethiopia’s LG division during the easlyd middle twentieth century, we may
come to the conclusion that the number of provireesost remained unaltered (only two

additional provinces were created).

By the early 1940’s, a significant part of the systof miktil woredashad been formed,
replacingmislenes In 1968, approximately 95@iktil woredaswere identified; though, the
exact number was unknown, since they were always state of flux. This was twice as
many as the number aforedasand nine times the numberaiirajas.

However, miktil woredas began to lose its importance, signaled in manysarey the
reduction of their numberfThe number ofmiktil woredashad sharply decreased by late
1960’s and they were gradually abolished. The enddeindicates thaniktil woredaswere
either dropped in favor of thewrajasat the next level or down or pushed up towueda
level, merging with or forming separat®reda This was a major shift in the structure of LG
in imperial Ethiopia. Theawraja was the largest LG unit within a province and was
positioned at the top of the descending laddeubfovincial administrative units. Both the
territorial extent and the population @fvrajasvaried according to the size of and the number
of woredasinto which it was divided. In fact, in the courst historical development, the
function of awrajas has changed several times. However, their spatracture shows
relative stability, in certain cases they have baedified to a slight extent.

Since the formation of the Ethiopia’s modern adstiaitive system, it's most important LG

units have been thworedas As noted elsewhere in this paperoredasform the LG
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structure closest to citizens. The practice shdws, in contrast with thawrajas woredas
have been changed a lot several times in respenirober and boundary. On the other hand,
compared with the ever- changing numbewofedasandawrajas the number of provinces
was comparatively stable.

The evidence suggests that the old LG divisionghef country were loosely based on
ethnicity. Those divisions rather followed some adstrative-geographical factors. LGs
were generally considered as mere geographicaidng of a single state for the purpose of
administration. In most of the cases, therefore cfiterion of administrative expediency was
used to justify LG boundary alteration, often umpilened by geographical considerations.
This does not mean that the administrative bourdawiere not, to a certain degree, coherent
with ethnic boundaries. In a number of cases, etbancerns have historically been factors
in the redrawing of LG boundaries. Hence, it woaftpear that ethnicity had been granted
recognition as an unofficially suitable basis faimanistrative reorganization under certain
circumstances. However, in most of the cases, dasdnabove, LG boundaries were
determined by geographical and administrative corsg;enot ethnic or economic factors.

In view of the above, the earliest LG subdivisiarfsthe country were based mainly on
administrative convenience. However, the later igraent of the political map of Ethiopia
has been due principally to ethnic/political andremmic considerations. The same reasons
explain the various demands for new divisions asuhidary adjustments. The next section of
this paper examines the history of LG under thétanyl regime.

4.2 LG under the Military Regime (Derg)

On 12" September 197Herg*® terminated the 44 years rule of Emperor Haile Sigalk
The overthrow of Haile Selassie’s | regime wasdwkd by revolutionary socialist rhetoric.
The formal structure of LG in Ethiopia did not chyanin the years following the revolution,
though there was turnover of officials holding adisirative government positions under the
emperof*?®

The Derg regime (1975-1991) had maintained, as Ghebrehiargues, the previous

administrative division over the first thirteen yeaf its rule**° The administrative reform in
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this period had been carried out slowly. With itmd Reform Procl in March 1975, tBerg
called for the formation of Peasant Associationat tivould be responsible for the
implementation and enforcement of the land reforreasaires. Peasant Associations
represented the lowest level of government admmatieh. In the rural areas, Peasant
Associations were created kabele woreda,andawraja level. The territorial jurisdiction of
the chiga shumwas taken as the basis for delimiting the territafy each Peasant
Associations akebelelevel, with the geographical area of each Peasasbéiations set at a
minimum of 20gasha(about 800 hectares) of lafit.

The Minister of Land Reform and Administration, lithe co-operation of the Ministry of
Interior, was responsible for formation of Peasa#ssociations. Besides their rural
development functions, Peasant Associations wexaed to take over the administrative role
of the traditional leaders, and to become the loveagl of government authorifij? Peasant
Associations have been particularly important, asoWargues, in providing the government
with a means of implementation of land reform amnd establishing ties between the
peripheries and the cot&The emphasis in these Associations upon developmatters has
also played a role in “diverting attention from i@wnl political feelings, while, like the
former provincial elites of the north, they havelpeel keep the peace by ffiltering'

$4 According to De Waal, “the Peasant Associatiomsléeship was

government directive
purged and became an instrument of central ftife”.

In July 1975, theDerg issued Procl No. 47, which creat&dbeles or Urban Dwellers'
Associations. The Urban Dwellers' Associationsanee the urban equivalent to the so-
called Peasant Associations, founded bgrg. It was a variant of local administration
designed manage urban dwellings and Peasant Aieasidao implement land reforms. As
Clapham argues, the new Urban Dwellers' Associgtigrouping together communities of a
few thousand people each, nominally permitted towellers to administer themselves, but
“swiftly developed into indispensable agencies doban political control, responsible for
neighborhood policing, food rationing, military cmmiption and a variety of social services,
in addition to their original function of collectinrents**® They were organized at three

levels: at the local dtebelethe higher and central levels.
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The primary task of delineating the boundaries oél @rganizing the Urban Dwellers'
Associations was entrusted to the Ministry of UrBsvelopment and Housirtg’

In brief, it can be said that the Peasant Assaxriatand the Urban Dwellers' Associations are
a contribution of the new government to the soaiad political scene of Ethiopfa® They
were the key base-level institutions of therg Regime, which were both created as agencies
of local self-administratiofi*®

Apart from the creation of Peasant Associations @righn Dweller's Associations, no basic
changes were made in the LG divisions of Ethiopiél about the late 19774° There were,
however, according to Daniel, many ‘name changésegions and peoples apparently to
conform to the wishes of the various nationalififsThe name of the first order
administrative region was changed froeklay ghizatto kifle hager (administrative region),
which in turn divided into 102wrajasand 556woredas**? Towards the end of the 1970s
and in early 1980s, there were kile hagers (de facto Asseb), 105awrajas and 577

woredas™®

Hence, it can be argued that, tBberg only slightly reordered the imperial
regime's pattern of administrative organization.

In March 1986, a Constitutional Commission, whickd hts origin in the Institute for the
Study of Ethiopian Nationalities (ISEN), was forméal draft a new constitution. The
drafting of the 1987 PDRE Constitution was preceolethe establishment of the Institute for
the Study of Ethiopian Nationalities (ISEN) in 1988hich was entrusted with the
responsibility of studying the political, economsgxncial and cultural condition of Ethiopian
nationalities as well as the state structure amdigdtrative set-up on the basis of which the
new republic is to be establishdThe ISEN was staffed mostly by academics from Addis
Ababa University, who continued to serve as adsiderthe Constitutional Commission.
According to Voughan, ISEN'’s staff of around 20 pleoworked under the close supervision
of the political section of the regime, the Comnaesfor Organizing the Party of the

Workers of Ethiopia (COPWEJ? The institute’s report indicates that:
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[I]n the determination of those structures, in &ddito language and

cultural affinity and settlement pattern, such dastas regional

economic unity and viability, territorial contigyjt population size

and national security have been taken into acctifint.
According to Voughan, the results of research destmated that only 30 of Ethiopia’s 580
woredascould be considered monolingual and language-cumigty was abandoned in
favor of more acceptable criteria associated witmemic developmerit’
After having concentrated on a gradual alteratibthe state's administrative structure, with
the promulgation of the 1987 Constitution, the Meng regime prepared for a further
reorganization of LG system. With the establishnarthe PDRE, the LG boundaries of the
country, which were maintained without any sigrifit change since 1942, were re-dréin.
The 1987 Constitution of the military regime prasttdfor the division of the country into
‘Administrative Areas’ and ‘Autonomous Regions’ aledt the determination of their size to
be governed through by laW/¥.
The National Assembly (Nation&hengd was empowered to determine the Autonomous
Regions, their powers and boundaries by subsedagisiation?*® Hence, at its inaugural
session, the Nation&hengcenacted a government plan for the administragegganization
of LG. It was claimed that the historical politicahd administrative division ofeklay
ghizats awrajas woredas miktil woredaswas declared obsolete, imposing a more suitable
structure to face new challenges posed by the madtipolitical development. As a result,
twenty-five Administrative Areas and five AutononsmuRegions were created. The
Autonomous Regions consisted of Eritrea, Aseb, ayigDire Dawa, and OgadenEvery
Administrative Area and Autonomous Region was ferttivided into 354wrajas®>* The
kebelelevel Urban Dwellers’ Associations and Peasantogisdgions were retained while
woredaswere abolished.
In short, Ethiopia was divided into 14 AdministvaiRegions. The Administrative Regions
were subdivided into Provinceawraja which number 12. In addition, the city area df th
capital, Addis Ababa had a regional administratisatus and was divided into 4

administrative zones that were equivalentaterajas The awrajas were subdivided into

445 peoples’ Democratic Republic of Ethiopia/e* Astedader Kilil Tinat Budn ZegéfRegional Administration Study
Group Report] (Addis Ababa: Institute for the StuadyNationalities, 1986), pp. 9-10

447 \Joughan,Supranote 369, p.152

448 Zemelak Supranote 111, p.161

449 PDRE Constitution (1987), Art 59; The PDRE wasiaidlly proclaimed on February 22, 1987, at theetimaking
Ethiopia the latest of six Black African regimedscribing to the designation “People’s Republic”

450 pPDRE Constitution (1987), Art 60 and Art 61

451 Zemelak Supranote 111, p.161
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woredas In rural areas, the lowest administrative uniswiae Peasants’ Association, and in
urban areas, it was the Urban Dwellers’ Associati@eld.

The Administrative Regions varied considerably ies The biggest was Harerge with an
area of 254,804 ki and the smallest was Arsi with 24,6223 Similarly, the size of
awrajas varied greatly; Borena in Sidamo AdministrativegR@ was 65,262 kf while
Kallu province in Wello was only 1,431, K>

Concerning the number afvrajas as the following Table shows, Harerge had 13ovWeéd

by Wello with 12, while Arsi Administrative Regidmad only 3awrajas and Gamo Gofa 4.
The majority had 6 to 7 each. Similarly, the numbémworedasin each Administrative

Region varied; Shewa had 1@/bredas again Arsi and Gamo Gofa had 22 as the lowest.

Table 4-1: The number of LGs, 1987

No. Administrative Regions | Awrajas | Woredas | Peasant Associations
1 |[Arsi 3 22 1119
2 Bale 5 25 220
3 | Eritrea 9 39 281
4 | Gamo Gofa 4 22 777
5 | Gojjam 7 35 2690
6 | Gonder 7 29 1749
7 Harerge 13 53 1608
8 | llubabor 5 34 980
9 |Kefa 6 39 1663
10 | Shewa 11 107 1485
11 | Sidamo 6 34 1482
12 | Tigray 8 57 1064
13 | Wollega 6 50 2210
14 | Wello 12 37 1703

Total 102 583 23031

Sour ce: Ethiopian Mapping Agencylhe 1989 Statistical figure

The change promised to alter significantly EthiGpteaditional pattern of LG system. There

was an evident political rationale as well, in thay offering local peoples their own LG,

452 Ethiopian Mapping Agency, The 1979 Statisticalifigy
453 |pid.
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they could provide a counterweight to the demarideevarious separatist movements in the
country®>*
As has been hinted above, the 1987 Constitution tlef determination of the size of
Administrative Areas and Autonomous Regions to beegned through by laws® As it
transpired, the Administrative Areas were to be posed of 60,000 to 100,000 people each
and, hence, bigger than the lowest administrativiés uof woredasunder the old ordér®
According to Andargachew, the size of the regioadministrative units was anything
between the olé&wrajasand provinces both of which were replaced by i&. ¥’ These
Administrative Areas were to be run by a three-idministrative structure created at the
basic or local, at the regional and at the nationalentral level§>®

Indeed, not all the Regions provided with more aatoy were able to take advantage of it,
and not all the “ordinary” Regions are in fact fleepolitical units. The new reform did not
alter the unitary character of the state in anydamental way despite having introduced a
new shape of LG system.

The boundaries of new units followed traditiobalindaries of former administrative units.
The Derg inherited many of its units, boundaries, and naines from the previous imperial
system. After all, the change froKifle Hager to ‘Administrative Areas’ and ‘Autonomous
Regions’ was nothing but referring to the old urbis new names. Apart from a general
renaming of LGs, partly to dramatize the establishtof a socialist state, the major reform
was the abolition of thevoredas All the other old LG units were retained. Therefothe
long-establishewvoredaunit was obliterated, and three new levels of Id&mistration were
created.

Indeed, the alterations were only piecemeal. Th&® no any authority with the duty or the
power to make a systematic review of LG boundadssa result, there were wide variations
in the population and areas of the same legalstdtwe legal status or formal ranking of any
LG unit was, therefore, no clue to the populatiomm@a for which it was responsible for.

From the above, it is certainly difficult to belethat there had been a modest change. As a
result, repeated enforcement of LG administratiygesns, units, and boundaries had been

considerable. Consequently, there had been no aladiterations to the number and

454 ClaphamSupranote 4, p.14
45°AndargachewSupranote 437p.281
456 |hid.

457 bid.

458 |hid.
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boundaries of LGs. The fact remains that neithembdaries nor forms of LG have been kept
adjusted to changes in area characteristics.

In addition, although some of the reforms descriabdve could be explained as a means to
achieve administrative efficiency, it neverthelesems clear that the fundamental rationale
was a drive for ‘socialist nation-building’. As @&sult, it can be said that although the
government expressed an economic rationale formefthe new reform had primarily made
with the intention of enhancing the national unityndeed, the ideological emphasis of the
reform appears to place the enhancement and persgsof national unity above and beyond
everything else, making all other issues seconttathis prime goal. It needs to be pointed
out also that the reforms of the 1970s and 1989smicized as making neither demographic
nor economic sense. As already pointed above, dwrecalled the reforms a facade that
backed the augmentation of centralized state polves.stressed that the LG structure was
not democratically based, but rather reflectedlaaristic top-down approach.

The reforms were expected to gradually bypass tingetial system. Under the military
regime, as Gebreab argues, the concepivareda was eliminated and replaced by the
concept of sub-provincesraja).**® The Autonomous Regions and Administrative Areas
were created as first order administrative subiinis-a total of thirty regions “reminiscent"
of and similar to the pre-WWII 32jyhizats which were further subdivided into 354
awrajas*®® Similarly, Clapham argues that the areas inhabitgdifferent peoples were
carefully demarcated, and used (in conjunction watiher criteria, such as transport
networks) to create a set of thirty regions whiolresponded as accurately as possible to the
mosaic of Ethiopian nationalitiés® Clapham further claimed that:

The whole exercise indicated a political sensijiviuch as the
Ethiopian government has very rarely shown; anBtlfiopia under
any regime is to have a structure of local govemmmehich roughly
corresponds to its ethnic diversity, this demacrathas as good a
chance of providing it as af§?

The pre-existingawraja was retained as second order Administrative Regiwh was left
unchanged while thevoredawas abolished as a part of administrative reomgdian. Within
awrajas,PAs were to play administrative roles played tg/fitrmerworedas®®?

In brief, after the 1974 Revolution which overthrele imperial regimeDerg slightly

rearranged the imperial pattern of LG administratidowever, with the introduction of the

45%GebreabSupranote 389, p.16
480 Daniel,Supranote 358, p.104
461 ClaphamSupranote 4, p.14
462 |pid.

463 Daniel,Supranote 358, p.104
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PDRE, as Clapham argues, a formal structure of a5 ereated, which entailed an almost
complete redrawing of the regional boundaries whiatl existed (with minor modifications)
since the early 194d5* As Clapham argues, although the 1987 Constitutiakes provision
for Autonomous Regions in addition to ordinary Adistrative Areas, at the same time
makes clear that Ethiopia is a unitary state, awtth the powers and the boundaries of the

regions can at any time be changed by the Nat®hahgdn Addis Ababd?

®In this regard,
Aklilu argues that:

The division of the country into various Adminidtve Zones did not
involve actual devolution of administrative and ¢tional powers.
Though the nominal status of "autonomous unit" wassided [...],

the central logic rested essentially for instruraéngim of

discrediting armed insurgencies in these at&as.

Though official reasons were not defined, as hirtiedve, it is not far-fetched to suggest that
the territorial reform in 1987 aimed at abolishthg territorial municipalities of feudal origin
and character, and at establishing the unifiedtoeal system of LGs.

The boundaries which separate Administrative RegmmProvinces, in most cases, were not
based on physical, economic, cultural, linguistitecia*®” They are mostly administrative in
nature*®® In most of the cases, natural boundaries (mainlsiver) were used for LG
demarcatiort®

Some Administrative Regions were separated by sit/8The Blue Nile was the boundary
between Gojjam and Wello, Gojam and Shewa, andja@ojand Wolleg4’* Bale
Administrative Region was bounded by the Wabi SkeeReéver to the North and East and the
Genale River to the We$¥ The Gibe River was the boundary between Shewaruitéga,
Shewa and Kefa, and its lower course, known as Qmag, the boundary between Gamo
Gofa and Kefd”® The Tekeze River separated Tigray and Gonder, &aamd Eritrea while
the Awash River was the boundary between ShewaeidShewa and Harerge, and Wello

and Harerge Administrative Regioti§. The boundaries betweevoredasusually run from

464 ClaphamSupranote 4, p.14
4% bid, p.13
466Aklilu Abraham, ‘Ethnicity and Dilemmas of Stateaking: Ethnic Federalism and Institutional ReforimsEthiopia,’
International J. of Ethiopian Studig¥ol. 2, No. 1/2 (Summer/Fall 2005-2006), p.89
:2; Ethiopian Mapping Agency, The 1979 Statisticalfig
Ibid.
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an outstanding land marker or feature to anothdrtended in the past to be zones of rivalry
betweerworedaadministrators or social groups.

As has been argued earlier, the creation of LG fmake mainly within the framework of the
historical LG boundaries. During the formation odwn LGs the former administrative
territorial division was taken into consideratidn. fact, in some instances, division into
woredaswas a difficult task because it has neither ggagcal nor historical foundations.
Hence, the areas of administration were creatddwolg the boundaries of older regions.
This was done in order to rationalize the size i@faa for the sake of efficiency and to
discourage the habit of popular loyalty to the drisial units. The provinces partly did
represent historic units. It is, however, true tilaey did not strictly follow cultural
boundaries. This was meant to destroy the histortemntities of regions many of which
could be identified by cultural and linguistic difence.

In nutshell, it should be noted that, as Claphagues, Ethiopia has a long, complex history
of LG system with shifting boundaries and changiagterns for administering thetff. This
history compounds the problem of defining boundaaed numbers of LG units. For the past
century (precisely, since the emperor Menilek'seasion in 1889), there had been many
changes in the number of LGs. One of the endugaduies of LG reform had been that their
functions, the method of appointment of their afis, and their number varied from time to
time. The other related attribute includes frequamt arbitrary redrawing of LG boundaries.
The foregoing assessment suggests also that L@ndfad always been interlinked with the
prevailing political changes. As a result, LG dieiswas subordinated to the political aims of
the day. In this regard, it can be argued thahenformer imperial and military regimes, LG
was simply an ‘executory agency’ for national pelec LG were, in effect, merely an outpost
of the centre. This tendency has largely reduced && mere administrative apparatuses of
the central government.

Given its unitary form, the pre-1995 Ethiopian Citns§ons had never given any safeguards
to the country's system of LG. Neither the impemar the military regimes gave
constitutional cover to LG, which reflects the cefd lack of commitment to entrench an
autonomous and self-sustaining local tier. Theas,wherefore, no real system of local self-
government, but certain legal foundations for itrevéaid down. There were no clearly
spelled out criteria for creation and dissolutidrL@&s and LG boundaries were often more

contested. There is also an ambiguity in the erantber of LGs. Drawn upon a variety of

475 bid.
476 Clapham Supranote 4, p.11

90



sources, the following Table, shows the historioahds in administrative (re) division an in
Ethiopia, 1935-1987.

Table 4-2: The number of LGs in Ethiopia under different governments

since 1935

Y ear Administrative(L G) sub-division

1935 32 ghizats

1942 12awrajas 60woredas 339wanamislenes1176mislenes

1960 13teklayghizats 87 awrajas 387woredas 1086miktil woredas
1964 l4teklayghizats 99 awrajas 444woredas 1, 328miktil woredas
1968 14 teklayghizats;103awrajas 505woredas;949 miktil woredas
1970 l4teklayghizats 101awrajas 547woredas

1975 14 kifle hagers;102awrajas 556woredas

1980 14kifle hagers 105awrajas 577woredas

1987 25 administrative areas; 5 autonomous regBovkawrajas

Sour ce: Author’'s Compilation
From the above Table, it is clear that in the ceur$ historical development, while the
functions of theteklay ghiztas might change several times, their spatial strectsinows
considerable stability, although in certain ca$ey thave been modified to a slight ex- tent.
In contrast to théeklayghizats awrajasandworedashave changed several times. There was
a gradual trend to reduce the numbemiitil woredas until they were completely removed
in 1970. In brief, below the provincial level, thember of LGs expanded or contracted over
time.
To sum up, there were a number of LG reorganizatiince the 20 century. Accordingly,
several attempts were made to alter LG structuité, successive reorganizations differing in
their anticipated effects. Looking back at histdhe LG system is more volatile in terms of
size and names of LG units. Depending on each ghetfie LG units hold various positions
and were differently called in the state admintsteasystem. As indicated already, political,
administrative and economic rationales have alhljpé forward to justify changes to the LG
system, with different reforms leading to changethe number and boundaries of LG.
The review indicates that, in the course of modgimopian history, significant LG boundary
changes occurred in 1936, 1942, 1987. An analykikistorical sources shows that LG

boundary changes were caused on the one hand hyatisformation of economic, social
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and political affairs, and on the other by altematof the ruling regimes. Therefore, it can be
argued that LG boundary reforms had always beemlimked with the prevailing economic,
social, political changes and endeavors. In addifolitical transition had been accompanied
by some reforms, and thus turned out to be theegaiete of LG boundary alternations.
Accordingly, throughout the modern Ethiopian higtothe LG structure has undergone
discernible changes parallel to the regime changesart from that, the historical experience
indicates that LG division was subordinated togbgtical aims of the day. It is important to
underscore, therefore, that successive regimes baee the years, used political rather than
technical criteria for demarcation of LG boundaries

So far, the analysis has unpacked that the ouisigufelature of the history of LG boundaries
during the past century had been that they weredatdrmined democratically. Despite its
obviously undemocratic features, LG boundaries weeenarcated without an eye on
economic feasibility and laid inadequate emphasithe consideration of natural conditions.
LG boundaries were demarcated mainly by adminisgaand at times by geographical
factors. While their actual application in specifegforms had been mediated by a strong dose
of expediency, these principles had provided trschaarameters for LG reforms in Ethiopia.
Likewise, LG boundaries were often unstable dugaldical manipulation.

The foregoing clearly demonstrates also that ba¢himperial and the military regime were
dedicated to breaking the power of certain elias] used the reform of LGs in part to
achieve this objective. Therefore, the LG refomagied out by incumbents were principally
intended to consolidate their ruling position. Gamsently, in both the imperial and socialist
periods, one can perceive a common process by wihéchegulations governing demarcation
were not adjusted to existing demographic chandesanio-cultural relations in the country.
Therefore, it can be maintained that the adjustenehich made were the result of occasional
decisions and were never part of a considered amgpezhensive design.

From the foregoing, it is also clear that, over ¢berse of Ethiopian history, the boundaries
of LGs were redrawn on several occasions, andvi@tbneither geographic nor stern ethnic
lines. It is important to stress that the reabehind the reforms of the LG system had
nothing to do with considerations of local devel@minand democracy, but were rather based

on the desires of national politicians to gain mafkience at the local level.
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Chapter-5: The Ethiopian Federation and the New Political Landscape

for LGs
In the consideration of Ethiopian LG system, itw&lely held that the development of
modern Ethiopian local governance could be traceak o the period of Emperor Menelik. It
is indicated in previous chapter that there hadh bveeious changes in the political map of the
country and as a result the LG system was subggatontinuous change. This chapter
attempts to review the general nature of LG andtdeial reordering in post-1991 Ethiopia.
The central aim of this chapter, therefore, is @astdight on some major events and issues

related to number and boundaries of LG in postsitaomal Ethiopia.

5.1 The Transitional Government and the Aftermath: Setting the Stage for

Early Decentralization Phase

In late 1991, just months after the fall down o¢ timilitary regime, the legal basis of the
Transitional Government was established with thapédn of the Transitional Period Charter
pending the new constitutié’ LG reform was one of the main priorities for thespDerg
government. In this regard, the right of self-deti@ation found full recognition and
endorsement in the 1991 Transitional Period ChaFiethis end, each nation, nationality and
people is, among other things, guaranteed the talaidminister its own affairs with in its
own defined territory’® Art of 13 of the Charter explicitly stipulated &te shall be law
establishing local and regional councils for logdininistrative purposes defined on the basis
of Nationality”. This came to effect when Procl NB1992 was issued to establish “National

and Regional self-governments®

Central to these reforms was also the establishofetimte Boundary Commission in August
1991, composed of 10 members and representing alitical groups in addition to
EPRDF?° The Commission drew only the outlines of the Regja@nd left it to the regional

governments to sort out their own internal boureft*

4""The Transitional Government of Ethiopia was esshiglil after the conclusion of the July 1991 Confezein Addis
Ababa, for a detailed history of this period, se®ag others, John Cohen, Transition toward Denoycaad Governance
in Post -Mengistu Ethiopia,’ Development Discusstaper No. 493 (1994); Christopher Clapham, ‘Ettyiand National
Question in Ethiopia’. In P. Woodward and M. Fahggds),Conflict and Peace In the Horn of Africa: Federalind its
Alternativeq England: Partmouth Publishing Company Limited4)9 Sarah Voughaigupranote 369

478 Transitional Period Charter of Ethiopia, Charter. Nof 1991 Negarit Gazeta50th Year, No. 1, July 22, 1991, Art 2(b)
47%See “Proclamation to Provide for the Establishnoéridational/Regional Self-Government,” Procl Noof71992,Negarit
Gazeta51st Year, No. 2, January 14, 1992

480The Commission was drawn from a range of stakem®|decluding political parties and ethnic groufise composition
includes three from EPRDF, two from Oromo LibesatFront (OLF), one Gurage, one Hadiya, one Hacere Somali,
and one Afar, see Sarah Vough8opranote 369, p.33

“8l5arah VougharSupranote 369, p.33
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Procl No. 7/1992 provided for forty-seven, of tlentified sixty-three nations, nationalities
and people? the right set up their own National/Regional ggiffernment at thevoreda
level or abové®® The remaining 17 small-sized ethnic groups, ifiedt as ‘minority
nationalities’, were provided with a right to haadair representation iworedalegislative

body or councif®* (See Table 5.1 below for detail).

