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1.  Introduction
On April 19, 2003, gubernatorial and presidential elections were held across the thirty-six states of the Federal Republic of Nigeria, an oil-producing West African country of approximately 134 million people and around 250 to 500 languages.
  The 2003 elections were of varying quality,
 but they marked the significant milestone of a successful civilian-to-civilian transition for a country with a poor record for sustaining democratic rule.  Although Nigeria has previously held nationwide elections that marked transitions to civilian rule in 1959 (leading to independence in 1960), 1979, 1993, and 1999, attempts at “second” elections in 1964 and 1983 were particularly flawed and met with violent reaction, and eventually contributed to the end of those periods of civilian rule.  
There was great variety in the quality of the political campaigns in the months leading up to the 2003 elections as well as in their immediate aftermath.  Kwara State, for example, saw more violent campaigns, and politicians made promises and distributed goods to narrower segments of the population.  In contrast, in Ekiti and Osun
 states, politicians interacted with many more citizens, distributed more goods very widely, and were less certain about the responses of their targets.  Politics in these two states had a more “free for all” quality than in Kwara.
What explains this difference in linkage strategies across states (Kitschelt 2000)?
  Current descriptions, definitions, and explanations of clientelism emphasize its vote-buying aspects in elections and its role in cementing the relationship between the party and the citizen involved.  This ignores an important motivation for local politicians to develop clients – their use as supporters in intra-party conflicts in the allocation of political offices by party leaders after an election.  This neglect obscures the distinction between two types of clients, whom I will call voters and thugs, that are ordinarily lumped together.  

I argue that party systems affect local politicians’ outside options, which in turn affects the linkage strategies chosen by these local politicians.  Where local politicians cannot switch to other parties and are therefore vulnerable to exploitation by party leaders, local politicians will allocate resources to developing clientelistic linkages with thugs that are more useful for influence activities aimed at party leaders than mustering support from the voting public.  In contrast, where local politicians can easily switch into other parties, linkages will be more broadly oriented towards vote-buying, putting a premium on cultivating voters.  In Ekiti and Osun states, local politicians had the option of being a member of the People’s Democratic Party (PDP) or the Alliance for Democracy (AD), which were both considered viable parties for Yoruba politicians.  In Kwara state, local politicians did not have the option of switching parties without considerable penalty.  I argue that this difference affected the relationship between party leaders and local politicians, and through this avenue, the local politician’s decision to develop certain balances of voters and thugs from among the citizens.

In developing this argument, I present a theory of political parties as rank-order tournaments in which party leaders are “employers” of local politicians whose task is to generate support for the party.
  A local politician’s decision on the allocation of resources to different types of linkages is made in the context of such tournament parties.  This draws heavily upon a well-developed literature in economics on incentives and (labor) contract design.
  I argue that this is a more realistic model of political parties for Nigeria and that changes in the external constraints, in the form of reasonable alternative parties for the local politicians, affect incentives provided by party leaders to those local politicians.  


In the following section, I describe the patterns of contact between politicians and citizens in Ekiti, Osun, and Kwara states in greater detail.  In section 3, I review the literature and discuss how it does not adequately account for this difference in politicians’ linkage strategies across Nigerian states.  I develop a tournament model of political parties in section 4 and elaborate on how whether a local politician can switch to another political party affects his incentives for developing particular types of linkages.  
2.  Linkages in Nigeria  
An original survey conducted in three Nigerian states around the 2003 elections documents this distinction in the style of politics between Kwara state on one hand and Osun and Ekiti states on the other.
  Of the 894 people who agreed to be interviewed, 59% (531) reported no contact with politicians, while 38% (339) reported at least some contact with politicians, and 3% (24) did not respond to these particular questions.  Contact with politicians could be of four categories: visit to a politician’s office or home (usually home), attendance at a campaign-related event, visit to party offices (usually state headquarters), or visit by a party agent to the neighborhood or home.

[Table 1 about here]

When viewed by state, we find that politicians had contact with a broader section of the population in Ekiti and Osun states than in Kwara.  Forty-two percent and 47% of respondents in Ekiti and Osun States, respectively, reported some contact with politicians, compared with only 24% in Kwara.  Moreover, of those who reported contact with politicians, large shares of the respondents in Ekiti and Osun states had contact with politicians of more than one party, whereas only 7% of the whole Kwara sample reported interaction with more than one party.  Seventy-three percent of the respondents in Kwara reported no interactions with politicians at all. 