Table 5-1: List of ethnic groups provided with the right to establish

National/Regional Self- Governments, 1992

Region Ethnic groups
One Tigray*, Saho**, Kunama**
Two Afar*

Three Ambhara*, Agaw-Kamirgina*, Agaw-Awongigan*, Oromo*

Four Oromo*
Five Somali*
Six Berta*, Gumuz*, Shinasha**, Koma**, Mao**,

Seven Gurage*, Hadiya*, Kembata*, Alaba*, Tembaro*, Yem*

Eight Sidama*, Gedio*, Burje*, Amaro* (Kore), Gidicho*

Nine Wolaita*, Dawuro*, Konta*, Aydi*, Gewada*, Melon*Gofa*, Zoyisse**, Gobez

Bussa*, Konssa*, Gamo*, Gidole**

Ten Basketo*, Murssi*, Ari*, Hamer*, Arbore*, Dassenéc¢lGnangatom**, Tsemai**,

Maley*, Dimme**, Bodi*

Eleven Keficho*, Nao*, Dizo*, Surma*, Zelmam**, ShekochqMocha), Minit**, Chara*,

Bench*, Sheko*

Twelve | Agnwak*, Nuwer*, Mejenger*

Thirteen | Harari*

Fourteen| (Addis Ababa)*

* They shall establish their own National/Regioalf-Governments at theoredalevel or
above
** They shall have adequate representation withieirt respective National/Regional Self-
Governments
Source: “Proclamation to Provide for the Establishment attiNnal/Regional Self-
Government,” Procl No. 7 of 199RegaritGazeta 51st Year, No. 2, January 14, 1992

482 procl 7 (1992), Art 3(1)
483 procl 7(1992), Art 3(2)
484 procl 7 (1992), Art 5(3)
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In brief, the issuance of Procl No.7 in the ear®92 resulted in the creation of fourteen
Regional State®® Within less than a year, the original fourteentsimiere reduced to nine,
as five of these Regional States were combineddnt Regional State: SNNP&. Hence,
there were changes (formations and eliminationfegional State®’

The later stride was the concern about zonesnamddas As hinted above, the new reform
essentially put LGs at the mercy of the Regionateédt As Cohen argues, the boundaries of
these local-level units had historical roots in deeentralized system of the Emperor and the
military government that followed hifff® It has been argued, for instance, that many of the
late-1980s Administrative Regions are retainedcaeg within region&®® This is not to say,
however, that the boundaries of these units weteewiewed and in some cases altef&d.
Therefore, it can safely be argued that the boueslaf the zones, where possible, based on
the boundaries of the former Administrative Regjongh some modifications. The other
major aspect of the territorial reform in the edaB00s’ was the abolishment of therajas

(as they renamed zones) and restoratiowaiedaas the lowest basic level of LG. In this
sense, as Daniel argues, while, during the lat®4,98hanges in administrative subdivisions
abolished thevoredaas administrative units, the new changes r;1bo|iabn£relja.491

Nonetheless, the process of local boundary demancatas not, as Cohen argues, without
problem, particularly concerningoredaslocated along the borders of Regional States.
Hence, demarcation of the boundaries of LGs, pdatity woredas had not been easy, and
some remain contest&®. In the initial years of this phase of decentrai although there
were places where boundary demarcation passeditbibwt any serious disputes or counter-
claims, there had been frequent disputes over detian of LG boundaries. In this regard, it
should be noted that the Procl stated at the oulsdtthe Transitional Government of
Ethiopia would renew the pre-197%oreda boundaries once the details of geographical

borders of each nation, nationality and peoplespeifically laid dowrf>*

485 John Cohen, ‘Ethnic Federalism in Ethiopisgrtheast African Studie¥/ol.2, No.2(1995), p.159

486 Regions 7-11(Gurage/Hadiya/Kembata, Sidama, Wal@imo, and Keffa) were later collapsed into omgesbased on
the Art 3 (2) (b)of Procl 7/1992, which providestiself-government of adjacent nations, natioreaiind peoples may by
agreement establish a larger regional self-govemmvighin any of the 14 regions specified.

48h\jith the exception of some secessionist armed gleagn Somali and Oromia regions, and sporadariathnic conflicts
and tensions in the SNNPR, Ethiopia has succeededelling outright demands for separation.

488 Cohen Supranote 485, p.160

“89 Daniel,Supranote 358, p.107

4% Cohen Supranote 485, p.160

491 Ihid,

492 .

493 |hid.

494 John Cohen, ‘Transition toward Democracy and Guaece in Post Mengistu Ethiopi@evelopment Discussion Paper
No. 493 (1994), p.10
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The number of zones andoredasin each Regional State varied significarffly. In this
regard, it can be said that throughout the 1995 189iods, the number of LGs were being
both collapsed and expand&f.There were around 56 zones and @&8edasin the early
1990s*’ Nevertheless, not all Regional States were ableseb up zones during the
Transitional Period® Regional State 12 and 13 were not divided intoesdf The

following shows the distribution of LGs across Rewil States.

Table 5-2: The number of LGs by Regional States, mid-1993

No. Regional States Zone Woreda
1 Tigray 5 81
2 | Afar 5 27
3 | Amhara 7 128
4 | Oromia 12 224
5 | Somali 48
6 Benishangul 3 16
7 SNNPR 11 97
8 | Gambella - 8
9 Harari - 1
10 | Addis Ababa 6 27
Total 53 657

Source: Adopted from Daniel Gamachu, ‘A Nation in Perpéfiansition: the Pattern of Changes in
Administrative Divisions and Subdivisions in Ethiap In HG Marcus (edi), New Trends in

Ethiopian Studies: Papers of thé"lIaternational conference of Ethiopian Studies (Rde Red Sea

Press, 1994), p.109

Regarding boundaries wforedas Cohen observed that:
Regions are divided intaoredas which were administrative sub
districts under Haile Selassie’s provincial goveeminsystem, and,
subject to minor changes made because of ethrierpat appear to

still have roughly the same boundaries as they widier his
regime>®

Between the Regional States amdredasare zones, which also roughly approximate the

boundaries ofwrajas during the Imperial er®* According to Procl 7 (1992) Art 4 (2), the

495 Cohen Supranote 485, p.164
“99bid.

497 Cohen Supranote 494, p.10
498 Daniel,Supranote 358, p.107
499 | pid.

500 Cohen Supranote 494, p.10
501 | pid.
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boundaries of each ethnic-based self-governmermt were demarcated based on the pre-
1974woredaboundaries. Hence, as Zemelak argues, the magritshose residents belong
to a specific ethnic community was brought togetteeform a Regional State or a sub-
Regional State self-governing area of the particatanic community®® Subsequently, the
pre-1974 territorial boundaries aforedawere re-introduced as the boundariesvofedas
while kebelewas also kept, with few alternations, as the ldw&3 unit under the new
dispensatiori®®

The other related aspect, and one worth dwellingt@ome length, is that, in the preliminary
demarcation of the boundaries between the ethnguibtic areas, the Transitional
Government has largely relied on the “nationalit,eap” of the Institute for the Study of
Ethiopian Nationalites (ISENY>* Hence, according to Voughan, the Transitional
Government Boundary Commission drew heavily onwioek of the Derg's ISEN>% The
implication of this is that the pre-existing teoral boundaries were broadly retained during
the post-1991 transition. During this period, alihlo there had been a number of attempts to
produce a conclusive map of LGs, there was no cehgmsive map, since there were
difficulties in ascribing some territories to sgecigroups and establishing definitive
boundaries. However, it appears that the processplementing territorial and political
decentralization seems to have been rushed thréuglording to Voughan:

There was a clear political rationale for such éastl parties sought
stability, the reduction of controversy, and th@idaand peaceful
demarcation of the areas of local government, weath could then
seek to colonize [...] If ethnic groups select agsinhistorical
precedents for markers and materials with whicltategorize and
label their identities and stake out their teriger the hasty
administrative revisions of 1991 have contributedditonal

resources for the further complication of this st process®

In brief, as described above, by the early 1990was clear that the process has taken off
rapidly, without fully developed implementing gulishes. As Smith stressed:

[...]despite the contribution of the ISEN’s work, pesially the
preparation of the Almanac of ethnic groups on White present-
day institutions of ethnic federalism rest, thewd tyet to emerge
clear criteria for determining ethnic group bounesr nor a
procedure for arbitrating disputes or contestetsa’’

5027emelak Supranote 111, p.168

503 |pid, p.170

504 30hn Young, ‘Regionalism and democracy in Ethipgiaird World Quarterly Vol.19, No.2(2010), p.193

505 vyoughan,Supranote 369, p.35

508 |hid.

507 | ahra Smith, ‘Voting for a Nationality: Ethnic Idgty, Political Institutions and Citizenship inHEopia,” Unpublished
PhD Thesis, University of California, Los Angel2§05, p.200
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Therefore, as the above brief analysis makes eWidl€h creation was done hastily without
adequate consultation of key stakeholders. Thdbghboundaries were determined in a
hurry, this did not pose as many problems as tbeetlfat they were imposed with little or no
consultation with the local people. The TransitioB@vernment seems, in many cases, to
have alternated between making top-down decisibostavillage groupings and drawing on
the work of theDerg's ISEN, rather than using inter mediation processereach agreement
on the demarcation of boundaries. No doubt, thisildvandeed have made the process
slower, but would have been preferable to a sitnatihere ‘enforced’ village groupings can
make it difficult for rural LGs to function.

In brief, it has to be emphasized that the Tramsdti Period Charter has served as a prelude
for the establishment of a federal stifeOne may consider, as highlighted above, that the
system of LG in the Ethiopian federation beganatetpractically a new at the start of the
1990s, with adoption of Transitional Charter. O¥lerane might take the view that the
EPRDF has launched a far-reaching reorganizatiorpalitical landscape in Ethiopia,
drawing from the work of th®erg and the ISEN in particular. It must also be ackieolged
that, although the reform seems to be rushed, @@l ITransitional Charter laid the
foundations for decentralization, which was to betHer entrenched in the 1995 Federal

Constitution, followed by many other efforts to dexe powers to LGs.

5.2 LG under the Federal Constitution: A Brief Sketch

The new Constitution of the Federal Democratic Réipuof Ethiopia was ratified in
Dec.1994 by a Constitutional Assembly and came @ifect in Aug. 1995.The very first
article of the new Constitution stipulates the les$ament of a federal state. The existing
federal system is formally a two-layered one, basadthe Federal government and the
Regional governments, as in classical federafidhdG in Ethiopia is, as in most
federations, the competence of Regional Statéslldtvs that LG in Ethiopia, unlike in some
other modern federal states, has no strong cotistid backing. Thus, it is obvious that the
Federal Constitution is eerily silent when it coni@she LG structure beneath the Regional

States.

%% yrther account on decentralization is found ir¢hsubsequent Procls; “The 1984 E.C. Budget Pratiani Procl No.
26 of 1992 ; “Proclamation to Define the Sharing Révenue between the Central and the National/RabiSelf-
Governments,” Procl No. 33 of 1992; “ProclamatioDiefine the powers and Duties of the CentralRadional Executive
Organs of the Transitional Government of EthiopRrdcl No.41 of 1993

0% Thorough analyses of the federal administrativganization and state institutions can be found Assefa Fiseha,
Federalism and the Accommodation of Diversity ihigtia: A Comparative Stud¢Nijmegen: Wolf Legal Publishers,
2006)
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The Constitution is, as noted above, silent onfthe of decentralization to be practiced at
the Regional State level apart from the generailadigiven in Art 50(4) that provides legal
sanction for decentralization of powers to othefels, prescribing that “adequate powers
must be transferred to the lowest units of govemtiné&urthermore, Art 39(3) of the FDRE
Constitution provides, albeit different way, that:

Every nation, nationality, and people in Ethiopéstihe right to full
measure of self-determination that includes théitritp establish
institutions of government in the territory thatifthabits and to
equitable representation in state and federal gonent

Art 88(1) further informs democratic principles aadsures that the federal system "shall
promote and support the People’s self-rule atealkls”. Accordingly, the Regional State
shall be guided by the principle of principle ofcdatralization to ensure the full realization
of democratic governance at all LG levels.

Indeed, the position of LG was the subject of saleleate at the Constitutional Assembify/.
The Constitutional Assembly was split with regasdhe status of LG. A cursory survey of
the debate depicts that some argued that the steuahd powers of LG should be provided
for in the federal constitution, while others ardukat the matter pertaining to LG should be
left to the Regional States. After considerableatiepthe Constitutional Assembly came to a
comprise:

On the one hand, they agreed that in light of thistieg diversity in
size and population among the states and in oodgive effect to the
autonomy of the states, the setting of such dethitsild be left to the
states. On the other hand, they thought it is reargdo state the fact
that however diverse the position of local governteanay be, they
should be granted ‘adequate powers’. It was clestdyed that the
local governments should not merely be agents & #hate
governments but should have some level of autoridimy.

In recent years, there have been moves to iderb&ged on a thorough inspection of
provisions of the FDRE Constitution, two types o&.t*? In this context, Yonatan and
Zemelak are more emphatic on this issue as the diskinction between Art 50(4) and Art
39(3) LGs which, according to them, differ from kagther both in object and structdfé.

According Zemelak, what is envisaged under Art &4 ‘regular type’ of LG “which was

51%ee Minutes of the Constitutional Assembly, Novent994 Minutes No. 4 of Hidar 14-20 of 1987 E. C
Slassefa Fisehaederalism and the Accommodation of Diversity ini@ia: A Comparative StudiNijmegen: Wolf Legal
Publishers, 2006), p.341
5125ee, for instance, Zemelak Ayele and Yonatan FRes3the Constitutional Status of Local GovernmemtFederal
5Sl)glstems: The Case of EthiopiAfrica Today Vol. 58, No. 4 (2012)

Ibid.
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to be created on a wall-to-wall basis with the objef enhancing public participation*?
Based on Regional State constitutional and legahéworks, observes also draw distinction
between two types of Art 50(4) LG units; rurabreda(districts) and urban LG units, which
include cities and municipaliti€s® At the top of Art 50(4) LG hierarchy is the Zondile
kebeleis at the bottom of the hierarch¥.Yet, as rightly noted by Zemelak and Yonatan, the
most vital tier of Art 50(4) LG is the intermedidt&, woreda>*’

A woreda established through the Regional State Congitgfiis created throughout the
rural areas of the countfy® Although Regional State Constitutions provide sogeeeral
principles, the comparable of woredain urban areas, a city administration, is created
through Regional State statufés.

It has been argued that what is envisaged undeB33\(8) is different from the ordinary type
of LG.>® The most significant explanation for this remafiesnelak’s argument that:

It is not a regular system of local government tisa¢stablished in
every part of the country. It is rather constitnaitly envisaged to be
established only in those parts of the country wehtrritorially

concentrated intra-regional minority ethnic comntiesi are

presenf?

This same position is also reflected in his joirdrkvwith Yonatan, when they assert that
these are LGs that are created to address etlainscbr accommodate ethnic communities
within some sort of territorial framework® In their view, they are mostly created at the
zone andworedalevel and are respectively known as nationalitpezo andliiyu woreda
(special districtsj>* Hereafter, nationality zone will be used synonysiguwith special
zon€* andliyu zone, whildiyu woredawill be used interchangeably with spediaireda>?®
Hence, it has been maintained that there are tpestpf Art 39 LG units: nationality zones

andliyu woreda

514 Zemelak, Supranote 111, p.142
515 |ji
Ibid.
518 Ipid.
517 7zemelak and YonataGupranote 512, p.96
518 |i
Ibid.
519 pid.
520 Zemelak Supranote 111, p.197
521 pid.
522 7emelak and YonataSupranote 512, p.97
523 |pid.
524 tNationality Administration Council’ is a term udén the Amhara Constitution. The Agaw (of Awi aHimra) and the
Oromo in the Region have their own nationality austration, equivalent to zones in the SNNPR whbeeterm ‘zone’ is
used to refer to a similar category of LG. A vatiah the same term “Administration of Nationalitieis used in the
Constitutions of Benishangul- Gumuz and Gambellefer to similar entities.
523 jyu woredaandliyu zone are terms of less venerable ancestry. Thetyadppeared in administrative usage in the 1990s
and continued thereafter to be used intermittently.
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Nationality zones are established, as institutioihself-government,
for regional ethnic minority groups who occupy ariterial area

covering two or moravoredas A liyu woreda on the other hand, is -
in terms of territorial and population size - comgide to a regular
woreda>?®

This view is highlights that both nationality zorasd liyu woredasdiffer from the rest of
LGs created in the country, at least, in two rep&¢ First, unlike the other LG units, the
creation of these LGs is limited to circumstancéem a territorial accommodation of ethnic
groups is deemed importatit. Second, largely owing to the objective that uridertheir
creation, the territorial demarcation of both aioradlity zone and #yu woredafollows the
territorial settlement of the ethnic group on whbeéalf they are creatéd’

From the above, it is clear that Ethiopia doeselohg to the category of federal systems
where LG is most extensively regulated by the faldeonstitution. Accordingly, it can be
said the FDRE Constitution stated little and |a# tatter to Regional States.

5.3 LG System in Ethiopia’s Federation: the General Picture

The Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia isatited into nine Regional States and two
urban administrations’ As has been hinted above, LGs are the creatioihefRegional
States and are subject to regulation by the RebBtages that create them. The objective of
this section is to describe the institutional dita of LGs in Ethiopia. Broadly, the
constitutions of each Regional State character@ar_similar terms. They each provide for
the maintenance of a system of LG, describe anowathe relevant Regional State’s
legislature to make any laws it considers necedsaryr with respect to, LG.

Conventionally, Ethiopia’s LG structures are chéedzed as a three-tier structure. Under
Ethiopia’s federal framework, zone, the highest,tie a LG division found immediately
below the Regional State. It has been arguedztiva is not an autonomous LG and usually
responsible for coordination of the activities dfetworeda and the Regional State
executive’®! At present, as Van der Loop argues, zone levietoeernment are staffed by
appointees of Regional State and their functiomesaie one of supervising the work of

woredas and kebeles®?  This practice, according to Vander loop, is “amomaly in

526 Zemelak Supranote 111, p.222

527 Zemelak and YonataSupranote 512, p.97

528 |pid.

529 |hid.

530 EDRE Constitution(1995), Art 47(1)

53¥For comprehensive surveys on functions of LG ihidiia, See, among others, Zemelak Ayele, ‘LocavéBoment in
Ethiopia: still an apparatus of controlRaw, Democracy and Developmentol. 15 (2011)

532See, Theo Van der Loop, ‘Local Democracy And Dewgization In Ethiopia’ In Local Democracy And Dextralization
In East And Southern Africa Experiences From Ugaif@snya, Botswana, Tanzania And Ethiopia (Un-Hap@02), p.90
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Ethiopia’s government structure because zone adtramions, which are non-elected
bureaucratic structures, are being imposeworedasandkebelesadministrations, which are
legally, recognized and democratically constitute@s>*3 An exception to this observation,
has to be made in the SNNPR, where zones havedesgnated as separate tiers of LG with
elected councils and administrative structdré€xcept in the SNNPR, the Regional State
executive appoints the officials of zones. In additin SNNPR, as hinted above, some zonal
administrative boundary corresponds to the ethiyigahabited areas, while other zones do
not reflect such correspondence. Ghebrehiwot mdistgction between nationality- based
and functional zones:

The former are independent self-government entitielsey are
established on ethnic basis to guarantee mindritights to self-
government. In contrast, the latter are establishethe relatively
homogeneous States [...]. They are simply brancheseddting
organs) of the States. [...] They are establisheds¢éove as
administrative links between the State bureaus amteda
governments>°

Over the past few years, according to Garcia aniuRear, the zones in most Regional

States have become arms of the Regional Statergoeet>>°

Woredais found below the zone. It is the second lowesgetl of LG and forms the basic unit
of Ethiopia’s LG structure. Thevoredalevel can be regarded as a level where mostypoli
benefits can reach the masses at the grass raotvdiedais the basic administrative entity
of every Regional State in the country, with sigriht responsibility for providing basic
services>’ Henceworedais the lowest level of LG and is made up of a nentdfkebeles
The other related term taoredais liyu woreda Liyu woreda appears to be LG unit for
ethnic groups, which is numerically smaller thameobut separate from othenoredasin
that zone; that is, it has status of a zone witioegting the requisite size requiremetits.
Liyu woredasare given special status, as has been noted iredH&r section, because
minority groups with distinct languages and ethidentity inhabit them. According to
Berhanu, for instancdiyu woredasare provided “to protect the self-government riggt
minority ethnic groups that do not have enough patmn to establish their own zonal or

533 |hid.

534 |pid.

535 GhebrehiwotSupranote 390, p.8

536 M. Garcia and A. Rajkumar, ‘Achieving Better SeeviDelivery Through Decentralization in Ethiopisyorld Bank
Working PapeiNo. 131(2008), p.13

37 |hid.
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regional self-government structur®®. According to Aalen/iyu woredasare designed to
“protect minorities which live in an area with a joréty group and where the group is not
large enough to have its own zone or regional irat:>*°

It is necessary to equally add thigti woredas as Berhanu argues, are accountable directly
to the Regional State without any intermediary citites of zonal administratiGA® In
standard structures, as indicated in the earligticse woredaadministrations are accountable
to their respective zonal administrations.

As it shall be analyzed in the next chaptgn) woredashave been created largely in the
SNNPR for minority ethnic groups, which cannot daote either a zone or a regulaoreda
because of their small population size. Hence, a&s lbeen argued earlier, administrative
border of some of thedgyu woredascorrespond to ethnically inhabited areas, whileent
liyu woredascontain more than one ethnic group. It is the Beaji States that determine
whetherliyu woreda should be created. In other words, there is nerBddprocedure of
forming liyu woredg most of them were suggested by the Regional State

Immediately under thevoredasarekebeles Kebelesconstitute the last tier of Ethiopia’s LG
system.Kebelesare the lowest LGs created by the previous regame retained by the
incumbent government? Kebelesserve as the nearest unit of public administrattdn

In addition to the above picture of the nature &, lit can be said at this juncture that the
term LG has been used scarcely within Ethiopiarerfaiion. Simply put, it has not yet
become an influential political institutiofA? It has been shown that LG in Ethiopia occupies
a minimal constitutional position vis-a-vis botletRederal and Regional State levels, and has
lowest political position. Likewise, the currentsggm, as the above discussion shows, partly
caters to a continuation of past approaches is¢hee that it does not show sufficient regard
for LGs.

From the above account, it can be suggested thatdr®& much less clearly crystallized as
compared to the Regional State level, and the sysiféered insufficient protection for the
autonomy of LGs. This state of affairs is made woby the fact that there has not been

meaningful integration and co-ordination betweessthunits of government functioning at

539 Berhanu G., ‘Restructuringtate and society: Ethnic federalism in Ethiopiipublished PhD Thesis,
Department of Culture and Global Studies, Aalboriversity,2007, p.200

540 | ovise Aalen, 'Ethnic Federalism in a Dominant tp&tate: The Ethiopian Experience 1991-2000," Uslished PhD
Thesis, Chr. Michelsen Institute 2002, p.67

4 |hid.

542 GebreabSupranote 389, p.161

%43 hid.

544 Zemelak Ayele, ‘Local Government in Ethiopia: Istih apparatus of control?2,aw, Democracy and Developmenfol.
15 (2011), p.143
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the grassroots partly because the very conceptGoahd its structure is not well conceived
and developed in Ethiopia.

In light of the above observations, the basic amguinof this section is that in addition to lack
of strong constitutional recognition, LGs do nojogrstrong presence in a federal forum. The
lack of emphasis placed on the LG level is likalyresult in an inefficient federal structure.
An overall view of LG in Ethiopia reveals, as assdrat the outset of this chapter, that LG
falls exclusively to the Regional States within fn@mework of the distribution of powers
between the Federation and the Regional States.cbheequence of this is that each
Regional State has its own LG constitution and thatsystems of institutions anchored in
them sometimes vary from Regional State to Regi&taie. As things have progressed, the
country plunged into further decentralization reierand LG became one of the main
integral parts of the decentralization package. Tdilwing is a brief reflection on the

decentralization reform.

5.4 District Level Decentralization Programme (DLDP): Dawn of a New Era?

Since 2002, two related changes, apparently dasigndiminish the
link between budgetary provision and ethnically imoked

administrative unit, have been made in the strectifirregional state
governments. The first is the curtailment of thevprs of the zonal
administration. The second is the move to a sysietriock grants,

which, since July 2002 (the beginning of the finahgear), have

passed directly from the federated statesd@das’*

As indicated in Chapter one, the process of LGitsnoinexorably linked to decentralization
issues. This section examines of one the mostciatrpolicy of decentralization in Ethiopia,
specifically the District Level Decentralizationdgramme (DLDP) from the perspective of
issues that touch on LG. Ethiopia, as indicatetlezahas been pursuing a decentralization
reform since the early 1990s. The process of deslegation in Ethiopia, as many scholars
maintain, can be interpreted in terms of two faiigtinct phases or period§ each largely
providing a quite different picture of the systefnL&. The initial phase of decentralization
(1991-2001) was centered on creating and empow&aigpnal/Regional Governments and
was termed a ‘mid-level decentralizatiGf’.In general, during this period, the stakes of

Regional State administrative reform were much éighan they had been with LG reform.

545 See, Sarah Voughan, ‘Responses to Ethnic FedwraliEthiopia’s Southern Region’. In David Turtoed), Ethnic
Federalism — The Ethiopian Experience in CompaeakerspectivéOxford: James Currey, 2006), p.189

5%Tegegne G. E. ‘Introduction’. In Taye Assefa anehg@gne G. E.(edsPecentralization in EthiopigAddis Ababa:
Forum for Social Studies, 2010), p.14

54'Tegegne G. E., ‘The Influences of DecentralizationSome Aspects of Local and Regional Developrféaning in
Ethiopia,’ EasternAfrica Social Science Research Revigwl. 14, No. 1 (1998), p.89
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Subsequently, after almost a decade, trends inojgtis federal reform have led to the
second phase, known as District Level Decentratinarogramme (DLDP) since 2002. The
new decentralization policy has been a fundamentathanging Ethiopia’s sub-national
administrative, political and fiscal landscapewéts one of the six programs integrated in the
large Public Sector Capacity-Building Programme GRB) under taken by Ministry of
Capacity Building. The 'metamorphosis’ of the DLDBRarts from the Sustainable
Development and Poverty Reduction Programme (SDP®Ahe decentralization reform
was based on a certain number of underlying assongptPaulos, referring to the Prime
Minister's document on ‘Issues of Building DemoaaBystem in Ethiopia’ (2002), has
highlighted three interrelated issues as factorsléxentralization in Ethiopia, especially at
the lowest levels of governmetit. The first factor is the enormous variation amangglities

or Regional States in Ethiopia in terms of settlenpatterns and economic activiy’.In this
regard, the document states that:

[E]fficient and effective public service deliveramr only possible if it

is matched to the unique, situation of each logatégional and local
economic development plans that take their divelsmands into
account; and lowest levels of administration hawe be given
decision making power to address the demands ofir the
constituencies>*

The second factor presented is the underdevelopadsgort and communication
infrastructure in the country, which makes it imgibge for the centre to reach the distant
regions>>? The third important factor is the need to allowedt participation by the people in
the affairs governmerit>

Indeed, the reform was claimed to be aimed at asing administrative efficiency and
popular participatiof>* Official statements aside, a closer investigatibthe considerations

underlying the reform suggests that there wereiassef implicit reasons behind the decision

548 The goal of the SDPRP, inaugurated in 2002, iadioased growth, reduction of economic fragilityd @mprovement of
quality and service delivery. Four pillars of thegram are Agricultural Development Led Industdation (ADLI), Justice
System and civil service reform, decentralizationl @ mpowerment, and capacity building in public andate sectors.
Such a four-pronged approach is believed to be®&ffein a fight against poverty and ensure suatdgdevelopment. The
second phase of SDPRSP, called Sustainable Devefldpta End Poverty (PASDEP), accentuated the priomabf
improved democratic governance, decentralizati@hraform of the justice system. See Ethiopia: Snatde Development
and Poverty Reduction Program, Ministry of Finamecel Economic Development (MoFED), July, 2002 andidpia:
Building on Progress, A Plan for Accelerated andt&ined Development to End Poverty (PASDEP), (2062009/10),
Ministry of Finance and Economic Development (MoFEZD06

549 paulos Chanie, ‘What One Hand Giveth, the OthendHaaketh Away, Ethiopia’s Post-1991 decentralaratieform
under neo-patrimonialism,” Unpublished PhD thebistitute of Social Studies, The Hague, the Ne#ret$,2007, pp.393-
394
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that were actually very important. It has beeruadj for instance, that the consequences of
woreda decentralization are largely political in the serikat “the increasingly centralized
partisan structure of the EPRDF has penetratedhéo local level as a result of the
decentralization procesd® The motivation for decentralization, it has beegued, turned
from questions of basic stability with Regional tStalecentralization to questions of the
political and economic reach of the state witbredadecentralization>° Some have argued
that through theworedareform’ in 2002, the federal government aimed eatucing the
budgetary ‘carrot’ of granting an independent ettwoné®’, which had been viewed as a
threat to governance prior to the initiation of DRDIn fact, the reform had led to the
introduction of block grants directly from the Regal State government to thereda>>®

It is suggested that since 2002, the governmentbleas considering ways of removing
incentives from those seeking separate new units, an attempt to reduce the
‘disintegrationist’ trend>® The move was viewed as deliberate attempt by #ueral
government to reform what was throughout the 199@$rong connection between ethnic
identity and access to budgets, particularly, ie thulti-ethnic SNNPR and to diffuse
separatist tendencié®. Accordingly, the federal government appeared ke the view that
pushing more resourceswworedaswould weaken the demand for ever-smaller ethngebta
units. In other words, it has been argued thabtsic intent behind the new decentralization
policy was largely to limit ethnic fragmentationdaavoid secessionist impulses.

Indeed, the shift is visible in the way the new L&s now being proposed mostly on the
grounds of good governance and development rakizer on the ethnic principle that had,
ostensibly, guided LG formation during the firstagk of the decentralization period. It has
likewise been pointed out that decentralizatioth®lowest level reduces potential threats to
the central leadership from regional leaders bexthmsvoredadecentralization weakens the
political power of Regional Stat&" In this context, strengthening LG was subtly uisepart

as a counterweight to the power of regional govesioo as systematic move to cut back the

power of the Regional States.

555 Tyler Dickovick and Tegegne G. EGomparative Assessment of Decentralization in Afrigthiopia Desk Study
(Washington, DC: USAID, 2010), p.5
%56 |hid.
%7 ovise Aalen, 'Ethnic Federalism and Self-Deterrigrafor Nationalities in a Semi-Authoritarian Stathe Case of
Ethiopia,'International J. on Minority and Group Rightgol. 13 (2006), p.260
558 i
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59 sarah Voughar§upranote 545, p.201
%6095arah Voughan and Kijetil Tronvoll, ‘The CultureRdéwer in Contemporary Ethiopian Political Lif§ida Studie®o.10
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106



Whatever the motive, DLDP has introduced, as ajreagted above, quite a significant
change in the federal arrangement by decentralizomgiderable authority and resources to
the LGs. The DLDP has promised radical devolutiod &inancial autonomy foworedas
Such decisions seemingly constituted a new eraeregderal framework in the context of the
LG. Practical implementation of DLDP has proceeddawly: first in the four largest
Regional States (Amhara, Oromia, SNNPR and Tigrayd, then in the remaining Regional
States in subsequent yedtsThe implementation was noteworthy in that it reedithe
amendment of Regional State constitutions withatime of providing a legal framework for
the devolution of political and fiscal powers andtitutional restructuring?®

As has been hinted above, the main innovation efrtéw reform was that the status and
power of zonal administrations have been reducednaore powers have been accorded to
woredas’® After the reformworedasbecame responsible for preparing and implementing
their developmental plans within the framework edional plans®® As indicated earlier, the
new decentralization policy introduced a new dyramio the working of the polity by
making resources available wwredasfrom Regional States through thwredablock grant
transfers®® To create an enabling environment for effective afficient service delivery,
public employees have been redeployed from RegiBtaés and zones woredas®’

Based on the foregoing, it could be inferred thatthe progress of decentralization and
reshaping administrative territories over the tagnty years, one can observe that there have
been two periods. As already pointed out aboveh efd¢he periods, it was felt, reflected a
change in the approach to LG that was quite clossbted to the ongoing political changes
at National and Regional State levels. It is intidaunder the new reform that policies and
strategies have been formulated to facilitate #neotltion of power down to the lowest units
of government. This decision was conceived as @gelatep for LG. However, it is worth
noting that the idea of decentralization did nageffrom below” but “at the top”- in federal
structures-and began to be disseminated to theewtmlntry without broad regard for the
specific socio-economic and political nature of ¥heious Regional States. It is clear enough,
therefore, that federal government forces havegalan important role in conditioning and

influencing the decentralization process.

62 p. Zimmermann-Steinhart and Y. Bekele, ‘The lwmtions of Federalism and Decentralization on Smmaomic
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Ibid.
564 bid.
565 hid.
566 |hid.
567 |bid.

107



From the above, it is also clear that the basiomate of decentralizing the state power is
mixed, from political grounds, economic motives,aoministrative objective®® Perhaps,
the new decentralization policy era is broadly nedtkamong others, by ‘de-ethnicisation’ of
LG creation and the rise of administrativeredas In other words, the new step marked the
swing of the pendulum toward administrative basededas

In general, the principal factors in the contexdetentralization have been pinpointed thus
far, indicating their impact on LG. In the next pher, the analysis turns to issues related to
the shift in attitudes and the numbervedredas which has been on the rise alongside the
implementation of the decentralization policy. Aatiagly, the next chapter sheds light on

one particular aspect of decentralization in Etlaipfhe creation of neworedas

568 For a lengthy review, see the work of Zemelak l&ySupranote 111
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Chapter-6: The Practice of LG Creation and Demarcation in Ethiopia

One fundamental decision in federal matters, teatan of LG, as indicated in chapter four,
has been reserved for the Regional States. Thipt@hattempts to provide a general
overview of LG creation and boundary demarcatioareises in post-1991 Ethiopia. It tries
to highlight trends, motivations, dynamics and miiheas of LG creation and boundary

demarcation exercises.

6.1 The Legal and Institutional Framework for LG in Ethiopia

As noted already, the organization and functiomihggGs in Ethiopia is founded on the 1995
Constitution as well as Regional State Constiti@nd laws concerning the structure,
functions and as well as provisions about revermeces. There is no single legislative
enactment in relation to LG. The 1995 Constitutiays down some essential principles of
LG. Art 54 of the FDRE Constitution contains prawiss specifically related to LG, and
requires the Regional State to be divided by lai@ sdministrative subdivisions. In broad
terms, the FDRE Constitution, Art 54, reads:

State government shall be established at State atier
administrative levels that they find necessary. Agge power shall

be granted to the lowest units of government tdknthe People to

participate directly in the administration of sugfits>®°

This provision does not expressly assign the poefeLG creation to Regional States,
although it does at least refer to an option ferdtreation of a new layer of governance, at the
Regional State level. At the same time, howevee, ¢hnstitution prohibits the Regional
States from denying adequate power to LGs. Aparfthat statement, stipulation related to
LG is mentioned in the Art 39 of the FDRE Constdnt Art 39 does not specifically
mention the criteria but only, “the right to fullaasure of self-determination that includes the
right to establish institutions of government’. This clause could, at least formally, be
conceived as an arrangement for the internal eseefithe right of self-determination.

Who are the bearers of the right to self-deternon& From the FDRE Constitution, it is
clear that nations, nationalities and peoples eebeneficiaries of self-determination. Art
39(5) of the FDRE Constitution defines a natiortjarality or people as “a group of people

who have or share large measure of a common culuresimilar customs, mutual

569 EDRE Constitution(1995), Art 54(2)
570 FDRE Constitution(1995), Art 39
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intelligibility of language, belief in a common cglated identities, a common psychological
make-up, and who inhabit an identifiable, pre-damity contiguous territory”.

Art 39(5) does not differentiate between natiorsiamalities and peoplé&! Thus, the right

has not been given to nine member Regional Stdtekeofederation, but instead to the
nations, nationalities and peoples in the fedemativhich are not well and separately
defined”>"? It is quite apparent from the reading of Art 39¢(Bjt the criteria are neither
precise nor detailed.

The House of Federation (HoF), the federal secdmamber, is empowered to deal with
questions of self-determination including the rightsecessiol.> As stated in the Procl
N0.251/2001, the capacity to submit such questitmsthe house is as part of the
constitutional rights of the nationality group ceneed. The law states that:

The House shall have the power to decide on isglating to the

rights of nations, nationalities, and peoples tbdetermination. Any

Nation Nationality, or People who believe that itentities are

denied, its right of self-determination is infritjepromotion of its

culture, language and history are not respectedeireral its rights

enshrined in the constitution are not respectedviotated for any

reason, may present its application to the housmutfn the proper

channef™
Admittedly, these grounds, although so specified,rt restrictive as such. The first reason
for uncertainty could be concerning the procedwmdfying that whether grievances that may
be submitted to the house genuinely reflect theiadctituation of the people concerned.
Closely related is the concern that the federabsgchamber-the HoF could never be trusted
to organize, and monitor the referendum neutratig ree from any prejudice. In addition,
the HoF, an organ with the duty of handling isswegrding nations, nationalities and people
of Ethiopia, has also a function of promoting egyalnd unity among peoples.
However, apart from the above general provisions,RDRE Constitution does not contain
any sturdy safeguards for LG. From the FDRE Caumstih, one can easily notice two
fundamental provisions: first, the recognition d&fetexistence of LGs and second, the
submission of LGs to the respect of the RegionaleSt Accordingly, the sphere of the LGs
is left to the mercy of the Regional States, thotinghlast item of Art 54 calls on autonomy to

satisfy the needs of the inhabitants. As alreadjcated above, not much else is clear about

571 No distinction is drawn between the three categoin the FDRE Constitution the and no officialiniéibn has been
given go explain the differences between them.

72 5ee J. Abbink, ‘Ethnicity and ConstitutionalismBthiopia; J. of African Law41, (1997), p.167

573 FDRE Constitution (1995), Art 62(3)

574 See Procl N0.251/2001, Art 19(1)
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LG creation. As shown above, there is no legalgation to create LGs. Therefore, their
creation is not constitutionally guaranteed. Fames and foworedas the power to make a
scheme of division rests formally with Regional t8t&Council. Forkebeles the power
(generally) rests with theoredaof which thekebeleis a part.

It can be stressed that there is no single pravisibthe law that expressly provides for
criteria and procedures of LG creation. Therefdrean be said that the FDRE Constitution
has no express constitutional recognition of LG8, does it contain any specific procedures
that govern LG creation. The federal constitutionovides neither standard nor limitation
based on which to determine the creation of LGshds been shown that the FDRE
Constitution left the creation of LGs within thevpers of each Regional State. An argument
can, therefore, be made that one essential dedisitotal matters, the creation of LG, has
been reserved for the nine Regional States andtvwibeCity Administrations. But this
provision does not go far enough. In addition, ¢hisrnothing in the constitution to suggest
how many LGs there should be, or how they shoulddrestituted. Furthermore, as will be
explained below, the section of the constitutioalishgy with creation of LG does not entail a

requirement for demographic threshold or broadecyples/ norms for the creation of LGs.

6.2 The Basis of Woreda Creation: A Brief Look at Regional State legislations

A crucial issue at stake here, which we may explorther in the case studies, is that so far,
many of the Regional States have neither develomedmplemented any comprehensive
legislations regarding LG. However, there are alyea number of pointers in this direction.
It is encouraging that some Regional States aml\slmoving in convenient direction by
adopting a number of legislations in the field. Thigray (TRS) and Benishangul Gumuz
(BGRS) Regional States, for instance, have madeespmgress in providing a legal
framework for creation ofvoredas According to Art 59(3) of BGRS Constitution, the
Executive Council is empowered to decide on petitisubmitted to it fronworedasand
kebeleswith respect to the redefinition of their bounéari

The Procl of each Regional State (TRS and BGRS)ogmas the respective Regional State
Executive Councils to create nemoredas and/or to divide, amalgamate, or eliminate any
existingworedawithin the jurisdiction of the respective Regiohte’”

The TRS Procl authorizes the Regional State Exez@buncil to define, through executive

regulation, the criteria for the creation of a newreda®’® The Procl also hints that the

S75TRS Procl 99 (2006), Art 6(4); BGRS Procl 86 (2014t 10(4)
S75TRS Procl 99 (2006), Art 6 (1)
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criteria should include capacity to deliver sergicadministrative convenience, and the
communities’ culture and preferenté.In the case of BGRS, it is stated that poputatio
size, capacity to cover 25 percent of its expefregs own resources, population settlement
structure and the history, culture and intereghefcommunity are considered in the creation
of LGs>"® It is important to note that the Procls entail deadition that the Regional State
Council, in the exercise of this power, has to tak® consideration the studies and a
proposal of a Regional State bureau of finance eswhomic development as well as of
administrative and security affairs bur@alArt 58(3) of ARS Constitution grants similar
power to the Administrative Council in the Amharadgional State.

In the same vein, it is worth emphasizing that ¢itg Procls of Oromia and SNNPR set
certain preconditions and procedural guidelines foe creation of new cities and
municipalities, such as clearly defined boundargesjinimum population size, commercial
and industrial economic activities, financial sefiance, and other objective criteria that
may be stipulated by the Regional State ExecutieenCil®*® An urban community that
wishes to have its locality incorporated as a iy petition to the Regional State, Bureau of
Works and Urban Development, with documents thaiverthe fulfillment of the legal
preconditions for incorporatioti-The Regional State Executive Council has the uténsay
on whether or not to grant the petitiid.The following section reviews the general trensls a
well as factors that either affected the creatibnroamalgamation LGs. In the next section,
an attempt is also made to provide the generahv@grof the challenges and implications of

the practice of LG creation in Ethiopia.

ST'TRS Procl 99 (2006), Art 6(3)

S8 BGRS Procl 86 (2010), Art 11(1)

5°TRS Procl 15 (2006), Art 6 (4); BGRS Procl 87 (2014t 10 (4)

80 ORS Procl 65 (2003), Art 4 (1-2); SNNPR Procl 12806), Art 8 (1)
%81 ORS Procl 65 (2003), Art 4 (1-2); SNNPR Procl 12806), Art 8 (1)
%82 ORS Procl 65 (2003), Art 4(4)

112



6.3 The Number of LGs: the National Picture

6.3.1 The Dynamics: Consolidation and Fragmentation

Admittedly, under the current federal dispensattbe,demand for more Regional States has
not been pressed too hard. But the same thing tdmensaid of the demand for the creation
of additional LGs. Neither this demand nor itsgbke consequences have gone unnoticed.
Concern about the increase in the number of LGStlmopia has grown in recent years. In
their study of this recent trend, a number of satsotended to recall some of the experiences
of countries like Uganda and Nigeria. In this sei@&®en commented that:

Ethiopia is no different from Uganda, where demafwmisnew local
government preoccupy local politics across the trguand divert
attention away from opposition politics in Kampata.

Somewhat mirroring with precision Green’s concekasefa, on his accounts of this event,
also reminds us that:

A newly emerging multi-ethnic federation may neex remain
flexible in order to adjust territorial boundaritss meet new ethno-
linguistic demands [...] But too much flexibility malgad to the
Nigerian federation’s logic of fragmentatidif.

Ever since the establishment of the Ethiopian fatitem, LGs seem to be in a condition of
almost constant flux. Over the past two decades, thmber and boundaries of zones,
woredasand kebeleshave been changed noticeably. The experience aredicthat some
woredashave been subdivided into either two or thvemredas while othertwo or three
adjacentworedas have been combined into a singoreda In a perspective work,
Gebrehiwot, for instance, has observed astutely tha

[...] Local governments in Ethiopia are characteribgdcontinuous
fragmentation. Over the past two decadese might observe
frequent reorganization and fragmentation proceds laxal
governments®®

The evidence indicates that, of all units of LGEthiopia, few have experienced as much
change asworedas We can most clearly understand the nature ofethdsanges in a
genealogy across two phases—before and after ti¥PDIChere was a trend to merge small

woredasinto the larger ones in the mid 1990s, which lessiited in reduction of the number

583 Elliott Green, ‘Decentralization and Political Qygition in Contemporary Africa: Evidence from Sudard Ethiopia,’
DemocratizationVol.18, No.5(2011), p.1096

%84 Assefa Fiseha, ‘Theory versus practice in the émaintation of Ethiopia’s ethnic federalism’. InTurton (edi),Ethnic
Federalism: The Ethiopian Experience in ComparatRerspective Addis Ababa: Addis Ababa University Press, 2006),
p.136

%85 GhebrehiwotSupranote390, p.9
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of woredasby almost fifty percent>® During the early Transitional Period, as indicatethe
previous chapter, there were 6W®redas It was noted that during the mid 1990s, the
number ofworedasseems to have stabilized at around 550. Most Ragidtates, therefore,
had fewemworedasin the mid 1990s than at the beginning.

There were a number of reasons for this collafses. dfficially claimed that administrative
efficiency, among others, was a major consideratiothe decision to pursue the merger.
According to Ghebrehiwot, for instance, the amalgdom of theworedaswas widely
considered necessary “to make use of the availsddece public resources by minimizing
administrative costs®’ Thus, according to Ghebrehiwot, the amalgamatias expected
both to maximize local efficiency and increase théministrative capacity of local
authorities. From this, it can be said that otla@tdrs were far less important. Accordingly,
the issue of local populations and the size reqerds for services provision (thresholds and
scale economies) were minor considerations in teyar process.

Official rhetoric and justifications aside, it cabhe denied that the dominant reason was the
forceful agenda of the federal government. From gaint of view, even though the merger
rationale is often formulated as administrative eskpncy, it is primarily a political project
initiated by federal centre.

The assessment indicates there has been no lawethdates the conditions and procedures
for mergers. Partly, the implication of this is tthhe merger has often resulted in a rather
arbitrary incorporation of a number of quite distippeoples in a single LG. The practice
confirms that in multiethnic areas, where LG bouretain many cases reflected deep-rooted
notions of identity, the merger of previously indedentworedasinto larger once was
particularly contentious. As will be discussed lire thext chapter, such cases arose in the
SNNPR, where local people reacted to attempts lmcage LG boundaries. It has been
claimed that a number of referendum schemes hase jpersued at the local level, although
this has not been formalized in legislation atFleeral or Regional State level.

The evidence indicates that despite the enormodsenpal impact of mergers on local
communities, residents had not in many cases takeacttive stance in voicing their opinions
to mergers and setting out prerequisites for mergéccording one commentator, for
instance, “two entire or partial neighboringredaswere merged to form a ‘biggenoreda

without consulting respective residents to whisloreda they would like to join®

%86 |hid.
%57 |hid.
%88 |hid.
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Therefore, it may be argued that the merger wasundertaken voluntarily. Rather, it was
initiated and implemented without consultation wittal people. As a result, it can be
argued that instead of being the product of coatiah between various identity claims, the
official discourse sought to impose merger fromwaho

Meanwhile, the late 1990s saw a surge in claimsémarate LG in the Regional States and
many embarked upon creation of newredas While some experience amalgamation, but
the most common phenomenon has been the creatioewofvoredas There is a good deal
of evidence that shows that since the adoptioreotdtralization reforms at the early twenty
first century, Ethiopia has seen a significant @ase in the number @foredas Garcia and
Rajkumar substantiate this argument by the assettti:

[T]hese numbers [the numbewredag are constantly changing; the
number ofworedashas been steadily increasing over the last few
years because of frequent splitting of existivmgedasto create new
ones>®®

As has been hinted above, the period from 1990sssame alteration on the LG institutions.
It has already been indicated that as the reforocgss unfolded in the late 1990s,
government policy papers proposed changes to thetste of LG as part of the Regional
State devolution agenda. This study reveals tmatsihe inception of the federal system in
1990s, the figures LG has experienced a conspicsegsence of ruptures and shifts. It has
been in a constant state of flux for the past 28@rgeindeed, such moves have been so
commonplace, particularly during the end of 199@d &arly 2000s, that alteration can
described as a dominant thread which runs throutflioian LG history. As will be
discussed below, most obvious are the changesavdledalevel. The same tendency is
seen in a slightly different form in the other tgpe LGs.

In brief, two major distinct phases are discerniltieshould be noted in the first place that
structural reform in the mid-1990s saw a substhdgaline in the number ofioredas The
evidence indicates that most of the reductionfiénriumber of LGs took place in the form of
a largerworedataking over one or more smalleoredas.The official account confirms that
the reform was expected, among others, to dimiaighinistrative expenditures and improve
infrastructure. The practice also substantiatescthien that the reform was initiated by the
federal government and has been justified on tbargts of economic efficiency. As will be
discussed below, the application of DLDP has predug new trend in the LG structure of

Ethiopia: growth in the number @foredas

%8Marito Garcia and Andrew Sunil Rajkumar, ‘AchiegiBetter Service Delivery Through DecentralizatiorEthiopia,’
World Bank working PapeiNo.131 (2008), p.14
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6.3.2 Changes Following DLDP

The previous chapter has indicated two particuispeats of the decentralization process —the
introduction ofworedalevel block grants and split @foredas It is indicated in the previous
chapter that the period since 2002 has been adfngenspicuous change in the number of
LGs. From mid 1990s to early 2000, a small numlbevaredaswere partitioned into two or
more units. Since the early 2000s, however, Ethityais withnessed a major transition in its
LG politics. The DLDP marked a new beginning faoredas in Ethiopia. At the
commencement of DLDP, there were only aboutWwbfedasin the entire country (see Table
6.1 below). In 2013woredasrose in number to a total of 801 nationwide, acrease of
more than 31 percent, since 2002. It needs to l@hasized at this juncture that the number
of zones,woredas and kebelesvaries according to estimates over time, and tdogie
changes in their number. Cognizant of the fact thata for each year has not readily
available, a comparison could be made over difteiere periods. These time periods might

be: some years before DLDP, and some years after.