[Table 2a about here]


Eighty-six percent of those who had contact with politicians fit into one of two categories:  (a) those who had one interaction each with multiple parties and (b) those who had multiple interactions with one party.  Those who visited party offices were almost all in the second category, while attending campaign events was primarily the activity of those in the first category.  This distribution of activities across these categories of interaction patterns appears to be consistent across the states.  

[Tables 2b, 2c, and 2d about here]


Twenty-six percent of the total sample, or 68% of those who reported some interaction with politicians, reported receiving benefits or favors from at least one political source. 
  Almost all the goods and benefits noted by respondents are private or club goods;
 a very small number reported roads, security, and a new government secretariat as the goods provided.
  The other types of goods reported are:  money (for school fees, medicine, transport, “loan”), transportation, clothing, food, drinks, goat, cutlasses, exercise books, roofing for home, vehicles (bicycle, motorcycle, bus), letter or reference for a job, intervention for scholarship or school admission, intervention with the pilgrimage board, improvements for schools (latrines, roofing, classrooms), health clinic, electricity transformer, well, borehole, water delivery by tanker or truck, donation to church, donation to other non-church local association, and donation to or attendance at personal ceremonies.
  [Tables on the distribution of these goods and their values by different state-parties will be added.]

[Tables 3a and 3b about here]

Table 3a shows that those who had a single interaction with only one party were significantly less likely to report receipt of any kind of good or favor.  This can be attributed in part to the simple fact that there were fewer instances of contact in which some good could have been handed out.  However, Table 3b shows that material benefits were more likely to be involved in an interaction if a respondent did not fall into this category of having a single interaction with only one party.  

[Tables 3c, 3d, and 3e about here]

In Ekiti and Osun states, those who interacted multiple times with a single party and those who interacted only once each with multiple parties were about equally likely to have received some favor or benefit in the course of the campaign.  The distinction between the two categories comes from the frequency of these interactions that involve material benefit at equal rates across the two categories.  This is not the pattern for Kwara state, but conclusions for this state are limited by the small numbers of respondents in all but one category.  
[Analysis of the type and value of benefits associated with each category is to be included.  Favors typically go to those who have multiple interactions with one party only.]
3. Literature 
Nigeria is a prime candidate for clientelistic politics according to the theories reviewed here; yet none of the theories below explain this particular pattern of contact between citizens and politicians and distribution of benefits.  I argue that it is necessary to focus on the “supply” side of clientelism and consider non-electoral ends to these linkages to account for these patterns.

In a classic statement of the modernization thesis, Scott (1969) argues that modernization and the social disruption that accompanies it drive the demand for clientelism.  Patronage politics thrives where traditional ties have been weakened, but where class loyalties and other horizontal occupational ties are not yet forged or replaced parochial outlooks.  The effect of this breakdown of “traditional patterns of deference” through rural-urban migration and development is exacerbated by ethnic fragmentation and the dispersion of power.  “A party will emphasize inducements that are appropriate to the loyalty patterns among its clientele” (Scott 1969, 1147), so that with development, larger social units like corporatist groups will be enticed with different types of goods.
  Lemarchand and Legg (1972, 158) point out that the development and expansion of the state may themselves be this cause of social changes and economic insecurity.   

More generally, poverty is an important correlate or determinant of demand in all theories of clientelism.  Poverty “shortens a man’s time horizon and maximizes the effectiveness of short-run material inducements” (Scott 1969, 1150) or pushes clients to seek links with political brokers who provide “a safety net protecting against the risks of everyday life, one of the few remaining paths of social mobility” (Auyero 2000, 57).
  Poverty emerges as a significant predictor of vote-buying exchanges in Argentine elections (Stokes 2003, 24), but Brusco et al (2003) who study the same data find little support for the particular mechanism hypothesized by Scott (1969).  

We can assess these ideas by first comparing several basic indicators of development across the states and then by examining the characteristics of those individuals who were contacted for particularistic benefits in contrast with those who were not.  

[Two indicators only for now, although more data can be brought to the problem:  Osun is the most “developed” of the three states, but the greater similarity in these indicators between Kwara and Ekiti than between Ekiti and Osun point to possible alternative explanations.  Osun has a 55% urbanization rate and the largest ratio of internally generated revenue to total state budget at approximately 25% in 1998.  It also had three cities with population larger than 100,000 in 1975.  Ekiti is smaller in size and population than Osun or Kwara states, with approximately a 41% urbanization rate,
 comparable to the 43% for Kwara.  The largest cities in these states in 1975 were estimated to have populations of 282,000 (Osogbo, Osun), 213,000 (Ado-Ekiti, Ekiti), and 282,000 (Ilorin, Kwara) within proper city limits.  Kwara generated only 6% of its budget through internal revenues, while Ekiti generated 12%  (Annual Abstract of Statistics 1999, U.N. Statistics Division, 2004).  