Table 6-1: The number of LGs before DLDP, 1998

Regional State Population Areainthousands | No. of No. of
(1996/97) Km? zones woredas

Tigray 3,358,358 60.2 4 35

Afar 1,131,437 77.0 5 28
Ambhara 14,769,360 188.8 10 102
Oromia 20,012,952 360.0 12 176
Somali 1,978,600 215.9 9 47
Benishangul Gumuz 492,689 46.8 2 13
SNNPR 11,064,818 112.0 9 71

Gambella 194,755 26.1 2 8

Harari 143,587 0.3 3 19
Addis Ababa 2,341,964 0.4 6 28
Diredawa 277,245 1.6 4 23
Total 55,765,765 1089.1 66 550

Source: Adopted from L. Aalen, 'Ethnic Federalism in a Dimant Party State: The Ethiopian
Experience 1991-2000,” Unpublished PhD Thesis, ®lichelson Institute 2002, p.6
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As we see from Table 6.1, the number of LGs vasiewbss Regional States: Oromia had 12
zones and 17®&oredas and Gambella had only two zones and ewgbrtedas.The number of
zones andvoredasin SNNPR has changed in 2000, when North Omo zwa split into
several zones, and in 2001 when the Silte got their zone, separated from the rest of the
Gurage zone. Since DLDP went into effect, more tB&d newworedashave been created
increasing the total number wforedas in Ethiopia by roughly 45 percent, during nedegn
years of reform era. A majority of these are rwakedas.In contrast, the number diyu
woredashas been nearly constant in the past two decades) from six to eight. Théyu
zones have been relatively held constant in numabfve since 2002.

In many Regional States, urban administrations witbreda status were created as
independent administrative units shortly after ¢éixecution of DLDP. Around 2004, in the
heyday of decentralization, a slew of towns wegasated from their “parenttoreda and
given the status of urban administrations with ssjgaadministrative boundaries and with
woreda status (Interviewee 3, Sep.23, 2014:6). Accordingly the initial stages of
decentralization, most urban administrations ditlexst as separate administrative entities;
they were a part of largevoredss that incorporated the urban areas (towns) as agll
surrounding rural areas. In many cases, the oreafitowns withworedastatus- and this is
typical of most Regional States in Ethiopia- ledth@ phenomenon of so-called ‘donut
woredas in which the ruralworedas surrounding larger towns are cut off from the
infrastructural and economic core of the area(Uitevee 4, Sep.24, 2014:10). The following
Table shows the number wbredasafter DLDP.
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Table 6-2: The number of urban and rural woredas by Regional States after

DLDP, 2008

Regional States Rural woreda Urban woreda Total
Amhara 128 22 150
Oromia 259 39 298
SNNPR 134 22 156
Tigray 34 12 46
Benishangul 20 1 21
Afar 29 0 29
Somali 52 0 52
Gambela 12 1 13
Hareri 3 1 4
Total 671 98 769

Sour ce Adopted from S. Yilmaz and V. Venugopal, “Local @onment Discretion and

Accountability in Ethiopia,'Inter. Studies Programmevorking paper 08-38, 2008, p.4

In short, after the reform, almost a decade andlfy there have been many cases where a
woredasplit into two or even three-thus creating one wretwo new units with separate
administrative boundari€$’ Each of these new units became a mesvedaeither a rural
woredaor an urban administration withioredastatus>®* As detailed below in Table 6.3, the
number ofworedasvaries considerably among the Regional States,hasdonly a weak

relationship to population size.

5% |bid,p.38
591 |bid,
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Table 6-3: Population, Area and Woreda share by Regional States

Regional States Population Share (%) | Area Share (%) Woreda Share (%)
Tigray 6.02 5.53 5.9
Afar 2.03 7.07 3.7
Amhare 26.48 17.34 19.5
Oromia 35.89 33.05 38.7
Somali 3.55 19.82 6.7
Benishangul Gumt 0.88 4.30 2.7
SNNPR 19.84 10.28 20.2
Gambell: 0.35 2.40 1.6
Harer 0.26 0.03 0.5

Source: Author’s Compilation (analyzed from Federal Demadic Republic of Ethiopia Central
Statistical Authority)

The percentage share of Regional States’ popul&ton the national total population shows
that Oromia constituted the highest share (35 meraed 36.6 percent) in both censuses
periods-1994 and 2007 The Amhara Regional State constituted 25.9 peraedt 23.4
percent during same census periods respectivelye BMNNPR accounted for 19.4 percent
and 20.2 percent of the total population of thentgurespectively during the three census
periods>®® According to a projected estimate by the CenttatiSical Agency (CSA) based
on the 2012 Inter-Censual Population Survey (ICRIS, share of Oromia, Amhara and
SNNPR was estimated to be 37.2, 22.9 and 20.3 peirc2012 respectivel?f’.4 On the other
hand, the lowest share in those census period4, 4899 2007, were observed in Harari (0.2
percent of the total population in both census g)ear The figure estimated to be 0.3 in
2012, followed by Gambella, with 0.3 and 0.4, dgrsame census periotf§. Gambella’s
share was estimated to remain at 0.4 in 2812.

The evidence appears to suggest that while thdifunrscof the zones have changed relatively
a number of times, their number and boundary shomsiderable stability (however, in

certain cases they have been modified to a slighttent). In contrast with the zones,

592 CSA: 1984, 1994 and 2007 Census Reports and Arstagstical Abstract
593 (i
Ibid.
5% |pid.
595 |pid.
59 |pid.
597 pid.
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woredashave changed several times in respect of theirbeurand boundaries. Admittedly,
these entities have increased in number and scofieeio activities. The findings indicate
that just as the number lifu zones was relatively stable, so also, thoughlesser degree,
was the number dfyu woredas This demonstrates that simultaneous with thiseiase in
woredas numbers of other forms of LG have either incrdastayed level or decreased due
to mergers.

Overall, the findings imply that the numberwbredashas continuously increased since late
1990s, while mergers and abolition of existimgredasare rare. The evidence indicates that
the two Regional States under consideration-Or@néhSNNPR - account for more than 50
percent of the total number @foredasin Ethiopia. As was mentioned earlier, it is not
difficult to see the period since the late 1990sr@s in which both Regional States have seen
growth of the number of LGs more than in the p@kerefore, the assessment reveals that
Oromia and SNNPR have both experienced an incréasthe number ofworedas
particularly in the period following the implementa of DLDP. In SNNPR, however, this
was in the context of a relatively slow pace. Thizee Regional States, as indicated above,
have well over half of all of thevoredascreated in the country.

Likewise, according to the 2007 statistical dateprlia and SNNPR had around 36 and 20
percentage share of the national population resedgt almost half of the population of
Ethiopia as a whole. The data, in fact, indicated SNNPR had a much smaller number of
woredasthan Oromia. The figure, however, is very diffarém relation toliyu woredas
Most of theliyu woredasandliyu zones in the country are created in the SNNPR.fibluee
reveals that in SNNPR, there has been a marginedase in the number wforedas a slight
drop in liyu woredas and a small increase iiyu zones. In SNNPR, the recent period
witnessed a fall in the number Iofu woredas and one could also observe at the same time
increasingvoredasand increasingebelesn relative terms as welln Oromia, the number of
woredashas changed quite significantly.

The contention here is that, despite this nearhtinaal increase in the numberwbredas
the trend has been toward a decreasing numberocédasper capita. The overall trend
suggests that SNNPR and Oromia, contrary to coreaitwisdom, have usually contained
growth more through the expansion of existmgredasthan the creation of new ones.

The other observation to make from the findingshig study is that aside from splits at the
woredalevel, a number of new zones akebeleshave also been formed. Somewhat by
contrast, the number of zones hardly changed ah alile post-DLDP period. The evidence

shows that in the post DLDP period, very few newmeohad appeared. Hence, it can be
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stressed that the number of zones has remainetivejastable, whereas the number of
woredasand kebeleshas not. It is clear, as hinted above, tkalbelesare by far the most
numerous types of LG in Ethiopia and continue towgmswiftly. A massive increase of
kebeledook place, following the increase in the numkfeworedas

Overall, this study indicates that over the lasb tdecades, there has been a slow but
persistent increasing tendency in the numbewvafedas The finding shows that there has
been no swift ascending trajectory in the trendat@greater number eforedas However,

it needs to be pointed out that although therebleas some variation over time, the number
of woredashas steadily climbed since the beginning of thplé@mentation of DLDP. The
evidence indicates also that that the growth satet uniform but varies across the Regional
States.

In addition, with the adoption of the new decemtatlon policy, the status of towns
underwent significant changes. In the course oinéhe decentralization reform, some of the
towns, being equal in rank to tioredas maintained their municipal character and became
woredas It has been maintained that the towns have bemed to the status eforeda
because of their high population and economic dgmog¢iterviewee 3, Sep.23, 2014:6:
Interviewee 4, Sep.24, 2014:10).

It can be perceived that at the zone level, theoeldvappear to be little justification at
present for any drastic changes. Part of the remsaihe relative stability zone is that zones
are less visible, less public, thamredas Similarly, given past trends and the continuing
emphasis orworedas we can reasonably expect that tiye zone andiyu woredasmight
possibly remain much as it is.

Therefore, it is obvious from the above discussibat the country has experienced an
increase in the number of LGs over the past twades. As was already noted above, the
evidence shows relative growth in the numbewofedas The implication of this is largely
that virtually every Regional State is at one stagéhe other in the exercise. Hence, it can
broadly be argued that empowered legislative instihs have been involved in proposals for
and approval of new LGs. The data presented ahliwes us to see that the number of new
LGs varies across Regional States. In other waidse each Regional State has developed
its own system of LG, one should expect to find sodissimilarity with regard to the
frequency of change to the number of LGs.

The figures cited above constitute incontestablelesce that, of all the levels of the
Regional State, thevoredaone is the most often subjected to change. Inrotlmeds, the

most vivid change in the number of LGs occurredhat woreda level. The number of
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woredasgrew far overshadowing the growth of other formid.G, particularly zonesliyu
zones, andiyu woredas It is important to note, however, that althouglere has been a
relative growth in the number @foredas kebelesemained to be a relatively numerous type
of LG.

Likewise, the foregoing assessment indicates thathe last twenty years, the number of
woredashas continued to increase, while the number oidRed) States today stands at nine.
Today, the number oforedastotaled about 800 in Ethiopia, an average of 88Regional
State. In spite of the limitations of data, soreeeyalized picture of variations in the number
of woredasmay be provided. Table 6.4 below shows the distidim of LGS across Regional

States in the federation.

6.3.3 Population Size and the Number of Woredas

As indicated above, the FDRE Constitution doesayptlown the manner in which new LGs
are created. One might also take the view thattiberia for creatingvoredaare uncertain as
many of the Regional State constitutions too akension the issue. As was noted in the
previous section, the provisions of the FDRE Coutstin dealing with creation of LGs do
not entail a requirement for demographic threshBlegional State legislations stipulate no
specific demographic criteria for creationvedredas

Interview responses are far more consisgenpolitical officials tend to construe correlation
between demographic size awdredacreation (Interviewee 3, Sep.23, 2014:6; Interéew
6,0ct.3, 2014:20; Interviewee 34, Feb. 5, 2015: B&)m the interview, it can be argued that
demographic change is the prized instrument taciafize” woredacreation. Therefore, the
relationship between demographic size and the nupftveoredasrequires consideration.

It is generally submitted that the practicenafredacreation followed the criteria given in the
Ethiopia Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy PapRR$P) and Sustainable Development and
Poverty Reduction Strategy Programme (SDPRP), wihicdriably mention that “the district
forms the unit base for representation in the faldemd regional assemblies, with a
population of 100,000” (EPRSP, 2000: 13; SDPRP22@0).

Hence, Ethiopia’s current LG structure is designednclude woredasof approximately
equal population. Accordingly, it could be argubdttthe variable determining the original
number of woredas was population. In practice, however, it is impénted with
considerable flexibility and tended to operate estbin anad hocfashion, and at worst
existed only on paper. The analysis supports tlsenagtion thatworedasare not created

principally on the basis of population (though thés demographic minimum that has to be
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satisfied). In other words, creation wbredas in many cases, does not reflect the size of
population. To throw some further light on thiswargent, Table 6.4 examines the distribution
of LGs across Regional States per 100,000 popukatising 2012 census data (Population

data here are only a projected estimate basedec20i7 census).

Table 6-4: The number of woredas by Regional States, 2013
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Tigray 4,929, 999| 41, 409.95 53 49 +4
Afar 709,997 72,052.78 30 7 +23
Ambhara 18,866,002 154,708.96 171 188 -17
Oromia 31,294,992 284,537.84 304 312 -8
Somali 5,148,989 215, 90d 54 51 +3
Benishangul 982,004 50,698.68 20 9 +11
SNNPR 17,359,008 105,887.18 156 173 -17
Gambela 385,997 29,782.82 8 4 +4
Harar*** 104,000 3,33.94 NA NA NA
Dire dawa *** 387,000 1, 558.61 NA NA NA
Addis Ababa** 3,041,002 526.99 116 30 +86
Total 84,320,987 | 957,397.75 796 793 NA

Sour ce: Author’'s Compilation, analyzed from Federal Denaticr Republic of Ethiopia
Central Statistical Authority, Ethiopia Statistidsbstract 2012 (Addis Ababa: Central
Statistical Authority, 2012), p. 24

* The population size is projected figure on theiltesof the May 2007 National Population
and Housing Census of Ethiopia, FDRE PopulationsGeiCommission, 2012
**The Addis Ababa City Government has reorganizbd previously existing 9%ebele

administrations into 11&oredasas of June 2010.
***Harari and Diredawa are respectively divideddr kebeleg6 urban and 3 rural) and 47
kebeleq9 urban and 38 rural).

***As of 2015, Diredawa is divided into 4 ‘clusterMehal (9kebele}, Jaldessa (&ebele}
Biyo Awale (12kebele} and Aseliso (kebele¥
N.B: Addis Ababa, Dire Dawa and Harari are excludednfthe observations.
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As is clear in Table 6.4 above, there is an unedistribution of territory, population and
woredasamong the nine Regional States. Table 6.4 revisals of all Regional States,
Oromia is by far the largest in terms of territgpppulation anadvoredas Harari occupies the
smallest territory and population. The differendetween the largest and the smallest
population (31,294,992 in Oromia and 104,000 inatdr or the differences between the
largest and the smallest territories (284,537.84«sgin Oromia versus 333.sq. km in Harar),
are striking, and are indicative of the tremendwasgation across the Regional States in
terms of size.

Hence, it should be stressed that the criteria Inatdeen strictly adhered to since, in some
of the Regional Statesyoredashave been created in territorial areas with sigaiitly
smaller or larger population sizes. Two exampldbslve sufficient to illustrate this point. In
Oromia, for instance woredasvary in population from Dedo, with 290,450 inhalits, in
Jimma zone to Sendefa, the smallest, with 10,78Madrth Shewa zon&® Similarly, in
SNNPR,woredasvary in population from Borecha, with 236, 341habitants, in Sidama
zone to Bero, the smallest, with 12,239 in Benchijione>®® These examples show that
population size, which were said to have guided ¢heation of LGs are not applied
consistently in all cases.

The 2012 projected demographic data has been asagjie whether there are more or less
LGs in each Regional State based on their populaize. Column five shows the number of
woredaseach state should have according to the demograpitéria (a minimum of 100,
000 inhabitants in eaclworedg. The figures in this column are obtained by dividthe
population of each state by 100,000. In the lasuroo of Table 6.4 are the standard
deviations from the national quotas wbredasthey are entitled to, based on the national
average of 100,000 population. The figures in tbkiron are preceded by plus and minus
signs to indicate the number wbredas which they possess above and below their national
quota. The figures in the column five are subtrdtem those in column three to obtain
those in column six.

It can be observed from the above Table 6.4 thaemd the Regional States possess normal
national quota as there is no '0' figure in thaugol. Five Regional States possess 3 to 23
woredasabove their national quota while three RegionateStgpossess 8 to 17 below their

national quota. Looking at the absolute differend@eurth column), the disparity seems to be

9% See Summary and Statistical Report of the 2007ultipn and Housing Census Results, FDRE Populafiensus
Commission, 2008
59 Ihid.
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huge. Afar exceeds its national quota of 7 by 2@ laais 30nvoredas while SNNPR is short
of its quota of 173 by 17 and has only 156.

According to the 2007 Population Census, the aweppulation size of woredais about
173,000. However, the same census reveals that the avpmgméation size ofvoredas in
Gambella is less than 24, 000, which is the lowgstage among all statésBased on 2007
population census, the average population size/aveda in Oromia is a little more than
150,000, which is below the national averé&feSimilarly, the average population size of
woredas in the SNNPR is about 124,000, still far below tiational averagé?

The average population wforedas is now about 100, 0000. Despite the addition5éf 2ew
woredas over the last two decades, Ethiopia’s populapenworedahas increased slightly
from about 90,900 in 1991 to 100,000 in 2012. Sinyl it can be observed that physical size
has not been taken into consideration. Tigray I3awdreda while Somali, which is almost
five times the size of Tigray, has only 54. In dddi, Amhara, almost two-third of the size of
Somali, has about 17@oredss.

The evidence shows that differences in number,p@ndentage increase, wbredasacross
Regional States is not simply a function of popalat as is demonstrated by the large
number ofworedasin relatively low population Regional States, s@as Afar, Benishangul,
and Addis Ababa, and the relatively low numbemairedasin heavily populated Regional
States, such as Amhara and SNNPR. Hence, thimdirabes not reinforce the notion that
woredasare more apt to spring up in growing Regional &tatvith the probability of
woredascreation increasing as Regional State populatioreases.

Taken together, these data do not prove that nesvdr& more likely to emerge in Regional
States with expanding population. In other worlls,ttend doesn’t provide strong support to
the generally held view of a direct relationshigvieen increased population ansdreda
creation. The analysis indicates that, beyond i threshold, the PRSP provides no
other criteria to defingvoredas.The analysis also indicates that Regional Stajisliions

regarding formation of newvoredasstipulate no specific demographic criteria. In itidd,

500 |n Ethiopia, 2007 Population and Housing Censusiedasvary in population from Dima, with 7000 inhabitanin
Gambella, to Awubere, with 339,000 in Somali Reglostate(2007 Population and Housing Census RedtRRE
Population Census Commission, 2008)

01 |n Gambella, according t02007 Population and HmysTensusworedasvary in population from Dima, with 7000
inhabitants, to Godere, with 38,763 inhabitantse Hverage population size wforedasin Gamabella is 23,379 (2007
Population and Housing Census Results, FDRE Popul@ensus Commission, 2008)

50215 Oromia, 2007 Population and Housing Censumedasvary in population from Dedo, with 290,450 inhaloits, in
Jimma zone, to Sendefa, the smallest, with 10,#b0orth Shewa zone (2007 Population and HousingsGg Results,
FDRE Population Census Commission, 2008)

03 |n SNNPR, population from Borecha, with 236,34hahitants in Sidama Zone to Bero, the smallesth W/&,239 in
Benchi Maji Zone (2007 Population and Housing CerRRasults, FDRE Population Census Commission, 2008)
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althoughworeda are officially acknowledged to be re-examinedtius basis of population
growth and economic viability, no such revision teieen place yet.

The other observation to make from the findinggho$ study is that due to a substantial
increase in the scale of L@&predasare relatively large. In the beginning of the 26#mtury
there were 55@voredascomprising an overall population of just 50 milipeople. A slow
paced but steady process of creation resulted lift B0 800 woredasin 2012, while the
overall population has risen to nearly 85 milliczople.

Indeed, the number aforeda has increased since then and so has the populded, the
extent of the increase is not consistently relatedpopulation. Ethiopia’s very high
population growth rate means that its populatiaredaratio is still higher today than it was
in the late 1990s. Yet, there is little evidenaenirthe practice that there is any relationship
between population and the numbemafredss. In other words, there is a significant gap in
the average number wforedas as a ratio of the population.

Therefore, it is clear thavoredashave increased not only in number but also in fadjun.
However, although a significant demographic shds toccurred over the years, the study
does not prove that there is an apparent relatipnisétween population growth and the
number of woredas This study inferred that the preferred method &waling with
demographic increase has simply been permittingeitigting kebelepopulation to expand.
Contrary to what one could be tempted to assunoeeasing population resulted in densely
populatedvoredas which meant larger woredas rather than moreahth

Taken together, these findings do not suggestriatworedasare more likely to emerge in
Regional States with expanding population. It fako therefore, that the issue of "numerical
significance" could not be the sole criterion irnkeal in the creation aofvoredas Indeed, the
study indicates that there has been no strict eater to the underlying principle in the
official account. Consequently, it is certainly pilide to argue that while important, the
change in demographics is not sufficient to explaie differences. One cannot, therefore,
assume thaworedacreation depends on the size of population.

The evidence indicates the appliance of populatioeshold has number practical problems.
Many woredasdon’t meet the prescribed population criteria. Timelings prove that some
woredasare large, sometimes even spatially dispersedrargddifficult to manage. This does
not mean that in some instances, the system hagefioed an area and population which is
not too large to handle nor too small to be indffec The tendency, therefore, is fworeda

to grow well beyond the population of 100,000, adiency further intensified in areas

experiencing rapid demographic growth. There ctnddoredaswith population fewer than
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the statutory 100,000, but usually there are sicanitly many with more population than the
stipulated figure. Eventually, mostoredascame to be thought of as territorial rather than
demographic. The findings, then, support the cdiderthat woredasin official discourse
thus became mere units of territorial account Inggdlittle relation to actual population.

In brief, in a number of official reports and docmts, concern is expressed about population
size. As hinted above, the Interim Poverty Reducttrategy Paper requires thabredas
are reviewed on a periodic basis so tharedaswould be of approximately the same
population size. It can be observed, however, thate has been little consistency in LG
creation and the government has not always follonegdired procedures to the letter.

In short, it can be asserted that, as longvasedapopulation is not redefined periodically,
there is no way to preserve its originally demograpcharacter. Ironically, however, the
findings of this study demonstrate thabreda boundaries were seldom altered, for that
would have introduced a measure of unwanted irlgiabito the spatial structures of local
society.

In addition, the findings suggest that anotherassuadministrative efficiency: it was simpler
for a government to repeatedly use the same boiesdather than redraw them on the basis
of population. It is evident, therefore, that nem\psions are necessary to deal with recent
developments. This study suggests that the dempbigrarovision need to be updated to suit
present situations. From the above, it is clearttianumber of LG is not stable because it is
an object to change from time to time. It is intéchthat the most significant recent trend of
change in the figure of LG is the creation of newredas(via the splitting of existing
woredas$. It is furthermore evident that the growth has Ioe@en uniform across the Regional
States.

To put it more precisely, of all forms of LG, thember ofworedasincreased the most, while
zoneshave been relatively the most stable feature ofogta’'s LG. It is also important to
note that aside from splits at tmeoredalevel, a number of newebeleshave also been
formed in different Regional States. The followihgble shows the percentage changes in

the number ofvoredasin Ethiopia across different periods.
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Table 6-5: The number of woredas, 1991-2013

Year No. of woredas Per centage change
1991 676

1998 550 -22.9
2002 552 0.3

2004 612 10.8
2008 769 25.6
2010 774 0.65
2013 801 3.4

Sour ce: Author’s Compilation (analyzed from Regional &t&8iock Grants, MoFED)
The above Table shows that the humbewofedashas changed quite significantly. As has
been repeatedly indicated above, in the few ydwsfollowed the DLDP, there has been an
increase in the number of LGs. The most strikink &9 of course, that of thevoredas In
fact, this period witnessed a fall in the numbetiyii woredasand a slight growth itiyu
zones, so one could observe at the same time siogeaumber ofvoredasandkebelesThe
pre-DLDP period, instead, was characterized by ahmslower growth. Very few new
woredaswere created from 1991 until the DLDP, and samoeedaswere absorbed by other
woredas Whereas there were 6@@redasin 1991, this number declined to 550 in 1998.
The aftermath of the DLDP, vastly redesigned LG raauies, and created several new
woredas Table 6.5 identifies this by the peak occurring2008. Hence, LG boundaries
hardly changed at all in the pre-DLDP period, utité late 1990s, with the unfolding of the
DLDP.
As the above Table 6.5 shows, in the pre-DLDP pleviery few newworedaswere created.
In the years that followed the DLDP, the numbemoiedasrose vividly. There were 612
woredasin 2004, 769 in 2008, and 801 in 2012. There wabap drop in the number of
woredasbetween 1996 and 1998, due to unification. Thiggests that too manyoredas
existed in the early 1990s relative to the mid 1990
A conclusion from this outline of the Ethiopian adistrative history is that the number of
LG was constantly changing in history. It is undeosl that the division of Regional States
has been maintained in most cases. In contrastevew LGs have undergone greater
alterations. One may consider that this processniast been going on even after 1990s, but
has taken on new momentum in the last decade, iaipeat the woredalevel. The trend

described above tends to show that the creatiovooédastook place from time to time at a
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slow pace, and within each Regional State. In practhe division and creation of LGs has

received far more attention than the dissolutiomerging of LGs.

6.3.4 Ethnic Diversity and the Nature of LGs

As stressed previously, there is compelling evidetitat population size is not the sole
consideration in LG creation. It should be notedt tthe consideration is also affected by
cultural or linguistic distinctiveness, distinctylsts of life and territorial concentration.
Indeed, the emergencelgfu woredasandliyu zones has been one of the underlying features
of LG restructuring over the last 20 years. Theasiésiare created in five of the nine Regional
States in the federation. Of the five Regional €étaSNNPR has the largest numbetiyf
zones andiyu woredas(14 liyu zones and fivdiyu woreda3. Afar has ondiyu woreda
Amhara has threlyu zones and onkyu wored&%*, Gambella has thrdg/u zones and one
liyu woredaand Benishangul has tWigu woredas

The Regional State Constitutions contain two sétprimciples that send mixed messages
regarding the constitutional position of these ®tlnased LGs. The Afar, Amhara, and
Gambella Regional State Constitutions distinctivielgicate the ethnic groups for which a
liyu zone or aliyu woredais recognized (ARS Constitution (2001), Art 73 (BffRS
Constitution (2001); GRS Constitution (2001), Az {1)). However, the Regional State
Constitutions of SNNPR and Benishangul-Gumuz prewdly for the creation of lgyu zone
and aliyu woredawithout specifying the ethnic groups for whom itasbe created (SNNPR
Constitution (2001), Art 80 (1); BGRS Constituti(@001), Art 74(1)).

While this study does not firmly establish that L&® determined by ethnically defined
distinctions, it does however suggest that the ndorerse the Regional State is, the greater
the probability thatiyu woredasor liyu zones are created, confirming a widely held belief
about the impact of ethnicity. There is evidencg,course, of an ongoing process of
separation along ethnic lines and this has beeerobd in some Regional States and is most
evident in the SNNPR.

604 The question Kimant people for separate admiriistiznas also been recognized; increasing the nuoienationality
based LGs in the Region to five (Interviewee 5,.3@p2014:19).
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6.4 Assessing the Nature of Boundary Demarcation in Post-1991 Ethiopia:
Some First Impressions

As indicated in the previous chapter, the stateciire has been changed since the overthrow
of the Derg, with the modification of LG boundaries. This sentprovides an assessment of
the practice of LG boundary demarcation in pot-1¥fhiopia. It was indicated in the
previous chapter that demarcation of LG boundanas been an important component of a
noticeable process of decentralization in Ethiopda. described in chapter four, in the early
1990s, when the new Transitional Government wasialify established, the task of defining
and identifying nations, nationalities and peogiegan in earnest. The process required the
combined efforts of teams of specialists first &imme nations, nationalities and peoples and
then to determine which groups would fit wheredmitewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19).
Accordingly, the task involved deciding which woudd included in the catalogue, and which
would be merged with similar groups, and not regdrds a separate identity, thereby, no
separate LG. It was evident that the practice afafteation had relied on a multi-faceted set
of characteristics to distinguish nations, natidieed and peoples, and they had included such
variables as, language, culture, and territonh@irtclassification. In fact, it can be suggested
that the relevance of these traits was not sinaitatt varied from Regional State to Regional
State. The evidence suggests that the Boundary@ssion largely relied on ethnographic
maps and language, in particular, to demarcate tw@hdbaries in multiethnic Regional States
(Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). It can be nlegk for instance in SNNPR, that language
was the key identifying characteristic, whereassame cases, where linguistic lines are not
always clearly drawn, the process had placed mopoitance on physical characteristics
(Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). It looks amutih the whole process has had regard, not
to factors of governance and administration as a&kconomic viability, but to cultural and
linguistic factors. By 1992, a total of 63 diffetenfficial nationalities were recorded. It is
important to note, however, that the federal gowremnt has referred lately to more than 80
different ethno-linguistic groups.

The evidence reveals that intense distrust wasobitiee main challenges confronted in the
process of demarcation as independence of the westontinually questioned. According
to some sources, the perception that the study teas associated with politicians or
government officials in general, a sizeable portiérihe population engaged in the process
expressed distrust in the work the study team wasucting (Interviewee 1, Sep.22, 2014:3;

Interviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19). Hence, withoutui@sges about the purposes of the
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engagement in demarcation, citizens who seemeduslifitl never fully believed or trusted
that the team was being fully open and transparent.

Moreover, it has been noted that the fieldwork uteden by the boundary commission did
not involve significant engagement in local areasthis regard, it has been argued, for
instance, that the commission, in some cases, atidiefine the boundary with sensitivity to
the local conditions taking into account the sitwabf the physical and social conditions on
the ground (Interviewee 37, Feb. 9, 2015: 98).

Consequently, it seems likely that EPRDF leaderdaraconscious decision not to meddle
extensively with the boundaries inherited from tBerg, despite their shortcomings.
Accordingly, it can be assumed that the post-199Y¥emqment largely accepted the
geographical shapes and ethnic composition of la@er than any radical redefinition of LG
boundaries. It can also be suggested that the lboigsdof the LGs, which followed those of
the Derg, had no particular economic or societal infereratough it was claimed that they
did take some account of ethnic and geographiedlifes. According to one informant:

The demarcations had made little or no effort ke timto account, for

instance, the people’s main subsistence activigyi(kzultivation or

herding or nomadic) and the geographical confownatof the

ground, either. Therefore, it can be assumed tet G boundaries,

in a number of cases, rarely coincided with théritistion of ethnic,

linguistic communities or with the locus of econapgeographic and

historical interests (Interviewee 35, Feb.6, 2004:.
As has been argued in previous chapter, in thelkgie debate about the 1995 Constitution,
the territorial structure of LGs was one of the tramntroversial issues. It was indicated that
the final version of the 1995 Constitution showlee ambivalence of a compromise in which
the detailed ruling of the territorial structure sMeft to the Regional States. The analysis
suggests that although the FDRE Constitution doésaat refer to an option for the creation
of a new layer of governance, at the Regional Statel, it does not specify what those
boundaries would be. The FDRE Constitution providedy for Regional State border
change$™ It states that “All State border disputes shall dsétled by agreement of the
concerned State§®® It further states that “where the concerned Stdsk to reach
agreement, the House of the Federation shall detidle disputes on the basis of settlement
patterns and the wishes of the peoples conceffiéd&tcording to Art 48(2), “The House of

Federation shall, within a period of two years,dena final decision on a dispute submitted

805 FDRE Constitution (1995), Art 48
806 FEDRE Constitution (1995), Art 48(1)
807 |bid.

131



to it pursuant to sub-Art 1 of this Articl&é®® Therefore, what should be clear from existing
provisions in the FDRE Constitution is that no @dares governing the demarcation of LG
exist. There is also no fixed criterion stipulated demarcation. It can, therefore, be argued
that the constitution does not provide how bouretabetween LG units may be changed,
how new boundaries may be founded or old unitsisied.

As has been hinted in the previous chapter, thefpdsral period saw numerous changes of
LG boundaries, notably, through creation and merdére experience indicates that there has
been no consistent pattern in the demarcation obbdaries. According to Ghebrehiwot,
two pragmatic approaches have been applied in #marctation of LGS In the
heterogeneous Regional States, according to Ghelweh.Gs are mainly created along
ethnic lines “regardless their economic viabilittesensure the right of nations, nationalities
and peoples to exercise self- ruf&®. In the relatively homogeneous Regional States,
according to Ghebrehiwot, the creation of LGs haaken into account administration
convenience, population size, and settlement patiehile minority ethnic groups within
these Regional States are exceptionally createdtbnic basis at zone diyu woreda
level®*

Accordingly, two distinct, if not contrasting, pdiples were followed. As indicated in
chapter three, ethnic factors have traditionallerbaised as one of the criteria in the
demarcation of LG boundaries in a number of caseeed, in Ethiopian history, issues of
ethnicity have varied in importance at differemié¢is. When the victorious EPRDF came to
power, it was an order that ethnicity would inebijaplay a major role in shaping LG
boundaries. Accordingly, the post-1991 governmativated ethnicity as the constitutive
basis of the federal state. The tendency to drawethmicity is evident in the federal
constitution perspective. Today, ethnicity beconeesrenched in the constitution, which
defines the main political organization of a coyntin the process of LG reorganization,
cultural and linguistic identity became the ordgrprinciple of the federation. Therefore, the
principle of ethnicity was recognized as one of gogerning factors in the consideration of
territorial arrangements. This new climate produtssdf determination” as new catchphrase
in the demarcation of LGIn the post-1991, it is often claimed that langydysetory, and
ethnic settlement patterns have been variablessmadcation of LGsHence, it could be

argued that whether or not the importance of etbategories emerges or is just reinforced is

S08EDRE Constitution (1995), Art 48(2)
609 GhebrehiwotSupranote 390, p.7
610 hid.

611 pid.
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a matter of degree. It could not be argued thatpthet federal demarcation system created
ethnic groups from scratch, even if one can contbatthe existence and existence of group
boundaries can be shaped by institutions. In Ethjogthnic groups already have a political
identity even before the introduction of the fedexgstem. In fact, the very reality of the

federation was the result of highly 'ethnicizeditpmal arguments. Hence, the federal system
ensured ethnicity as the most relevant elemerttérbbundary demarcation. As a result, in a
number of cases, LG configuration involved ethrategories and demarcated along ethnic

identities.
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Chapter-7: LG Creation and Boundary Demarcation in Oromia and

Southern Nations, Nationalities and People's Region (SNNPR)

The first and the second sections of this chapi@rige a general profile and a brief account
of the existing structures of LGs in the two Regio8tates under consideration. It provides a
brief survey of the relevant constitutional andallegrovisions for LG in each Regional State.
The third section examines the trend of LG creatiothe two Regional States. The fourth
section attempts to describe factors that drivectieation of LGs in both Regional States.
The fifth section provides a comparative assessmeérgre and post-DLDP LG creation
exercises of the two Regional States. The sixthiagedries to provide assessment of the
practice of LG boundary demarcation in the two Regl States. The seventh section looks
at the nature olvoredaboundaries. The final section attempts to ideritiy challenges and
implications associated with LG creation and dem@oa of boundaries in the two Regional

States.
7.1 Oromia National Regional State

7.1.1 General Profile

The Oromia National Regional State is located i ¢entral area of Ethiopia and shares a
boundary with all the Regional States of the coumxcept Tigray. Based on the 2007
population and housing census, the population@Rbgional State is 27,158,471 accounting
for over 36.7% of the population in the courfttyWith its total surface area of 353 690%m
Oromia is the largest Regional State of the Etliogdederation, accounting about 34 % of
the total size of the count®® Oromia is often considered as a single-ethnic-itolesicy
Regional State in the sense that it is characrime the existence of a single dominant
ethnic group. However, although Oromia is inhabitedgely by the Oromo people
constituting about 88% of the total population lné Regional State, the remaining 12% are
non-Oromo minorities which either belong to ethgioups which are dominant in other
Regional States or which are minorities all over Begional Stat€s? Of course, of the 12
%, Amhara people constitute 7.2% of the total pafioih of the Regional State while the

other remaining minority groups constitute lessnti®6%'® Woredasin Oromia vary in

Ziz See Summary and Statistical Report of the 200TiRtipn and Housing Census ResuBispranote 558
Ibid.

614 bid.

515 hid.
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population from Dedo, with 290,450 inhabitants,Jimma zone, to Sendefa, the smallest,
with 10,750, in North Shewa zof¥.

7.1.2 LG Structure

The Constitution of Oromia Regional State provittesthe formation and existence of three
tiers of LG, namely zonal administratiompredaadministration anétebeleadministratior?*’

At the Regional State level, the Oromia has letista executive and judicial institutions.
Similarly, the Regional State Constitution ensutiest the LG consolidates the tripartite
system of government (made up of executive, lefgistaand judiciary) at each level of LGs.
The parliament of the Oromia Regional Staiaffee Oromia, is vested with the highest
political power in the Regional Stat® The Constitution mandates tBaffeeto create other
structures when it deems esserfttdrt 49(3) (b) of the Regional State Constitution
empowers the&affeeto create other administrative structures on th&sbof the number of
population, area and socioeconomic activities witharejudicing administrative structures
determined by the constitution. Accordingly, @affeecreated urban LGs as per Procl No.
65/2003. Therefore, it is clear that rural LGs emeated by the constitution while urban LGs
are created by Procl.

Art 6(1) of Procl No. 65/2003 stipulates the grapaf cities:

The cities in the Region shall be grouped into fgnades as follows:
Grade one (greater than 90,000 residents)

Grade two (from 45,000 t0 89,999 residents)

Grade three (from 10,000 to 44,999 residents)

Grade four (from 2,000 to 9,999 residents)

Art 6(4) provides that “where the number of resides less than 2000 and the place serves
as a seat of the district or zone administratibe, Regional State Executive Council may
decide to confer the status of grade four citied amercise the power and functions
thereof”®?°

According to Art 6(5), the criteria for urban gradimay be modified by the regulations to be
issued by the Regional State Executive Council dase the study conducted by the

burealf?*Art 6(6) of the Procl stipulates that:

616 |bid.,

617 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 45
618 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 68
619 ORS Constitution(2001), Art 45

620 ORS Procl No. 65/2003, Art 6(4)
521 ORS Procl No. 65/2003, Art 6(5)
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The subsequent standing of the cities in the regioimproving or

declining from their grade, the waiting period aster requirements
shall be determined by the Regulations of the Rei&xecutive

Council

Hence, there are four grades of cities, in the@yeb on population. In practice, however,
this grading system has not been consistently eghgicross the Regional State.

According to Art 70(1), zone is a structure foundriediately below the Regional State and
consists of certainvoredas As spelt out in Art 71(1), zone administrationais executive
body which is organized below the Regional Stateoatal levef?? The zone administration
is run by a chief administrator and his depliffhe chief administrator is nominated by the
Regional State president and appointed by the Rabi®Gtate Councf?* The chief
administrator is also the representative of theidted State president at zone level and is
accountable to hifff°Accordingly, zonal administration in Oromia is stured as an
executive subdivision or like ‘branch offices’ dfet Regional State without any legislative
power or functiorf?® In other words, zonal administration is considemsch ‘deconcentrated
arm’ of the Regional State, which is meant to setwdiaison betweeworedasor cities and
Regional State.

Woredasare the second lowest level LGs. Their admintistastructure reflects that of the
Regional State, consisting aforeda council and aworeda administrative council and

e°?8 Kebeleis the

woredajudicial orgar®?’At the lower end of the LG system is tkebel
lowest level of LG and as stipulated in Art 90hés three organs, namekgbelecouncil,
kebeleadministrative council ankkebelesocial court.

According to Art 55(9) of Oromia Regional Congtibn, the Executive Council can
amalgamate, divide, or in another way to restrectuG boundaries determined by the

Constitution or approved by the Regional Council.

522 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 71(1)

623 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 71(2)

624 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 72(1)

625 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 73(1)

526 Berhanu GSupranote 539, p.234

627 ORS Constitution (2001), Art 76

628 Although not legally instituted, undéebelelevel people are grouped int@mres a group comprising households, and
gotes,a group of representatives of eagdre designated aa sub-kebeleOne prescriptive source indicates that the total
number of teams argbtesvary fromkebeleto kebeledepending on the size of population in ekebhele Thegotevary in
size but usually encompass between 60 and 90 haoldsehEachgote is divided into smaller groups of roughly 30
households callegare. The system is becoming a regular component @il lmdministration.
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7.2 Southern Nations, Nationalities and People's Region (SNNPR)

7.2.1 General Profile

The Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoplegidt (SNNPR) is located in the Southern
and South-western part of Ethiopia. It is the théndjest (after Oromia and Amhara), and the
most diverse of the nine Regional States that d¢atesthe FDRE. SNNPR is comprised of
the former Regional States: 8, 9, 10 and 11. ThaIFRI encompasses about 10 percent of
the country’s land area. The 2007 population ismeded at nearly 15,042,531; almost a
twenty percent of the country’s populati®fi.SNNPR is the Regional State of the country
with by far the greatest number of ethnic and laggugroups, inhabited by 56 ethnic groups.
Woredasvary in population from Borecha, with 236, 341Hhabitants, in Sidama zone to
Bero, the smallest, with 12,239 in Benchi Maji z6fePopulation density and language
density varies fromvoredato woredg but noworedais monolingual. Rather, eagioredais

home to a number of diverse languages.

7.2.2 LG structure

The 2001 Revised Constitution of SNNPR providesoar-fier internal administrative
structure: the Regional State level, the zohwll woreda,the woredalevel and finally the
kebelelevel ' The State Council is the highest authority of Regjional Staté?

The zondiyu woredais the administrative level just below the Regio®ihte®™® The
Regional State Constitution provides that a zoneé atiyu woreda have three principal
organs: zonal/liyu woreda council a zonallyu woreda administrative council and a
judiciary #34

Woredastands next to zone in the hierarchy of the RegjiState administratioti> Kebeleis
the lowest LG unit in the SNNPR®

As has been discussed in chapter four, in conteasheir counterparts in other Regional
States, zones in the SNNPR are recognized by thggoRad State Constitution as an
autonomous tier of LG with constitutionally mandhtelected councils and executive

ZZ See Summary and Statistical Report of the 200TIRRtpn and Housing Census ResuBigpranote 558
Ibid.

631 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 45(1)

632 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 46(1)

533 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 80 (1)

634 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 80 (2)

635 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 90

636 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 103(1)

— —
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administration§®” Accordingly, zone in the SNNPR is not the samezase in Oromia
discussed above. In the latter case, as Van daearBeliserves, the zone is a “deconcentrated
organ of the regional administration whereas theezo theSNNPR is an ethnically based

territorial entity, 8

with some element of political autonomy.

In brief, as outlined in the preceding chaptisy zones differ from other zones, which — at
least formally - function only as an administratirk betweernworedaand Regional State.
By contrastliyu zones, as Voughan argues, are ‘self-determinirnig’uand incorporate an
additional tier of elected legislature and exeautwhich reflect and embody the rights of
self-determination granted to the populations iresgion, on the basis of their distinct
ethnicity®®*® As Berhanu arguesiyu woredasare provided to protect the self-government
right for minority ethnic groups that do not haveegh population to create their own zonal
or Regional State self-government strucfiiffedence, according to Berhanuljyu woredais
designed for small ethnic groups, which are toolktoareate a zone, but concentrated in a
specific territory that can have ‘political sigmifince’ to the creation of their own self-
administrative constituendy*

As Aalen arguedjyu woredasare “designed to protect minorities which live marea with

a majority group and where the group is not largeugh to have its own zone or regional
structure™*? As Berhanu asserts, tiigu woredastructure has a similar constitutional and
hierarchical status like the zones; however, itallgthas a smaller populatidf® Unlike the
case in standard structures, whexedaadministrations are accountable to their respectiv
zonal administrationdjyu woredasare accountable directly to the Regional State auth
any intermediary structures of zonal administraff§nin general, as Yonatan alludes,
“functioning as autonomous entities, these ethlyicdéfined zones andvoredasprovide
intra-state minorities with the territorial spadeatt is necessary to manage their own
affairs” %

Hence, as already stated abdiyg) woredasand zones in SNNPR were designed to respond

to local agitation for political self-determinatiolost zones are made up of sevevatedas

837 Yonatan F., ‘Institutional recognition and accoattation of ethnic diversity: Federalism in Southiéd and Ethiopia,’
PhD Thesis, University of the Western Cape, 2008/4¢

638 Chri. Van der Beken, ‘Ethiopia: Constitutional Bretion of Ethnic Minorities at the Regional Levéfrika Focus,Vol.
20, (2007), p.132

639 sarah Voughar§upranote 369, p.240

640 Berhanu GSupranote 539, p.200

641 |hid.

%43 ovise Aalen, 'Ethnic Federalism in a Dominant paBtate: The Ethiopian Experience 1991-2000," Utishbd PhD
Thesis, Chr. Michelsen Institute 2002, p.67

643 Berhanu GSupranote 539, p.200

544bid.

645 yonatan Supranote 637, p.474
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and liyu woredasare different in that they are singMredasthat also have the status of a
zone. Constitutionally, as Van der Bekan argiigs,woredahas the same status as zone, but
it is created for smaller and territorially stropgoncentrated ethnic grouff.

In brief, as can be observed from the abdiya,woredasandworedasare distinguished from
each other on the basis of ethnicity and admiriggaecognition rather than size.

The Constitution of SNNPR provides that “Nationstinalities or Peoples in the Region
shall have their own zonal tiyu woredaadministration®*’ The demarcation diyu woreda

or zone is predicated on a number of intersectotpfs. The Constitution provides a general
principle that eacHiyu woredaor zone will be delimited on the basis of the setiént
pattern, language, identity, and consent of theplgeconcerne8?® The procedures for
securing a new LG are also set forth in the carigsit.

The Council of Nationalities (CON), the second chamof the Regional State government,
is authorized to decide on matters relating toomsti nationalities or peoples' rights to zone,
liyu woredaor woredaadministratior?*® According to (Art 59(4) of SNNPR Constitution,
the CON is empowered to settle disputes betweeruhi®. When an ethnic group in the
SNNPR believes that its right to self-determinatioas been violated, it can submit a
complaint to the CON. If it is not satisfied withet decision of the Council or if the Council
does not reach a decision within two years, it sabmit its case to the federal House of
Federatior?™® The CON is also supposed to study disputes betweghboring states and
guestions of border delimitation, submits its fimgs to the HoF and follows up for

implementatiorf>*

7.3 What is the trend of woreda creation?

An overview of the number ofvoredasin Oromia over the last decades indicates a
progressive increase. The numbemairedaswas reduced from about 300 during the period
of military regime to 180 in the early 1990s (Iniewee 9, Oct.27, 2014:28). The evidence
indicates that the number wforedaswas kept at almost stagnant during the initialsehaf
decentralization. Ten additionaloredaswere created in 2002, bringing the total number to
190. In 2005, the number @foredaswas raised to 197. In 2008, the nhumbemwoiredas

846 Chri. van der Beken, ‘Ethiopian Constitutions ahe Accommodation of Diversity: The Limits of Tearial Approach’.
In Tsegaye R.(edi)ssues of Federalism in Ethiopid@owards an InventoryEthiopian Constitutional Law Series,Vol.2,
Addis Ababa,2009, p.273

647 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 45 (2)

648 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 45 (2)

649 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 59 (3)

50 SNNPR Procl No. 60/2003

851 SNNPR Constitution (2001), Art 59 (8)
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increased to 265. In 2014, the figure was raise@80®. In general, the number of LGs in
Oromia has increased from 12 zones andw@8&f@dasin 2001 to 18 zones and 3@%kredas
in 2014. Hence, since the enactment of DLDP, theber ofworedasuntil the year 2014 has

increased by 124.The following Table shows the nemabworedasin Oromia.

Table 7-1: The number of woredas by zone in Oromia

Number of Woredas PA (2007

Zones Rural Town Census Result) Area KM?
West Wellega 19 2 482 13131
East Wellega 17 1 279 14103
llubabor 22 2 498 16884
Jimma 17 2 522 18696
West Shewa 18 1 531 14371
North Shewa 13 1 267 8990
East Shewa 10 5 312 9546
Arsi 24 2 506 21008
West Hararge 14 2 379 17779
East Hararge 19 3 554 26311
Bale 18 3 362 63555
Borena 13 2 195 63939
South West Shewa 11 1 265 5812
Guiji 13 3 301 33321
West Arsi 12 4 316 12767
Kelem Wellega 10 1 250 10487
Horo Guduru Wellega 9 1 171 7868
OSZSF 6 8 151 4808
Total 265 44 6341 363376

Sour ce: Oromia Finance and Economic Development Bureai4 20
In brief, in almost a space of a decade, the nurobeoredasin Oromia had increased from
180 to 304. This was a much larger increase thamynother Regional State in the country.
Of all units of LG in Oromia, few have experienasmuch change agredas. As already
stated, in the period from 2001 to 2014, the nundferoredasrose from 180 to 304, an
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increase of about 69 percent. In the same pet@dntimber of zones rose from 12 to 18, an
increase of about 50 percent.

A modicum of amalgamation was occurred atwuwedalevel with the creation of Oromia
Special Zone Surrounding Finfinne (0SZ$¥).The merger was deemed necessary to
enhance the capacity of LGs (Interviewee 20, De2084: 60). However, according another
informant “the merger appeared to be meeting palitbbjective, and has not been producing
the purported economic benefits” (Interviewee 24ecD3, 2014: 68). Thus far, no
amalgamations occurred at the level of zones asthghasis has mainly been solely on
dividing existing LG units into smaller ones.

In 1993 five Regional Stat®3 which had been created a year earlier, during thasitional
Period, decided to merge and formed what is nokwedahe SNNPR. Because of the
merger, the number of the National/Regional selfegyoments created by the original Procl
in the country decreased from fourteen to nine.oAding to one informant, there were no
concrete objective criteria for the amalgamatiomeiiviewee 34, Feb. 5, 2015: 90). The
statement was corroborated by Gebreab when he wa@osahat “there was no clear
explanation how the merger was initiated, negatfised agreed” (Gebreab, 1998:97). The
merger decision was made through “closed door aggae among the self-appointed ethnic
organizations in the name of the people” (Aal2A02: 90).

Regional State officials claim that the mergerhsd Regional States came as a result of the
regional party members’ desire “to utilize commaogsaurces and manpower in their
respective administrationslbid). Opposition politicians, however, claim that therger was
an outcome of “pressure from the central party,clwhiad a clear strategy of obtaining a
firmer grip of regional affairs in the southtb{d).

In brief, the official discourse indicates thakoof the prime motivations for merger was the
construction of an economically more viable entibat is, a search for an optimal economic
size of the Regional State. It should be noted,dwan, that economic viability was not the
only motivation that led to the union. There is oalsompelling evidence that the
consolidation of ethno-national politics was imggefor the amalgamation.

As hinted above, whether the ethnic groups weresuted in the redrawing of LG
boundaries is another issue. In this regard, d¢tagned that no referendums were conducted

among the smaller groups in order to assess tph&irams on whether they wanted to join any

82 0S7SF was created in post-2005 election periodcandists of six districts (Akaki, Berek, Mulo, $&b -Awas, Sululta,
and Welmera) and eight major towns (Burayu, Duk&elan, Holata, Lega Tafo — Lega Dadi, Sebeta, Sandeke, and
Sululta)

553 The regions were Gurage-Hadiya, Kembata, Wolagitap, and Sidamo
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larger ethnic group to form the Regional Stateefiviewee 36, Feb. 6, 2015: 95; Interviewee
38, Feb. 9, 2015: 100).

Whatever the preferred explanations, the LG sydtambeen undergoing dynamic change at
all levels since the creation of the Regional StAfter consolidation, the fragmentation of
the Regional State into LGs has been taking plémels since the early 1990s, as separate
ethnic-based movements sprung up in various pdrteeoRegional State (Interviewee 37,
Feb. 9, 2015: 99). The practice indicates that k€aton in SNNPR has proceeded slowly
and with difficulty. From about 56 ethnic groupdiaglly identified in the Regional State,
only 21 ethnic groups have been provided with sEpdrG at zone anld/u woredalevels.
SNNPR started out in 1993 with nine zones. In 2QB8, number rose to 13 zonesli\a
woredasand 104woredas In 2012, the number eforedashas grown to 156; this represents
an increase of over 106 % from the original W@redasat the start of the DLDP over a
nearly ten year period?

As already stated above, from about 56 ethnic gradpntified in the Regional State, 21
have been provided with separate LG at zone (18)iym woreda(8) levels. However, four
liyu woredas(Amaro, Burji, Derashe, and Konsaere merged together in 2011 into single
zone called Segen’zone (Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 101). The gamhtion was
implemented as part of a Regional State-wide L@rmefprogramme (Interviewee 38, Feb. 9,
2015: 102). This number now appears to be fixedraotchdmitting any claims, though there
are groups that are still hoping for recognition.

The tendency seems to be to go for smaller andlema® subdivisions. Aside from splits at
theworedalevel, a number of neliyu woredasand zones have also been formed in SNNPR.
As one informant saidjyu zones all contain a number wbredas not necessarily of the
same ethnic group (Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 201%).1Dheworedasin such cases must be
regarded, according the informant, not as locat divided for convenience into smaller
segments, but as a cluster of self-contained etjmoigps inhabiting one LG (Interviewee 38,
Feb. 9, 2015: 102). Often, for administrative psg®m thekebelessome distance from zonal
capital are gradually grouped intredas based partly upon geographical convenience and
partly upon ethnic considerations (Interviewee B@arch 23, 2015:129; Interviewee 39,
March 3, 2015:104).

The total number diiyu zones has been relatively constant in the pasdieades, at about

13. Change over time has been very slight. It sheglgght dip in fragmentation in the period

654 Based on the authors’ review of Ministry of Finarand Economic Development(MOFED) Capacity docusnand
interviews with Regional officials in 2013
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just before DLDP and a gradual increase in theopesince. If current trends continue, one
may expect an increase in this number, though taerewo contrary processes at work: a
tendency on the one hand towards integration artie@nther towards separation in the form

of a new LG. The numbers of woredas in SNNPR atic@ted in the following Table.

Table 7-2: The number of woredas by zone /liyu woreda in SNNPR

No Zone/ liyu woreda No. of woredas | No. of Town woredas
1 Dawro 5 1
2 Wolayita 12 3
3 Gamogofa 15 2
4 Sidama 19 2
5 Gurage 13 2
6 Silti 8 1
7 Hadya 10 1
8 Kembata Tembaro 7 1
9 Kaffa 10 1
10 | Sheka 3 2
11 | Gedeo 6 2
12 | Debub Omo 8 1
13 | Bench Maiji 10 1
1 Konsoliyu woreda
2 Derashidiyu woreda
3 Amaroliyu woreda
4 Yemliyu woreda
5 Burji liyu woreda
6 Kontaliyu woreda
7 Basketdiyu woreda
8 Halabdiyu woreda

Total 134 22

Source: SNNPR Finance and Economic Bureau, 2013
This review has shown that the number of LGs in 8RNas changed over time. The trend

described above tends to show that over the whalie®g that followed the formation of the
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Regional State, as will be detailed below, there lten an upsurge of demands for new LG
from the ethnic groups in the Regional State. Imeotwords, ever since the creation of the
Regional State, there has been pressure for tlagiameof more LGs. The practice indicates
that the creation of new LGs is typically a resiilthe division of existing LGs.

In general, there is a variation in the numbemofedasbetween the two Regional States

under consideration. A sense of this variatiorisveyed in Tables 7.3 below.

Table 7-3: The number of woredas in Oromia and SNNPR

Y ear Oromia SNNPR
1994 102 71
1998 176 71
2000 190 77
2002 190 77
2004 197 104
2006 197 154
2008 265 156
2010 298 156
2014 305 156

Source: Author’s compilation from different sources
Indeed, the intensity of partition is greater inNgAR than in Oromia considering the number

of LGs that exist due to intense demand for sei@mheination.

7.4 What generates demand for new LGs?

A number of factors have acted in both RegionateStép encourage more LGs to be created.
First has been the impact of the new decentratimateforms. In this regard, the specific
question of factors of LG creation in both RegioS#dtes is viewed in the same manner as
the question of why the country decides to decémgrdinterviewee 3, Sep.23, and 2014:8).
Accordingly, regional elites have viewed decentation as a principle to propose the
creation of new LGs (Interviewee 3, Sep.23, 201#rviewee 4, Sep.24, 2014:12).

In addition, the argument that decentralization bpened up the space for expression of
rights of identity and coupled with right to seltdrmination, constitutes another related
incentives to the increase in the demand for LGee(Viewee 37, Feb. 9, 2015: 99
Interviewee 55,April 3, 2015:146; Interviewee 6QpriA 18, 2015:161). Since the period of

statehood, SNNPR, comprised of different ethniagsy has experienced such demands on a
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wide scale compared to other Regional States incthmtry (Interviewee 48, March 19,
2015:126; Interviewee 45, March 13, 2015:119; Nitavee 57, April 9, 2015:152). In
SNNPR, the struggle to maintain LG has frequen#grbdepicted as a battle for the very
survival of the ethnic group as a distinct peopid ¢he relevance of retaining the status of
liyu zone orliyu woredalies on the fact that it creates a better prodecthanworedaand
kebele(Interviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:20; Interviewee 38).P, 2015: 102). According to one
informant in SNNPR:

As the right of self-determination is central irtusitions of new

district creations, the answer needs to be soughthis context.

Arguably, a group of people to whom the right of-setermination

does not apply cannot make a plausible claim fgassion from

their parent district (Interviewee 37, Feb. 9, 200%)
In this regard, the creation of LGs in SNNPR isyomhdertaken when the demand is more
strongly couched in linguistic terms (Interviewee Sep.30, 2014:20). The official
recognition of the existence of a language is, fiecg, analogous to providing official
recognition of a distinct ethnic group, hence sefatG (Interviewee 43, March 9, 2015:113
Interviewee 46, March 16, 2015:122).
Indeed, language has been a major element in dgffmation” for self-determination. Of
the rest, the practice highlights the charactessand will of the population, the other
emphasis include, culture and settlement historiedistorical attachments have been
particularly significant for establishing a link theen a population and a territory and
therefore, played important role in adding legitapdo LG creation (Interviewee 37, Feb. 9,
2015: 99). Hence, from this perspective, ethniedénces, in particular linguistic, remain
important considerations even if it is claimed,radicated earlier, that they are declining in
weight.
Consequently, there are numerous petitioners irtingdéhe offices of the HoF and CON
seeking recognition of their distinct ethnic idénti (Interviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19;
Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). In this regard informant in SNNPR said that:

The practice indicates that self-determinationaisthe only principle

to be taken into account in the creation of LGse Pnactice is also
deem to take place referring to the principles dmaistrative

convenience and decentralization. Hence, the expegi appears to
reflect the view that self-determination might eeg® legitimate
aspirations, but it is considered with other prtes and wider
interests of regional stability (Interviewee 34pF8, 2015: 92)

Therefore, although the whole LG creation appro@hpresented in terms of being

technocratically engineered, it has still been vanch informed by ethnic criteria.
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In this regard, it is imperative to consider sonfigh insistent demands made by several
delegations from SNNPR. Kucha'’s attempt for sepamatfor instance, demonstrates how
historical and ethnic arguments and a new polititetourse of democracy and development
mingled to produce a highly strong combination gtdkresonates in the demand for separate
LG. In explaining this, one of the delegations esiied to voice the demands of the Kucha
has stated that “We are marginalized in terms ofice delivery and development and, to
remedy this situation, our area should be upgradeddistrict” (Interviewee 52, March 26,
2015:135). Consequently, the respondent believatsitithey were able to have authority
over their own LG, they would receive services meifeciently and effectively. In addition,

it is noticed one of the greatest fears of the Kuchassimilation into Gamo whereby it is
feared that such assimilation might lead to thenesibn of their culture and language (see
Addis Admadewsletter, Dec. 28, 2014).

A similar pattern can be seen in Loma as well. eDations of 1lkebelesfrom Loma
appealed to the CON and HoF asking to become aatepdistrict (Interviewee 5, Sep.30,
2014:18). And once again the solution is seenetotily in terms of the creation of a new
district. The case in Loma has been presented cin-sgconomic grounds. A key informant
in the CON told researcher that “the creation ofniaodistrict is technically justified as it is
very cumbersome to administer the area due toahg dlistances and in addition, they are
populous enough to form a district” (Interviewee B8b. 9, 2015: 100).

It is noteworthy, from the above cases that theatarfor district status has not only based
on linguistic, ethnic or cultural bases. The reprgatives of these areas defended their case
on socio-economic grounds. Their claim is also Base the distance of their area from
district center.

LG creation has been promoted as a “practical isoiub the problem of accommodating
diverse communities in a single state and at timestaime it is sought to assuage ethnic
tensions in the region” (Interviewee 39, March @12:103). In this regard, as one informant
said:

The eruptions of conflicts for distinct ethnic idigy status, self—
governance at sub-regional levels and regionaustatve been
particularly recurrent in the SNNPR and — remainoses challenge
of the federation (Interviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:18)

An examination of the experience of SNNPR shows tthe creation of new LG is perceived

as a “conflict-amelioration scheme to trim down soofi the pressure in competition for elite
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positions and to meet some of the grassroots grems pertaining to marginalization”
(Interviewee 39, March 3, 2015:103).

Moreover, it is recognized that "many 'ethnic eptemeurs' are today engaged in a struggle
for recognition of separate ethnic identities ds tiould lead to representation at Regional
and Federal levels and give 'ethnic entreprenthe@hance to access government resources"
(Interviewee 49, March 20, 2015:128; IntervieweeMdrch 31, 2015:143).

According to one informant in SNNPR *“all cases @ [creation in SNNPR reveal strong
interests of local elites, who act as initiatorstioé separation process, head the lobbying
committees, and — if successful — occupy the difisepower in the new LGs” (Interviewee
38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). Consequently, local paditis are eager to form small LGs under
their control, not only for the new offices and sothat would be so created but also because

they believed the new LGs would be an avenue fey aacess to regional resourcksd).

In a related way, the failure by LGs to delivertbe promise of service provision and socio-
economic development tends to result into demaondsnéw LGs from those who feel
marginalized, a process which fuels further diwnsi@nterviewee 11, Nov.7, 2014:40;
Interviewee 27, Jan.5, 2014: 73; Interviewee 50rdd&@3, 2015:129). In this regard, one of
the variables is a pronounced sense of frustratimhthe motivation for separation usually
stems from the sentiment that the government aloited and the Regional State in general,
is not serving the interests of the local commuriyterviewee 7, Oct.13, 2013:23;
Interviewee 35, Feb. 6, 2015: 94).

The wish to create a new LG is also likely to caimoen fiscal incentives as well. Attaining
LG status is the goal for many communities in RegloStates as iinter alia provides
automatic access to their own budget, granted m#inbugh transfers from the Federal level
via the Regional States (Interviewee 1, Sep.224&)linterviewee 3, Sep.23, 2014:7).
Accordingly, the practice indicates that the RegidBtates tended to the view the creation of
more woredasserves as a means of attracting to their area® m@nts (Interviewee 5,
Sep.30, 2014:18).

The increase in the numberwbredashas also been interpreted as a logical outcontieeof
increasing rural population growth (Interviewee B@c.8, 2014: 60; Interviewee 50, March
23, 2015:129). From this point of view, the inciead woredas then, has been explained
largely as a product of population growth. In thégard, available data from the census

reports indicate that there has been increasedlggapu growth in all Regional States, the
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highest occurring in Gambella and Benishangul Gymith 4.1 % and 3 % annual growth
respectively, followed by Oromia and SNNPR, witimgar 2.9% annual grovvt??.‘r’

It is noted also that much of the impetus for tbieange has also come in response to
pressures generated by increased urbanizatiomiienese 20, Dec.8, 2014: 60; Interviewee
23, Dec.12, 2014: 64; Interviewee 27, Jan.5, 2004). As a result, there has been an
upgrading of formerly rural areas wworeda status (Interviewee 24, Dec.13, 2014: 68;
Interviewee 26, Dec.24, 2014: 71). This move hesnbustified on the basis of efficiency
and better service (Interviewee 21, Dec.10, 2014ir@erviewee 26, Dec.24, 2014: 71).
Regarding the level of urbanizati?,the figure shows that the highest level of urbatiim

in 1994 and 2007 (98.7 percent and 100 percergectisely) were found in Addis Abala’
During same periods, the level of urbanization im@a was 10.5 and 12.3 percent
respectivel)ﬁ.58 On the opposite, the lowest level of urban peapkbe above similar periods
(6.8 percent and 10 percent, respectively) wasrabdén SNNPR> There is a big variation
in the rate of urbanizations among the RegionaleSf& The highest and lowest rates of
urbanization in the years between 1994 and 2009, gdrcent and -0.2) were registered in
Benishangul-Gumuz and Dire Dawa city Administrati@euncil, respectivel§®* During
same period, the figures for SNNPR and Oromia v@edeand 1.4 respectivef It can,
therefore, be suggested that the trend does npbsuihe assumption that urbanization has
been the major factor behind the creation of LGs.

Other developments propelling a shift toward ma@edasare related to the principle of
bringing government and development closer to tepfe (Interviewee 11, Nov.7, 2014:41,;
Interviewee 35, Feb. 6, 2015: 94; Interviewee 3h.P, 2015: 98; Interviewee 39, March 3,
2015:104). The evidence indicates that, in Ororh(@, creation has almost regularly been
motivated by the reasons of administrative natdyecordingly, Oromia has no special
arrangements for minority ethnic groups, although number of LGs in Oromia is almost
twice bigger than in SNNPR. This underlines thed that Oromia does not use the creation

of woredasto accommodate ethnic diversity.

5% See Summary and Statistical Report of the 200TiRtGpn and Housing Census Results, CSApranote 604
656 |_evel of urbanization is used in this study asghgportion of country’s or region’s populationitig in urban areas as a
percentage of the national total or regional tptadulation at a given specific time.
Z:; CSA: 1984, 1994 and 2007 Census Reports and Atatstical Abstract
Ibid.
59 Ihid.
560 Rate of urbanization is used in this study as#le by which the urban population is growing otere in comparison to
the rural population of a country or region.
22; CSA: 1984, 1994 and 2007 Census Reports and ArBtatstical Abstract
Ibid.
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In an interview with a top official of the OromiaeRBional State, it is learned thabredasin
Oromia are grossly unequal from their inceptiomuigh these disparities can, to a certain
extent, be justified by considerations for geogregh criteria (Interviewee 6, Oct.3,
2014:20). Moreover, the demarcation process in @xdms been impaired by a number of
other issues, such as the quality of the populatiata used and the interests and even
political motivations of the bureaucrats at differéevels.

According to theworedaofficials’ report, when the new Chewakaredawas carved, which
was created as resettlement area in Bedeleeda at the end of 2068 the rationale
proffered was administrative convenience (Intergevd2, Jan.15, 2015: 86). The partition
from Bedeleworedawas meant to facilitate the independent developraed streamline the
administration of Chewaka (Interviewee 27, Jan®l4 75; Interviewee 28, Jan.7, 2015:
76). However, it seems likely thtte decision has also taken into consideratiorrehgious
and cultural divergence of the settlers, in additto political necessity (Interviewee 29,
Jan.9, 2015: 79).

The evidence points toward the fact that, in Orgrthi@re is no clear ethnically contrived
pattern, as there has been no special arrangeoremiriority ethnic groups. It would not be
possible, however, to conclude that purely techamacrconsiderations- pertaining to
administrative and geographical issues alone- baem employed in the demarcation of LG
boundaries.

In sum, the evidence appears to suggest that trerdeen no consistency in the way LG
creation is justified across state institutionsoired in the process, including the Federal
government and Regional State executives, as thmelaped different discourse to
legitimize the same decision. Given these, it isllia discredit dissenters contention that the
official justification has been changing and codictory and that the policy has been shaped
by political ulterior motives.

However, considering the points noted above, iukhbe recalled that many of the demands
are grown, among others, under the guise of deedtion. Accordingly, there is
widespread agreement that the demand for sepaé@tes driven primarily by the policy of
decentralization. Related to these are complaiptgrbups about being marginalized — on

account of their different ethnic affiliations, @mges or cultures — who demand access to

563 |t used to be administered as part of Bedeteedabut recognized as one independentredaof the zone since the

establishment of the resettlement site in 200& #ructured as an independarredaexclusively embracing the settler’s
community. Thevoredais adjacent to Gumuz/Berta people in Benishanguh@ Region to the north and to the East and
other indigenous settlers to the south and westatt inhabited by local Oromos as well as Gumuzleewith the latter
living along Didesa and Dabena rivers.
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power at the local level. Hence, it can be maimdithat a rich mix of local complaints
ranging from recognition to leadership ambitionsglect and geographic isolation seems to
be driving the creation of new LGs.

Consequently, it can be concluded that the claitmatee new LGS has been raised from time
to time; sometimes-on ethnic grounds, sometimesdas administrative convenience and
sometimes on socio-economic backwardness of tlesare

7.5 Comparing pre and post-DLDP: Changes of Rationale?

The aftermaths of the initial and second phase adedtralization offer an interesting
comparison. The first phase started in 1991, wherirtterim constitution came into place. A
second period began in post-2002, when the DLDPectmscene. The early post 1991
exercise was largely intended to empower ethnouisiig groups and thus, encouraged
ethnic groups to voice demands for recognition @uedrestructuring of LGs (Interviewee 1,
Sep.22, 2014:3; Interviewee 9, Oct.27, 2014:33).

The stakes in discussion of ethnicity in LG creat@ve been declined by the arrival on the
scene of DLDP, which indicates that the ethnic gyolhas not been pursued consistently
(Interviewee 35, Feb. 6, 2015: 94 Interviewee 3B(Fe 2015: 99). Thevoredashave been
important in the subsequent creation of LGs and o#her type LGs are very rarely created,
and then only for explicitly administrative purpeggnterviewee 2, Sep.24, 2014:4).

During the last decade, with newly found assertadn‘de-ethnicisation’ of LGs and
decentralization reform in progress, many Regi@tates experienced changes in number of
woredas (Interviewee 3, Sep.23, 2014:9). To put it anotkeay, after a phase of
‘ethnicization’ of LG creation, since the late 189@e have witnessed a phase of ‘de-
ethnicization’ — the phase in which administrate@nvenience and political expectations
supersede ethnic calculations (Interviewee 34, 5eP015: 92; Interviewee 37, Feb. 9, 2015:
99). In comparison with the pre-DLDP years, newsllfegan to be proposed on the grounds
of administrative convenience rather than on thglage principle alone that has, ostensibly,
guided LG creation in the past (Interviewee 39, &haB, 2015:104; Interviewee 50, March
23, 2015:129). This means that with the secondgpbfdecentralization, even if the creation
of LGs is linguistically motivated, the official esunt specifically mentioned good
governance, administrative and development isslieryiewee 36, Feb. 6, 2015: 99;
Interviewee 59, April 16, 2015:159).

From the above point of view, in post-DLDP, decelation, good governance and

administrative convenience became the salientdabich begun to frame the politicslo®
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creation. As already explained, the trend has beemove in recent years in favor of general
grants which giveworedasmore discretion in the hope that this will enhafmeal service
delivery and efficiency. It can, therefore, be segjgd that the creation of LGs, in the later
context, reflects a particular liberal philosoptwhich defines LG primarily in instrumentalist
terms as a vehicle for service delivery. This ensghbas not meant that the issue of ethnicity
has been totally ignored in the debates regardiagpblitics of LG creation.

To sum up, there is compelling evidence that pdmuiasize is not the sole consideration in
LG creation. It is to be noted that the considerats often affected by cultural or linguistic
distinctiveness, distinct styles of life and temmal concentration. Ethnicity has therefore,
been a re-occurring feature, overtly and covemtlythe LG creation exercises. Nowhere have
these trends been more prevalent than in SNNPR.

However, it is important to note that the ethniménsion of LG creation has not been
entirely straightforward. The practice shows thdtas been defined differently for different
groups, depending on the political mobilizatiortteé group (Interviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19;
Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102; Interviewee March 13, 2015:119; Interviewee 41,
March 6, 2015:107). Accordingly, the argument théinicity necessarilgntails creation of
LG seems vastly overstated. In this regard, thle ¢diducid constitutional direction has made
it uncertain whether LGs are made the loci of etlsalf-rule as it is in the Regional States’

discretion to decide on to whom to grant LGs.

7.8 Are there general trends in LG boundary demarcation?

The practice of the two Regional States, underideration (Oromia and SNNPR) confirms
that there seem to have been two forms of LG bayndiamarcation. Although the different
pattern used in each Regional State are complexcanthin many sometimes overlapping
elements, they can be conveniently classified tiwtbgeneral types.

Accordingly, the SNNPR is a good example of hownility is implicated in LG
demarcation. A readjustment of the boundaries 0§ lGSNNPR has been effected along
recognizable lines of ethnicity, empowering ethmadional groups at local level by easing
self-rule. The whole SNNPR is divided into 21 sdezhliyu woredaand zone. Six of the 21
liyu woredas are named on an ethnic basis, and the unspokempson is that the leader
and the majority of the representatives in the L&htome from the ethnic group so named,
though no explicit rule to this effect is to be mouin practice(Interviewee 37, Feb. 9, 2015:
99). It can be said that, today, a large numbé&iG¥ in SNNPR are organized on the basis of

a shared cultural identity, although there are ptioas and, in the last few years, concerns of
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administrative convenience and development hawelasn factored into the demarcation of
new LGs (Interviewee 35, Feb. 6, 2015: 94).

In an interview with officials of the Oromia Regm@inState, it is learnt that the practice in
Oromia is generally taken for granted that LG bares are drawn for administrative
convenience and the delivery of socio-economicisesv(Interviewee 7, Oct.13, 2013:22).
From this perspective, the demarcation LG is seearaadministrative expediency, without
any particular ethnic significance or ethnic jusétion. Accordingly, unlike SNNPR,
Oromia’s LGs have rather ethno-linguistically insiime boundaries in the sense that
boundaries of LGs in Oromia are not primarily dedisto accommodate territorially
concentrated linguistic communities. Rather, LGs &rmed primarily for reasons of
administrative convenience, in addition to politic@ecessity. Therefore, cultural and
linguistic factors have received hardly any rectigniin the demarcation of LGs in Oromia.
According to another informant from the Regionat&tExecutive:

The levels of political manipulation bias are véaw, which suggest

that the demarcation process was politically néttra great degree.

The most likely reasons for this are that thereliesen a high level of

transparency throughout, and extensive effortavolve local people

to give their inputs to the process. As a resuiere has been

relatively little controversy over the process ashwle (Interviewee

6, Oct.3, 2014:21)
In most of the interviews, senior officials of thoreda council and theworeda chief
executives do not know the exact limits of theiubdaries. In most of the cases, the
boundaries ofworedasare defined based on physical features such a&ssrividges of
mountains, hills, lakes and trees (IntervieweeQdt,30, 2014:38).
In short, in Oromia there is no clear ethnicallynitived pattern and the very redrawing of
boundaries LGs is almost regularly justified bys@as of administrative nature. It would be
impossible, though, to conclude that purely techatic considerations pertaining to natural
and economic resources are uppermost in the detitarcd boundaries of LGs. The process
is far more intricate, and strategic calculatioristtee potential for linguistic and cultural
alliances also did play a part.
To sum up, it is clear that regarding LG demareafiocess, the two Regional States neither
pursue similar objectives nor follow similar ruleBhis difference in approach could be
explained in terms of the prevailing ethnic divirand political circumstances of the two
regimes. Moreover, the two experiments provide evig to the widely held view that the

objective of LG creation has significant implicatsofor the practice and law of boundary
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demarcation. As noted above, the experience irglicttiat the bases of demarcation are
neither purely ethnic in character, nor simply gepgic. Rather, it is interplay between the
two. Nearly in all cases, LG boundaries are dentadcgenerally referring to physical,
administrative and ethnic characteristics. Thusait be suggested that there are limitations
to understanding boundary demarcation in Ethiopikelg within the paradigm of ethnic

politics.

7.9 How are the boundaries of woredas and its sub-units (kebeles) defined?

In terms of boundary, the case studies show Wwaedasare defined by lists dkebeles
subordinate to them. Accordinglworedaboundaries are defined by counting the number of
kebelesincluded in eaclworeda.The evidence indicates that eashredais made up of a
varying number ofkebeles As a result, there is significant variation inetlsize and
geographical profile of existinggoredas.From the case studies, it can be said Waedas
are regularly namedwWoredasconsist mostly of the old imperial and communisriqd
nomenclature. In a number of casgeredasare numbered in one series in each zone
Kebeles currently the lowest level of formally recognizeds in Ethiopia, are often
numbered rather than named, following therg practice. Except for ruratebeles very
rarely, kebelesbore names. The practice proves that quite fretpukabelesare numbered in
one series within individuatoredas This is done is such a way thabeleswvithin the same
woreda are consecutively numbered. The study indicated, thery occasionally, the
numbering would start over with eaetoreda so thatkebeleshave to be identified by
woredaand number rather than by number alone.

The distribution of theskebelesacrossworedasis far from uniform. Sincevoredasare not
demarcated precisely on the basis of populatioou@h there is demographic minimum that
has to be satisfied), there is no reason to expetdasto have the same numberkabeles

In other words, just as zones does not constihngesame number eforedas soworedas
despite their demographic definition of 100, OO@ulations-do not have exactly the same
size ofkebelesThe practice indicates that the numbeketiels in aworedacould vary from
two to six, the average being four, while the numbkworeda in a zone could range
between five and 15, the average being around 10

Kebelesare used more as rough indicators Wasredaswithin a zone than as precisely
defined LG units. Indeedkebelesserved as boundaries for creating ngaredasin post-

federal LG reforms. When neworedasare formed in areas of growing population, they
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usually incorporate somkebelesfrom sameworedaand avoided cutting across different
woredaboundaries as much as possible.

It is obvious of course that boundary change aedtmn of a newvoredacan occur at the
same time, for example, if a namoredais carved out of an old one that continues totexis
The practice indicates that the creation of weevedasdoes not often involve demarcating
new boundaries but entails ‘promoting’ one or mofr@aworeda’s constituent unitkébele¥

to theworedastatus. This demonstrates thatredasonly exist by virtue of the list diebeles
that they encompass. Accordingly, the boundary o$tnof theworedasis determined by a
list of kebelesrather than a demarcated boundary. Consequendlyndaries ofworedas
could hardly be understood without reference tolisteof kebeles However, most of the
boundaries okebelesare based on verbal description, which refere#tures that change or
disappear, and usually refers to natural geograpfeatures, which are difficult to interpret

as a definitive line, such as forest patches, tfrgesams, lakes, rivers, mountains, roads etc.

7.10 Challenges and Implications

7.10.1 Legal framework

The 1995 FDRE Constitution does not directly deteenthe issue of who demarcates LG
boundaries and how this should be done. As alrexgjained, a closer examination of the
legislations pertaining to LG reveals that althouggime Regional States tried to present
criteria for demarcation, the manner in which amg @f these criteria will subsequently be
effectively translated into boundary demarcatiohighly uncertain.

Consequently, although it is claimed that LGs amdrcated on strict scientific principles,
the criteria appears to be more subjective thagns@ic in the sense that the criteria are not
clearly spelt out and often subject to negotiatkor. instance, each of the cases examined in
SNNPR illustrates the explicit significance attatthe linguistic identity in the demarcation
of LG boundaries. LG creation is interpreted asestcknowledgement of the validity of
these claims. However, the practice confirms thidwoagh linguistic identity is claimed as
the primary ordering principle and has meant redmgnfor many cultural communities,
applying this norm has not been easy (Interviewe®ep.30, 2014:19; Interviewee 38, Feb.
9, 2015: 101). It has not been, in other words)earcand simple process of recognizing
existing nationalities. The practice in SNNPR destmtes that when there are sizeable
numbers of competing ethnic groups, which groups geimission is itself appears to be an
issue of political negotiation and contestationgimiewee 35,Feb. 6 , 2015: 93).
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Indeed, even if LGs are posed to be organized emaésis of ethno-linguistic principle, only
a few major ethnic groups are accorded the statuiyw zone andvoreda A number of
ethnic groups of considerable numerical strength denied separate zone awdreda
(Interviewee 51, March 25, 2015:133; Interviewee April 3, 2015:145). As stressed above,
many commentators have criticized claiming thas thias necessary in order to preserve the
unity of the state and its peoples.

As already stated in Art 59(3) of SNNPR Constitnfithe CON decides on issues relating to
nation, nationalities and people's right to zolna) woreda and woreda administrations.
Although all nations, nationalities and peoplestioé Regional State have the right to
establish their own zone d¢iyu woreda only few of the 56 groups have so far effectively
done so. As stipulated in Art 21(3) of Procl No.(BID3), when a nation, nationality or
people submit its application for the creation afegarate ethnic based LG to the CON, it
will have to show that its rights enshrined in ttwnstitution are violated. According to Art
20 of same proclamation, the CON, in its considenadf the application, will be guided by
the "objective to build one common political andeemic community”. The importance of
unity is also articulated in the power of the CQ@N\btomote and consolidate the unity and the
equality of the peoples of the Regional State, ¢hame their mutual consent (Art 59(4) of
SNNPR Constitution). Consequently, the above lgmaVisions seem to give the CON
considerable leeway in deciding whether or nottmgnize the application.

Indeed, although there are certain stated critertae followed when creating a LG, there is
no evidence that this has been strictly adhereddoording to many government officials,
LGs are created to conform to new realities maidgulation growth (Interviewee 9(Oct.27,
2014:34; Interviewee 11, Nov.7, 2014:42; Interviewgd, Dec.8, 2014: 60; Interviewee 27,
Jan.5, 2014: 75; Interviewee 34, Feb. 5, 2015: B@jvever, the evidence indicates that the
creation has not been merely an automatic respgondemographic fluctuations. Rather, as
the case in SNNPR demonstrates, actions concethangreation of LGs have, above all,
been part of the ethnic politics involving partyrustures (Interviewee 41, March 6,
2015:109; Interviewee 51, March 25, 2015:134).

The practice shows théie creation ofvoredasand change of boundaries are rather done on
ad hocbasis. It needs to be pointed out that approvatéate new LG has not been based on
feasibility study.This has a direct implication on the demarcatioareise as it means that
LGs have been created rather haphazardly withoetjuede attention being paid to area,
population and the economic conditions of the esidoopulation. As already stated, the

practice shows that the demarcation process oftienitized ethnic accommodation above
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administrative and financial feasibility. In brighe lack of defined objective criteria upon
which to make decisions regarding boundary charsyggest that the process is based
largely on political and ethnic compromises.

Therefore, the lack of detailed legal entrenchmantRegional State statues relating to
demarcation can be described as inadequacy. ledhiext, the past decade brought growing
understanding that rules governing demarcatiomateclearly defined, and while there has
also been flexibility in applying the discretionasyiteria. The acknowledgment accorded to
nationalities does not always follow the criter@ sut in the definition of nationality. Hence,
as indicated above the principles that have besrdbfficially in demarcating new LGs in
SNNPR reveal the predominance of political ovemeenic objectives. The more important
of these principles include the need to empowemcetlinguistic groups, enhance
administrative convenience and give adequate retognto the wishes of the people
(Interviewee 34, Feb. 5, 2015: 92; Interviewee B&). 9, 2015: 102; Interviewee 39, March
3, 2015:104; Interviewee 50, March 23, 2015:129).

Interview result also shows that the demarcatiath weégard to the degree of urbanization is
not precise. According one informant, “there arensorural woredas, which are more
urbanized than towns withroredastatus” (Interviewee 27, Jan.5, 2014: 75). Thisepbation
underlines the fact that there are runadredaswith more urban characteristics than some
municipalities and towns wittvoredastatus. In this regard, it could be reaffirmed tiere

is no sufficient legislation or legal framework thaould provide concrete standards and
conditions to create LGs in Ethiopia.

In addition, the creation of LG without taking adate cognizance of population requirement
can be cited as one of the weakness of the system.

On the other hand, the viability of new LGs remaaihs0o a crucial question. Regarding the
viability of many new LGs in recent years, manyoimhants, both at Federal and Regional
State levels, have suggested that economic vialiis not been rigorously applied in the
creation of LGs (Interviewee 1, Sep.22, 2014:2nviewee 10, Oct.30, 2014:39; Interviewee
34, Feb. 5, 2015: 92) The possibility of redrawir@g boundaries in order to reflect economic
viability and changing political realities suggsdtby certain policy documents like the
SDPRP has not yet implemented:

To be sustainable, this second wave of democra&eemtralization
will require a systematic approach to developingbding legislation
for local governments within regions including tleedemarcation of
financing viable local jurisdictions and the harnzation of various
forms of local government (includingoredasand municipalities)
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[...] woredas and municipalities will need to be appropriately
restructured to ensure that they take on new fonstiand develop
required core competencies (SDPRP, 2002: 40)

Accordingly, the current trend indicates thatdittr no attention has seemingly being paid to
the importance of economic viability in determinitmg creation of LGs. In addition, it is rare
for LG boundaries to be adjusted on the premisexgiroved service delivery’ (Interviewee
4, Sep.24, 2014:17; Interviewee 8, Oct.17, 2013I@&rviewee 36, Feb. 6, 2015: 96). In
most instances, as is the case in SNNPR, boundadgsstments are done to better
accommodate cultural and linguistic concentratiqhsterviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19;
Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). Accordinglycé@n be inferred that the demarcation
process, as evidenced in SNNPR case, prioritizeldnieet accommodation above
administrative and economic feasibility.

From the above, it can be stated that decisioneramg the creation of LGs are not
primarily based on technical or economic feaskilRather, it is apparent that the creation of
LGs, their upgrading and change of boundaries a&terchined onad hoc basis, as no
comprehensive criteria have been laid down forpiin@ose. The evidence indicates that the
boundaries of LGs have been subject to changestbatften not based on demographic or
clearly defined ethnic criteria.

7.10.2 The process of demarcation

Over the past decades, SNNPR was affected by iiitennlow intensity conflict, arising
from boundary problems resulting from split of LGiterviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19;
Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 101). Accordingne cnformant from SNNPR:

The creation of new districts has led to numeraspudes, including
boundary conflicts. Because some of the distrietsehbeen created
with dominant ethnic groups in mind, there haverbeeports of
ethnic tensions arising from the creation of thew ndistricts
(Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 101)
Accordingly, one of the issues at stake in the Beaji conflict, and in the controversies over

the new LGs generally, has been their precisetaeai demarcation. Indeed, it can be said
that conflicts might derive from the ill-definedtoee of many LG boundaries. In view of

that, it can be argued that redrawing ethnic bdsmahdaries between groups has been
generating ethnic based boundary conflicts. Funtioee, there is enough evidence to prove
that dispute surrounding demarcation could be stethto some degree from the lack of
effective institutional mechanisms to involve locaimmunities in the demarcation process.

It is possible to submit that disputes raged owarnolary demarcation in many parts of the
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Regional State would most certainly have been natddr if wider consultation and
representations had been allowed.

In a broader sense, the criteria for the creatfdnGs are additional trigger for more tension
(Interviewee 51, March 25, 2015:134). Accordingthis view, dispute surrounding the
creation of new LGs could be stemmed to some defyome the fact that the criteria for
creating LGs are not entirely clear. It is necessarequally add that the absence of clearly
defined criteria for creation of LGs has left th@odopen for a continuous clamor for creation
of new LGs (Interviewee 1, Sep.22, 2014:3; Intemge 35, Feb.6, 2015: 94). Consequently,
the regular tensions to redraw boundaries areeatho LG as it creates uncertainty to what
LG will be in place at any time (Interviewee 40, fdla 6, 2015:106; Interviewee 55, April 3,
2015:146).

In addition, it can be stressed that creating a h&ahas not been completely a local affair.
Rather, it is a complex affair involving intricagmlitical maneuverings (Interviewee 2,
Sep.24: 2014:5). In this regard, an informant NNPR explained that there is much
historical evidence that a sheer struggle for L&tion, in which elites played a leading role,
involved actors, institutions and decisions onlalkls, from the grass root up to the federal
centre (Interviewee 36, Feb. 6, 2015: 96). In thgard, the practices on Silti, in the drive for
a new LG, show the importance of networks as vehiah political campaigns (Interviewee
39, March 3, 2015:104; Interviewee 50, March 2312028). Accordingly, the creation of
new LG has been based more on a national politategy and constant lobbying efforts.
Consequently, the practice of LG creation is modnte a pragmatic and informal
renegotiation among officials.

From this argument, it can be inferred that sudoé&& creation has largely been dependent
on the ability to draw on multiple or broad netwsikt all levels of government. A closer
examination of the legislations pertaining to LGrdecation reveals that the regional scheme
does not promote the creation of LG areas of redsersize which could be administered
efficiently and economically, while preserving lbcinterests and traditions. Also
contributing to the fluidity is the lack of involaeent from a higher institution with the
authority to provide formal recognition of bounderi and controlad hoc revisions.
Consequently, there are no laid down specific Gateand independent and credible

commission charged to investigate the competinignsldy the contending communities.
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7.10.3 Participation

The existing legal frameworks do not define meck@si envisaged for consulting and
involving the communities in matters of LG boundagmarcation. This is not to say that
public input into the boundary demarcation prodéssugh referendums has been generally
absent from the practice of demarcation (IntervieweOct.3, 2014:21; Interviewee 35, Feb.
6, 2015: 94). These referenda are, however, coedutdr the alterations ofvoreda
boundaries which entailed changes to Regional $t@mmdarie$®* It has been argued that
altering, modifying or creating a new LG boundaryough referendum can be considered as
an ‘exceptional’ practice rather than a regularcpes (Gebrehiwot, 2012: 9). In fact, the
practice reveals that community participation ofégpears to be aimed at fulfilling official
requirement rather than influencing the outcomethefproces&® The experience indicates
that the government facilitates public participatiwith some predetermined outcomes and
the process is run as a mere formality to compliy wie requirement of public participation
(Interviewee 5, Sep.30, 2014:19).

As a result, the implementation has failed to appeasparent, free and fair in the eyes of
those that have denounced the process and itsmeatae partisan and flawed. In this regard,
one informant submitted that government democragdence has been seriously damaged in
the course of many LG boundary disputes (Intervee®®, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). According to
this informant, undemocratic conduct has includexving boundary decision-making power
from communities to government, failure to factigublic involvement, or “sham” public
participation (Interviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 10Bhe process of demarcation has been
critiqued for failing to listen to the full rangé public opinion and favoring vested interests.
The evidence shows that although it appears thmtmamities occasionally participated in the
demarcation, in actual practice such process gléalilshort of honest efforts to discover the
preferences of those within the territory so defindt has been stressed that decisions are
made in secret in the Regional head quarters, htith opportunity for the public to have

input into the boundary demarcation (IntervieweeQ&.30, 2014:39).

564 1n 2004, for instance, the federal government oimgd a referendum to decide on the fate of hursdafddisputed
localities along the boundaries of the Oromia drel$omali regions. The decision made by the Hotisederation of the
federal government to carry out a referendum irwb8edasand hundreds déebelealong the contested Oromo— Somali
boundary included eighty-eigkebelesrom the Jijigaworeda According to the results of the referendum, mpulelic in
November 2004, forty-threkebeleswere assigned to the Oromia region, while fdegbelesremained within the Somali
region. In the remaining fivikebeleghe results of the referendum were either cancelidtie referendum did not take place.
For a detailed discussion, See Asnake Kefale, taé@Restructuring in Ethiopia: Renegotiating Idgnaind Borders along
the Oromo—-Somali Ethnic Frontierevelopment and Changéol.41, No.4 (2010).

8% or instance, Somali politicians in the regionall &deral government characterized the procesisen2®04 referendum
held on the disputed localities along the boundaoiethe Oromia and the Somali regions as flawed.rRore o this, See
Asnake KefaleSupranote 664

159



As already noted above, the practice indicatesthlsbreferendum has not been called for or
organized for all cases (except insofar as theyp&ago be located adjacent to a Regional
State boundaries). Government officials often temsolving boundary disputes through
referenda as it could cause instability or costiarficial and logistical strains (Interviewee 5,
Sep.30, 2014:19; Interviewee 37; Feb. 9, 2015:19@rviewee 38, Feb. 9, 2015: 102). It is
indicated also that the methodology of people’sigigation in this connection has not been
specified. In other words, public participation boundary demarcation process is not
regulated by law in detail. Predictably, it is @ thown approach in which those most affected
by it; the local people have little input. Indeed, it has been submitted in this study, there is
limited or insignificant local participation in thprocess, as the decisions are taken at
Regional State and Federal levels, with severahpditated interests being the determining
factors. Hence, it is discernible that the syste® yet to make a decision on the eminence of
public participation (except relating, for instante the rights of the local population along
disputed Regional State borders to join RegioraieStthey want to be part).
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Chapter-8: Summary of Findings, Conclusion and Recommendations

I. Introduction
This study is concerned with the politics of creatand demarcation of LGs within Ethiopian
federation. The assessment of LG creation and demarcationhiiofité is conducted through
two case studies of different Regional States bgmering selected LGs within the two
Regional States. The two different Regional Statdected on the basis of a different ethnic
composition and different demarcation approache® v@omiaand SNNPR. Based on the
analysis cases from two large Regional Statesstimty offers an insight into the process of
LG creation and boundary demarcation in Ethiopfageration. After looking separately
into the two case studies to gain context-spefifiidings, it is believed that the comparison
of the two cases will provide an opportunity to wraonclusions on overall key issues
beyond the respective contextual differences. $tudy tries to respond to questions related
to criteria and procedures of LG creation, the nearof the boundary making process and

extent to which decisions follow the will of theqyee.

I[I. Summary of Findings
» What are the bases of LG creation? What factors are driving the creation of new
LGs?

Considering the points noted in the discussiooait be said that many of the demands are
grown, among others, under the guise of decerdtédiz. In this regard, the creation of LGs
is related to the impact of decentralization on dlegolution of financial authority from the
central government to LGs. There are other poteiméentives for creation of LGs. These
include, among others, efficiency arguments (smal@S can better provide public goods).
Related to these are complaints by groups aboutgh®iarginalized — on account of their
different ethnic affiliations, languages or cultsire who demand access to power at the local
level. Hence, from the discussion, it can be #aad a rich mix of local complaints ranging
from recognition to leadership ambitions, neglentl ayeographic isolation seems to be
driving the making of new LGs.

Interview responses were far more consisésnpolitical officials tend to construe correlation
between demographic size awdredacreation. In this regard, it is generally subedtthat
the practice ofvoredacreation followed the criteria given in the PR8M®jch recommends
that woredasbe created for settlements with population of thoés$ of about 100, 000.

Accordingly, it could be argued that the variab&edmining the original number weforedas

161



is population size. In practice, however, itiigplemented with considerable flexibility and
tends to operate at best in @ hocfashion, and at worst exists only on paper. Tiyesis
supports the assumption thabredasare not created principally on the basis of padima
(though there is demographic minimum that has tediesfied). In other words, creation of
woredas in many cases, does not reflect the size of @jul. Although, population, it is
said, is the most important official criteria inaiting which areas qualify to LG status,
interview results indicates that ethnicity turnst oo be equally influential factor in the
struggles over the creation new LGs. Accordingl( creation has not merely been an
automatic response to demographic fluctuationsh€tatis the case in SNNPR demonstrates,
actions concerning the creation have been paheoéthnic politics involving party structures
and constant lobbying efforts.

While this study does not firmly establish that L& determined by ethnically defined
distinctions, it does however assume that the rdorerse the Regional State is, the greater
the probability thaliyu woredasor liyu zones will be created, confirming a widely heldidde
about the impact of ethnicity.

The practice shows that although there seems tocsdmee persistent push for ethnic
demobilization, ethnic mobilization is still usesl a tool to support demand for LG creation.
From the discussion, it can be said that theremgla evidence pointing to the ongoing
importance of ethnic mobilization in the politickLds creation.

However, it can be suggested that although thesedegree of ethnic or language activism
within the multiethnic Regional States, this teadbé on a much lesser scale, and hence has a
much lower political profile than the good goveroaractivism which takes place within
many of the Regional States.

It can be noted that although it is officially ackviedged that LG boundaries would need to
be redrawn and economic viability would be takewarmnconsideration in the demarcation
system, there has been no major revision of LG dates.

At present, looking at the practice, it may be tututhat creation of neworedashave been
mainly based on and possibly driven by the diseasnd policy) of ethnic rights for self-
administration, population growth and ethnic eliteempetition for resources, political
power and administrative offices. This study sutgyésat while these and other explanations
may have some merit, the exercise of creatiogedasand change of boundaries over the
two decades has been doneadrhocbasis.
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This study puts the case that although there has babstantial reform within the federal
governance system in the last twenty years, treegefailure to set up permanent bases and
clearly spelled out criteria and procedures foatiom and amalgamation of LGs.

» What impact did DLDP have on LGs?
The experiment with decentralization in Ethiopias ls@ far exhibited two main interrelated
phases. The first phase covers the period frony d£290s to 2000s during which the
framework of decentralization was established, avthile second has taken shape since 2000s
involving the implementation of the DLDP.
During the first phase, an attempt was made toemalr regional and LG structures of the
new regime by introducing territorial reorganizatiof the state. This was a period in which
the central government, with the ostensible aindedpening local autonomy, took forward
the process of confirming the right of self-detaration throughout the whole country. In
this regard, one important change is noticeableutjnout this period: the creation of
fourteen National/Regional self-government entitneginly based on ethnic and linguistic
patterns. Indeed, for the first decade of the digabization, LG had little or no importance
as a political division. Throughout the TransitibRariod, the number and boundaries of LGs
were characterized by continuous changes. Howatveran be noted that the interim
organizational structure was not detailed. In otherds, the Transitional Period Charter did
not provide further details on the sort of processethodology to be adopted in the creation
of LGs.
The period since 2002 has been considered as adsqdwse of decentralization. The
process of decentralization has gained further nmbnme during the past decade with
adoption of DLDP. The new decentralization policg Bas brought about several significant
changes in LG political landscape in the countdccording to official sources, the new
policy was intended to make the government claséné people by empowering LGs. In this
regard, it is clear the execution of DLDP was cedplith the strengthening @foredasas
providers of essential services through the delegaif responsibility and vast increases in
capital expenditure budgets.
Experiences from this second period also showlitat ushering in of the DLDP, there has
also been an important surge in the creation of m@redas During nearly ten years of
reform era, 2002 to 2013, 289 neweredashave been created. Hence, one can observe that,
over a nearly ten-year period, the numbersnvofedashave increased by more than 31

percent.
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» Who holdsjurisdiction over creation of LG-the Federal or Regional State?
The FDRE Constitution acknowledges the importantelexentralization, but offers few
specifics regarding LG. It has been shown thatRB&E Constitution left the creation of
LGs within the powers of each constituent unitha federation. An argument can, therefore,
be made that one essential decision in local nsttiee creation of LG, has been reserved for
the nine Regional States and the two City Admiatgins. But this provision does not go far
enough. Consequently, it can be said that thenetising in the constitution to suggest how
many LGs there should be, or how they should betede and their boundaries are
demarcated.

» What is the manner of the boundary demarcation process?
It seems that the two Regional States under coragidas are of course rooted in a different
approach of what LG is about. With different higgsrand ethno-linguistic configurations,
the two Regional States provide different perceptd the role of LGs. In broad terms, the
demarcation of LG boundaries in the two Regionaté¥ raises the question of the relevance
of ethnic versus territorial criteria in definingsLladministrative areas of jurisdiction.
Accordingly, while the principle of ethnic self-@emination in creating new LGs remains
widely popular in SNNPR, the discourse of admiaiste convenience and service provision
seems to dominate totally over ethnic argument®romia. Unlike SNNPR, where LG
boundaries broadly correspond to ethnic sub-dimioit is implemented on a strictly
territorial principle in the Oromia Regional Stafes such, it makes little sense to speak of
ethnicity in LG demarcation in Oromia. Not onlyeahere are no clearly established in the
criteria for the demarcation of LGs are culturadl @thnic considerations, but- there has been
an assumption that this Regional State is homogetegopulated by the Oromo people.
From the discussion, it is clear that the very dnawof boundaries of LGs in Oromia has
been almost regularly motivated by the reasonslofimistrative nature.
Therefore, not all LG boundaries are merely adrraiisve lines. The structure of LGs in a
multi-ethnic Regional State may be an arrangementtife exercise of the right of self-
determination.
The discourse of ethnicity, which was evident ia donflicts surrounding the creation of new
LGs in the SNNPR, has been observed in many otegiroRal States of the federation, too.
Nevertheless, although the federal arrangementesgléathnicity’ at a central criterion, it
would be incorrect to generalize that the demasoadf LGs are done only along ethnic line.
The analysis confirms that no uniform criteria hden applied in the demarcation of LGs

in Ethiopia. Rather, as has been argued alreadyptagmatic approaches have been applied.
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In the Regional States, where there is a dominanmhie@ group, mix of factors like
administrative convenience and population sizeldeesn taken into consideration. However,
in the multi ethnic Regional States, ethnicity $&d as a prime criterion. As a result, it can be
suggested that the demarcation of LGs in Ethiopgm ot only created very dissimilar LGs,
but also, as cases in SNNPR suggest, LGs withetigierogeneity within its boundaries. It
is, however, clear in all cases, thabredasare defined by lists dfebelessubordinate to
them.
The two Regional States provide different perceptid the role of LGs in a contemporary
state. It is also clear that the studies of Oroamid SNNPR contribute to a more nuanced
description of the two-track LG demarcation procesg&thiopia. The analyses of the two
Regional States have demonstrated that LG in Ethitgkes different shapes in different
Regional States, both formally and practically. céingly, the two regional experiments
provide evidence to the widely held view that th®ective of LG creation has significant
implications for the shape of the law of demaraatio
The overall conclusion of the analysis is thattthe Regional States cases illustrate that the
processes of creation and demarcation of LG bougsladave been flexible, albeit politically
inspired. Indeed, it cannot be suggested thasyhtem itself should stay static, only that the
system needs to be acceptable and agreed upseents inevitable that in the course of time
further changes in the number and boundaries of V(b be required, especially as
population grows, and other socio-economic changesr.

» Do the Regional States engage in LG creation through clear and consistently

applied mechanisms?

The legal framework for LG creation appears torfa@lequate. The FDRE Constitution does
not provide how boundaries between LGs may be awnigow new boundaries may be
demarcated or old LGs abolished. It is also evidkat there are no regulations issued and
mechanisms developed to establish procedural unifgpracross Regional States. A closer
examination of the existing Regional States legmtes pertaining to LG reveal that they
provide no sufficient basis for creation of vialded legitimate LGs. The predominant
characteristic of the Regional States legislatieggrding LGs is that they often include only
broad conditions, which must be met for a LG todoeated, leaving scope for further
interpretations. Consequently, it can be said titexisting Regional States Procls are less
detailed and contains only general wording on titeria and procedures of LG creation.
Since there are no clearly established criteriapfiears that the creation of LG is decided on

ad hocbasis at the Regional States' executive discretitimerefore, it can be said that LGs

165



have been created rather haphazardly without ateeqgatention being paid to area,
population and the economic conditions.

It appears that political interests overshadoweal ¢hiteria of population, viability and
administrative efficiency in the creation of LG#ccordingly, the political stakes appear to
be higher than drawing on both the technical arddiliberative mechanisms. The practice
of LG creation in the two Regional States revehi tecisions of the executive seems to
have been actuated more by the convenience ofeheral regional and national concerns
rather than by considerations of local interestah, therefore, be suggested that political
aspects usually prevailed over technical orle$ollows that the creation of LGs has always
been influenced by political rather than developtaketoncerns.

In short, Regional States legislations regardimyedacreation often do not provide clear
standards with which to judge the appropriatendésspplications forworedacreation. The
lack or poor implementation of national common dtads created uncertainty, which
informs their haphazard creation. The practic&kdaalso consistency and transparency.
Accordingly, the politics of LG creation process flrmught with major challenges that
engender mistrust and lack of confidence in therf@dframework. In addition, the practice
indicates that LG creation has mainly been an afitar.

It is apparent from looking at existing constitatd provisions for LG demarcation that the
Regional States charged with the creation of thekes and procedures. The new Regional
States' Constitutions adopted in 2001 usheredrresslight changes. Practically all Regional
States have enacted legislations that providet#tatery basis for creating LGs. The SNNPR
Constitution clearly presupposes the continuingstexice of LGs, each a discrete political
community possessing its own distinct geographiaatl demographic characteristics.
Likewise, Oromia's Constitution generally recogsiznd maintains the existence of local
self-governing communities at a zoneyoredaor kebelelevel. It is important to note that
these divisions are also parliamentary constitieencin both Regional States, there are
constitutional provisions that stipulate that alb4 have a tripartite model of government,
which reflects executive, legislative and judiciahctions. The constitutions also describe
powers and functions of LGs.

Based on the foregoing, it could be argued thatttiwe Regional States Constitutions lay
down general frameworks defining the broad featofethe LG institutions required in each
Regional State. In this sense, the relevant coistital texts provide only broad guidance on
guestions of LG creation and boundary demarcatidn. essential framework is thus

mandated, but the specifics are left to executaterthination.
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In brief, each of the constitution contains a dgtrovisions that goes only some way toward
prescribing the precise form of LG. Nothing in t@nstitutions spells out detailed criteria,
and there is neither clear procedure, which guithes demarcation ofvoredas The
constitutions simply state legal enactments will issued regarding LG demarcation.
Furthermore, some important areas are not evenredvend a number of constitutional
guarantees that are essential for LG are missiegcel it is fair to say that at present there
are remarkably few legal requirements governingathg in which LG demarcation is done.

» What arethelimitationsin the legal framework?
The assessment confirms that the Constitutionshef Regional States do not include
extensive provisions regarding LG boundary demamaT he other limitation of the practice
relates to insufficient clear legal regulationst isl not clear exactly who demarcates LG
boundaries. The law does not provide well-esthbliscriteria for demarcation of existing
boundaries of LGs. The SNNPR and Oromia RegiorateStConstitutions lay down certain
ground rules for demarcation, but leave the agwattical details for executive to decide,
leaving the system vulnerable to political integfece and accusations of partiality.

» Arethere mechanisms for popular participation at the local level? To what extent

do decisions follow the will of the people?

The laws governing LGs do not define mechanismssaged for consulting and involving
the communities in matters of boundary demarcatidn. other words, regulations and
guidelines are not established to encourage aradecomnditions for the local community to
participate in the affairs of boundary demarcation.
Overall, LG boundaries are largely demarcated détirmate of minimum consultation. While
there are constrained options available (e.g. mgrgee opportunities are dictated in a top-
down manner. The input and control of citizens, vaine directly affected by it, are clearly
deficient. In most of the cases, this process ibeiately and carefully avoided.
If at any point the demarcations are subjectedutdip debates, such debates are often brief,
carefully monitored and manipulated. Hence, itisc@rnible that the system has yet to make
a decision on the eminence of public participaama legal provisions (except relating, for
instance, to the rights of the local populationnglalisputed Regional State borders to join
Regional States they want to be part). Althougb @laimed that some previous demarcations
have been accompanied by a consultation processe thave still been complaints about

partisan control.
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In brief, it can be said that public participatiom boundary demarcation process is not
regulated by the law in detail. Consequently, ih@t clear how decisions are taken and to

what extent local people are consulted.

» What roles do Federal and Regional State actors play in the demarcation process?
Where does the impulse for boundary change originate-from Federal, Regional
State or local?

The practice indicates that the Federal and RefBtage authorities are the prime actors and
central intelligence in initiating, directing andrtrolling boundary reforms and adjudicating
differences. In many cases, the Regional govertsrnigave taken most of the initiative on
reforms. These circumstances gave rise to a tuathere citizens are excluded from the
decision making process. Therefore, the arbitretyire of the resulting boundaries has its
source partly in the drive of the Federal and Regji&Gtate powers rather than in any broader
consideration of the wishes of the indigenous pajerh. The evidence confirms that there
has been imposition of LG boundaries from abovéhan professed interests of the right to
self-determination as well as administrative cofeece. In SNNPR, this has led to an
increase in conflicts and fragile compromises betwearious ethnic groups. The challenge
has been in large part due to their haphazard dexiam, which ignored locally existing
societies. LG boundary demarcation is not arbitriarythe sense of haphazard, but also
arbitrary because they reflected short-term strategd political interests.
It is clear that the imposition of LG boundaries lsome major ramifications. The problem
lies with the fact that, demarcation of boundare®ly matched existing political, social or
economic divisions. Therefore, it is important teess that if the boundaries have reflected
‘natural’ social and economic divisions, ratherrtheving been imposed arbitrarily, these,
and other, anomalies would not have become ayealBNNPR.
The practice indicates that back-room politicalty&egotiations became the primary means
to effect changes. Indeed, it appears that thty palitics has stalemated the process and
therefore no boundary dispute has been resolvethdosatisfaction of affected parties.
Consequently, the system becomes prone to expbwitdty local elites and regional
authorities. Therefore, leaving the process ofateation to the discretion of politicians has
opened it to the charge of political manipulation.

» What isthe frequency of LG boundary change?
The two Regional States have experienced numer@ddundary changes over time. As

noted already, the map of LGs has continually beFeanging through a variety of processes
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that entail the creation of new LGs and mergersraaxisting LGs. In most of the cases, the
boundary demarcation date back decades, with rexdation efforts with minor
rectifications and adjustments having been undertgleriodically on a number of adjacent
woredasandkebeles

An examination of the frequencies of LG boundararges reveals that the process of
redrawing LG boundaries (a partial demarcationhinitRegional States moved forward,
albeit very slowly. However, there has been no masedemarcation of LG boundaries. The
practice reveals thatoredaboundaries have been altered more often than afBer The
experience has thus been that changegooédashave been relatively frequent. In SNNPR,
boundaries of LG have been redrawn constantly, Iinéecause of conflict. As a result, LG
boundary demarcation has been a very arduous rocemany cases, LG boundaries have
rarely been demarcated on the ground. Several lomahdary disputes are presently still
unresolved. The demarcation process is sometimieyeatkto very long periods of time,
partly because it is believed that attempts at deatian are likely to cause tension.
Accordingly, demarcation is avoided for politicaasons, or in order not to enter into
potential conflicts. As a result, in a number o$tances, the old boundaries are retained,

regardless of reservations regarding populatiom @i financial viability.
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III. Conclusion
The FDRE Constitution acknowledges the importantelexentralization, but offers few
specifics regarding local government. The FDRE @tui®on left the creation of local
governments within the powers of each region. H@xethis provision does not go far
enough. There is nothing in the constitution togagy how many local governments there
should be, how they should be created and theindemies are demarcated.
Regional States' Constitutions lay down generah&works defining the broad features of
the LG institutions required in each Regional Statecordingly, the relevant constitutional
texts provide only broad guidance on questions @fdreation and boundary demarcation.
An essential framework is thus mandated, but thecifips are left to executive
determination. In brief, each of the constitutiamntains a set of provisions that goes only
some way toward prescribing the precise form of N@thing in the constitutions spells out
detailed criteria, and there is neither clear pdoce, which guides the demarcation of
woredas The constitutions simply state legal enactmeni$ e issued regarding LG
demarcation.
In short, Regional States legislations regardimayedacreation often do not provide clear
standards with which to judge the appropriatendésspplications forworedacreation. The
lack or poor implementation of national common dtads created uncertainty, which
informs their haphazard creation. The practick®fcreation process is fraught with major
challenges that engender mistrust and lack of dentie in the federal framework. In
addition, the practice indicates that LG creatias mainly been an elite affair.
In addition, the laws governing local government it adequately define mechanisms
envisaged for consulting and involving the commiesitin matters of local boundary
demarcation.
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IV. Recommendations
Review the constitutional provision for LG creatidhe fate of LGS must not be left to
the mercies of Regional States. In this regards itecommended that the Federal
Constitution may provide for some general guidelimdile the Regional State
Constitutions provide further detail.
Supplemental Regional State legislations that ple@wviegulation for the creation and
demarcation of LGs are recommended. For the protessiove fromad hoc to
systematic practice, it is suggested that someoddegislative umbrella is required. The
intent would be to confer some legitimacy and strrecon the process.
Re-examine criteria for LG creation with more weigh given to the economic viability.
The criteria should be based on analysis of theakseconomic implications, which may
safeguard against the spontaneous creation of nievi#& units.
There should be certain parameters and safeguardfidck demands for LGs. It is
essential to incorporate democratic concerns likgetbpment, decentralization and
governance in addition to ethnicity and languagea&l bases for conceding demands
for new LGs.
The other issue is one which must be settled ifi€® occupy a stable position within
the apparatus of state government, concerns tkeriarand procedure of demarcation.
The procedure for demarcating LG boundaries shbaldlearly spelled out in the legal
framework so that the rules regulating the pro@essthe same. It is anticipated that the
entrenchment of demarcation process would remdvert the interference of politicians
and from the arbitrary implementation of miss-sfiedirules. Rules or laws have to be
enacted in order to regulate and provide detaibgghll procedures for creation of new
LGs. It would therefore be very important to establsuch criteria to be followed in the
creation and upgrading of LGs in the future. Thistexice of such a law is likely to add
stability and continuity to the process, which ottise would be very vulnerable to
political changes.
It cannot be suggested that the system itself sharhain static or LG boundary should
be treated as inflexible and immune to change, dhit an acceptable method of
demarcation needs to be enacted and agreed upon.
The decision to create new LGs should not be takemaste; it is suggested that the
system should seek an effective pattern of LG afeaghe future and not merely a

momentary adjustment of competing claims.
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» Since boundary demarcation involves participatibnraonumber of stakeholders, it is
crucial to adopt an appropriate approach and pptaioe appropriate structures to ensure
participation. Therefore, a mechanism for publiatipgoation should be envisaged.
Demarcation should be considered as a consultgireeess, so that the bases of
demarcation shall be commonly agreed. The legaligioms for public participation,
therefore, need to be strengthened as a way dbreing local democracy.

» Reducing political involvement in LG creation anenghrcation process. It is assumed
that some of the uncertainty, instability, and @aviness that typically surround LG
creation and boundary demarcation might be mitaydte an adjudicative body with the
authority away to rule on LG claims. The appointineha permanent entity, such as
Independent Boundary Commission, which may be dotsti as Regional State
Constitutional Body with quasi-judicial power is ggested. The commission may
ascertain a set of objective and coherent critericonsider the demand for creation of a
new LG. The idea would be to take the authority yasvam actors who are likely to be
excessively influenced by a perception of their awational and regional interests, or
biased by their own involvement in the case, artdtpnto the hand of an objective, third

party that would be guided by publicly promulgatatés and principles.

172



Appendixes
Appendix-1: Interview Guide
The following questions are as guide in directimg tinterview process. The interview

process may not necessarily follow the sequenceaniined to these questions.

Backaround infor mation

Date of interview..................... Age............. Sex............Level of ecation..............

1. Theqgeneral nature and status of L G in the feder ation

UDoes LG matter for Ethiopian federalism? How?
UWhere does the recent drive for decentralizationeérom?
OWhat else could account for the move toward deaénéition in the Regional State?
UWhat reforms have been carried out or proposed?
QWho has proposed reforms (central/regional/loca|)e
UHow do reforms implemented (e.g. centrally imposetjotiated in partnership...)?
UWhat constitutional status does LGs has?
QWhat are the legal frameworks for LG?
UHow effective is the legal-administrative framewankocal governance?
QWhat are the criteria for the differentiation betwelG units (such as zonkyu zone,
woreda,liyu woreda..)?
UHow far do LGs function as per their design?
2. LG Creation
UWhen was the LG created?
UHow was the LG creation decided?
UWhy was it created?
QWhat are determinants/principles of LG creation?
UWhat has driven the process of the creation of bé&a?
UWhat are the rationale and major requests for néa2L
QAre there clear pattern/criteria for creation LGs?
U Are there clear procedures for creating LGS?
QWhat is the role of the other levels of governmeitih regard to regulation of LG creation?
OWhat is the trend of LG creation? How frequentasvii.G creation?

UHow widespread ethnicity or the clamor for ethréséd LG is?
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QWho are the major players and how do they framesthee?
UDo you feel LG creation is transparent? How?

3. LG boundary demar cation

UHow do demarcations of LGs take place?

QAre there criteria/procedures for boundary adjustiiei.e. merger, amalgamation,
dissolution...? How objective is it?

UHow deep do identity questions penetrate into deatsn system?

UWho are the stakeholders in the actual demarcation?

UDo local communities have a say in the demarcaiiosess? How?

UHow do these ‘consultations’ conducted and theeegf popular participation?

4. Thepositive and the negative side of L G creation

UWhat is the positive impact/benefit of LG creation?

QWhat are the political motives behind creation efvrLGs?

UHas the creation of the LG any help in accommodatiodiversity?
QDoes the creation of new LGs improve service dejive

Qls there tension generated by LG creation?

QWhat are the burden/ challenge of creating LGs?

O Are there groups affected by creation of LG? How?

5. Challenges and implications of boundary demar cation

OWhat are the implications (positive and negativé)redrawing of LG boundaries in
linguistic/ethnic lines?

UAre there tensions/ problems encountered in thegs®of LG boundary demarcation?
UHow is this tension manifested in formal and infatnmstitutions and political processes?
UWhat role does government play to mediate the ¢efsi

UWhat are the implications from a governance/divenserspective?
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Appendix-2: List of key informants interviewed during the study

No. Name Designation/Or ganization Date of Page numbersin L ocation
interview thefield notes

1. |Interview 1 | federal executive official Sep.22, 2014 1-3 Addis Ababa

2. | Interview 2 | member of HOPR Sep.24, 2014 4-5 Addslda

3. | Interview 3 | official, MOFED Sep.23, 2014 6-9 Addibaba

4. | Interview 4 | civil servant, MOFED Sep.24, 2014 10-17 | Addis Ababa

5. | Interview 5 | official, HoF Sep.30, 2014 18-19 Addisaba

6. | Interview 6 | regional executive official Oct.3, 2014 20-21 Addis Ababa

7. |Interview 7 | member ofaffe Oct.13, 2013 22-23 Addis Ababe

8. | Interview 8 | civil servantCaffeOromia Oct.17, 2013 24-27 Adama

9. | Interview 9 | advisor to regional president Oct. 2012 28-34 Addis Ababa

10. | Interview 10| regional ex-official Oct.30, 2014 35-39 Addis Abab

11. | Interview 11| zonal executive official Nov.7, 2014 40-42 Ambo

12. | Interview 12| woredaAdministrator Nov.10, 2014 43-44 Ambo

13. | Interview 13| local resident Nov.11, 2014 45-46 Ambo

14. | Interview 14| member ofworedacouncil Nov.13, 2014 47-48 Dendi

15. | Interview 15| woredaexecutive official Nov.13, 2014 49-50 Dendi

16. | Interview 16| member ofworedacouncil Nov.17, 2014 51-52 Ejere

17. | Interview 17| woredaexecutive official Nov.17, 2014 53-54 Ejere

18. | Interview 18| member ofworedacouncil Nov.19, 2014 55-56 Cheliya

19. | Interview 19| woredaexecutive official Nov.19, 2014 57-58 Cheliya

20. | Interview 20| zonal executive official Dec.8, 2014 59-60 Burayu

21. | Interview 21| woredaexecutive official Dec.10, 2014 61-62 Holeta

22. | Interview 22| local resident Dec.11, 2014 63-63 Holeta

23. | Interview 23| member ofworedacouncil Dec.12, 2014 64-66 Burayu

24. | Interview 24| local resident Dec.13, 2014 67-68 Burayu

25. | Interview 25| member ofworedacouncil Dec.22, 2014 69-70 Sebeta

26. | Interview 26| woredaexecutive official Dec.24, 2014 71-72 Sebeta

27. | Interview 27| zonal executive official Jan.5, 2014 73-75 Metu

28. | Interview 28| woredaadministrator Jan.7, 2015 76-77 Bedele

175

a



29. | Interview 29| local resident Jan.9, 2015 78-79 Bedele
30. | Interview 30| member ofworedacouncil Jan.12, 2015 80-82 Gechi

31. | Interview 31| woredaexecutive official Jan.12, 2015 83-84 Gechi

32. | Interview 32| woredaAdministrator Jan.12, 2015 85-87 Chewaka
33. | Interview 33| local resident Jan.15, 2015 88-89 Chewaka
34. | Interview 34| regional executive official Feb. 5, 2015 90-92 AsS

35. | Interview 35| regional council member Feb.6, 2015 93-94 Awassa
36. | Interview 36| civil servant Feb. 6, 2015 95-96 Awassa
37. | Interview 37| advisor to regional president Feb. 9, 2015 97-99 assa

38. | Interview 38| member of CON Feb. 9, 2015 100-102 Awassa
39. | Interview 39| zonal executive official March 3, 2015 103-104 Ank

40. | Interview 40| woredaexecutive official March 6, 2015 105-106 Hamer
41. | Interview 41| local resident March 6, 2015 107-109 Hamer
42. | Interview 42| member ofworedacouncil March 9, 2015 110-111 Bena Tsemay
43. | Interview 43| member ofworedaofficial March 9, 2015 112-114 Bena Tsemay
44. | Interview 44| woredaexecutive official March 12, 2015 115-116 Debub Ari
45. | Interview 45| local resident March 13, 201 117-119 Debub Ari
46. | Interview 46| member ofvoredacouncil March 16, 2015 120-122 Semen Ari
47. | Interview 47| woredaexecutive official March 16, 2015 123-124 Semen Ari
48. | Interview 48| memberworedacouncil March 19, 2015 125-126 Nyangtom
49. | Interview 49| woredaexecutive official March 20, 2015 127 Nyangtom
50. | Interview 50| zonal executive official March 23, 201 128-129 Amdinch
51. | Interview 51| woredaexecutive official March 25, 201% 130-134 Kucha

52. | Interview 52| local resident March 26, 201 135-139 Kucha
53. | Interview 53| member ofworedacouncil March 31, 2015 140-142 Chencha
54. | Interview 54| local resident March 31, 201 143-144 Chencha
55. | Interview 55| member ofworedacouncil April 3, 2015 145-146 Deramalo
56. | Interview 56| local resident April 5, 2015 147-149 Deramalo
57. | Interview 57| member ofworedacouncil April 9, 2015 150-153 Mirab Abaya
58. | Interview 58| woredaexecutive official April 9, 2015 154-157 Mirab Ay
59. | Interview 59| member ofworedacouncil April 16, 2015 158-159 Boreda

60. | Interview 60| woredaexecutive official April 18, 2015 160-162 Boreda
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Appendix-3: LG Maps of Ethiopia
Map-1.:
L G divisions, 1935-1941
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M ap-2:
L G divisions, 1945-1987
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M ap-3:
L G divisions, 1987-1991
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M ap- 4.
L G divisions, Post-1991

Woreda boundaries in Ethiopia
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M ap-5:
List of LGs, Post-1991

Woredas 1n Ethiopia
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M ap- 6:
Woredas in Oromia
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Map- 7-
Woredas in SNNPR
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Appendix-4: List of LGs

A. List of LGsin SNNPR
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B. List of LGsin Oromia

Baayina Anaa Oromiyaa

Lak. | Godina Anaa S.No | Godina Anaa
Suude M/boqojii Xiyyo Gommaa Noonnoo Beenjaa| Cooraa Botor
Roobe Doddota Shirkaa Limmuu Saggaa | Sigimoo Saxxammaa
Hungoloo
Heexoosa Zu/Dugdaa wabee 11 Jimmaa Shabee Somboo | Sokorruu Xiroo Afataa
Siree Aminyaa Martii Qarsaa Oomoo Naddaa | Deedoo
GlArsii | Lemuufi
bibiloo Dikisisii Colle Maannaa Geeraa Limmuu Kossaa
Xanna Gunaa Gololcha Saqgaa Coqorsag Guumaay Mag/Aggaaroo
Sandaafaa
Seeru Balee Asakoo o Barakii Agaagii Bakkee
Di/xijoo Muneessa Jauu 12| Finfine Area Sulultaa Sabbataa Hawaag Hoolata
Wal maraa Muloo

Haaruu A/Gimbii B/Dirmajjii Sooddoo Daaccii | Qarsaa Walisoo
S/Noole M/Gimbii M/N-ajJOO 13 | Ki/B/Shawa lluu _ Tolee Goorc?_c
Hoomaa N/Kaabba Gullisoo M/Walisoo Bachoo Wancii

5 W/Lixaa Qondaal Ganijii L/Assaabi Sadan Sooddr Daawot( Ammayy:
B/Gambeel | Yuubdo A/Najjoo Beddellee Aallee Deeggaa
B/Coqgorsa | Ayira M/Sibuu Boorracha Aallee Mannuu Mattuu
Q/Kaarraa Begii M/Mandii Buree Hurrumu Daarimuu
Jaarsoo VAD/ Cawwaagaa Biloo Naphaa Diiduu
Yaayyaa 14 | Il/Ab/Booraa

sh Gullallee Qindibiit Wucaalee Daaboo Yaayyoo Aalgee Saachii
awaa
3 Kaabaa Abbichuu Girar Jaarsoo | Warra Jaarsog Dhidheessa Doorannii Makkoo
Magaalaa

Alaltuu Dagam Fichee 186 Haluu Cooraa M/Mattuu




Hidhabuu
Abootee Kuyyuu Jiddaa M/Bedellee Gachii
Dabre
Libaano: Darraz Abee Dongoro Abaabuu Gudurt | Amuru
Daallee Magaalaa Jaardagaa
Waabara Laaloo Qiler Sayyo( Horro Shaambu Jimmaa Raart Jaarte
- 15 —
Jimmaa Guduruu Abbayyii
Qellem | Horroc Daallee Sad Gidaami Jimma Gannal Coommar Gudurt
Wallaggaa| Hawwaa Yamaaloogii
Galaan Anfilloo Walal Aanaa Horroo
Gaawoo Magaala
Qeebbee D/Doolloo Dinniir Laga Hidhaa Daawwee Sarar
Noonnoo Calliyaa Amboo Diinshoo Sinaana Gurra Dhamole
Jibaat Miidhaa Qanyii| Tukkee Godi Harannaa Bullug | Gaasara Sawweeta
odina
Lixa Ginda Bare | Meettaa Roob | Ganjii 16 Baalee M/Gobbai Gololche Raayitut
Shawaa | lluu Galaan | Abulaa G/Barat| Dirree Incinnii Dalloo Mannaa | Gobbaa Barbaree
Ada’'aa Daawwee
Bargaa lIfata Jalduu Agaarfa M/Ginniir Qaaccaa
Baakkoo Daannoo Ejeree Gooroo Madda Walaabuu
Gadab 3 . Ku/calle Gursum badannoo
Nageelle Hasaase Siraarot
Dodola Kofale Shaallaa Mayyuu H/maayaa Gola Odaa
Allixaa | Qoree Kokossa Shashamanne Gurawaa Cinaksan Kurfaa
Magaalaa
Dodolaa Nansabo Wando Jaarsoo Meettaa kombolcha
Mag/Arsi Mag/B/Gurrach 17 H/Bahaa | v/Bal'oo Martii badannoo
Nageellee a
Guutoo Gobbuu . .
Giddaa Sayyoo Diggaa Qumbii Baabilee Mune
Gudayyaa Waayyuu .
WiBahaa Biilaa Tugaa Jimmaa Arjoo Gira M/Ball Awadaay
Nuunnuu
Sibuu Siree | Qumbaa Kiiramuu Kurfaa Qarsaa M/Dadar
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11°)

Hagaloo | Dulachaa | Ayyaanaa Dadar Fadiis midhaga
gggﬁgaa Saasigg Eebantu Nageellee Waadaraa O/Shakisoo
Limmuu Haruu Limmuu Uraagaa Booree Qarcaa
Gimbichuu | Booraa Fantaallee 18 Guijii Liiban M/Shakkisoo A/Woyyuu
8 Shawaa | Ada'aa Dugdaa Matahaaraa Daamaa A/Reedee B/M/Nageelle
Bahaa || mee ATJIK Liiban Gijaa A/Sooraa H/Wamanaa
Boosat Adaamaa G/Doolaa S/Booruu
Yaaballoc M/Soddai B/Horaz
9 Boorana | Dirree Miyoo Taltallee
Galaana D/Dawwat Abbayyai
Odaa Bultum| Mi'eessoo Masalaa
Gammachiis | Ciroo Bookee
Hawwii Burgaa
10 H/Lixaa | Guddinaa M/Ciroo Diimtuu
Gubbaa
Qorichai Tuulloc Abroc
Hancaar Doobbaa Daaroo Labuu
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