Ekiti and Osun states are dominated by the Yoruba ethnic group, while Kwara also has significant numbers of Nupe, Fulani, and Baribas.  While Yoruba is often the language of communication between Yorubas and non-Yorubas in the urban areas of Kwara, Hausa is also fairly widely spoken, particularly towards the north of the state, and state television news broadcasts are repeated in six local languages.  Osun borders both Ekiti and Kwara states, and in each of the three states, we can find significant pockets of non-indigenes from the other two states.

Analysis of the individual level survey data is to be included here as well, describing the characteristics of the population in each state and correlating the receipt of particularistic benefits with individual or community poverty indicators.  We do not see a great correlation with poverty in this 2003 data, which is consistent with Peil (1975)’s survey findings for political participation and efficacy in Nigeria.]

It is more likely that what determines present patterns of clientelism is the management of its supply, rather than demand that is unlikely to be satisfied.  The pressure on public officials to fulfill demands from the “primordial” public or ethnic kin remains strong (Ekeh 1975; Smith 2001).  Demand for patronage was already strong in the 1950s (Lloyd 1955) and the First Republic (Cohen 1974).  But conflict over access to state resources (getting a slice of the “national cake”) in Nigerian politics was exacerbated by the later oil boom that also broke the link between taxation and public expenditure in the Western Region (Joseph 1987; Guyer 1992).  Few lucrative economic alternatives to politics have developed since.
At the party level, Hodgkin (1961) argues that party strategy is correlated with the party’s organization which reflects its radical and society-transforming or conservative and society-reflecting ideology.
  In reference to African political parties of the independence era, he contends that “mass” parties are more likely than “elite” parties to provide services such as assistance in times of illness, death, unemployment, or imprisonment, and even intervention in family affairs to their members and the population at large (Hodgkin 1961, 144-145; similar classifications by Schacter 1961 and Kilson 1963).  The hierarchy of elite parties extends only to the local notable, “who is the party in his locality, potentially between elections, in actuality at election times” (Hodgkin 1961, 69-70, emphasis in original).  Citizens support elite parties because of their loyalty to the local notable who represents that party.  This contrasts with mass parties in which individual membership and commitment are important and where leaders are selected for promotion from within (Hodgkin 1961, 69).  Zolberg criticizes this view, arguing that African political parties were not as organizationally distinct from one another as Hodgkin and others contend, and that, “although their ambition was often to extend tentacles throughout society, they were creatures with a relatively large head in the capital and fairly rudimentary limbs” (Zolberg 1966, 34-35). 

Party strategy may also be influenced by the origins or history of the particular political party.  Based upon the European experience, Epstein (1979) contends that where political parties emerge before the professionalization and insulation of the bureaucracy, parties are more likely to use their control over the bureaucracy and engage in patronage politics.  One variation on this thesis is that if a political party had its origins in an effort to gain access to the political system, then the party would not have had access to patronage at the time that it mobilized its base, and thus it is less likely to engage in clientelism.  “On the other hand, a party that undertook to win popular support by distributing particularistic benefits through local notables or politicians will not have established such an organizational structure to bind voters directly to the party, and consequently such a party will only be able to maintain itself in office by heeding the demands of the patronage-seeking politicians who are affiliated with it” (Shefter 1994, 29).

 The founding ideals of a party may also affect the willingness of politicians to engage in clientelism (Warner 2001).  Political parties that emerge from outside the political system are likely to have ideologies that discourage the use of patronage to connect with citizens (Shefter 1994, 3X).  Left-leaning, universalistic ideologies are expected to be less compatible with clientelism, while sectarian or ethnic parties will encourage clientelistic linkages (Roniger 1994).
  Chandra (2004) and Berman (1998) also contend that ethnic parties and the salience of ethnicity in politics are built on the quest for patronage.

By themselves, these party-level explanations cannot account for the variance in party strategies in 2003.  The party features they highlight do not vary across the states, while different parties within states are more similar than are parties with the same labels across states.  [Analysis from the first section (Tables 1-3e) repeated for the parties individually in each state to be included.]
The two major Nigerian political parties studied here, the Alliance for Democracy (AD) and the People’s Democratic Party (PDP), have their roots in independence era parties.  In the Western Region, the main parties were the Action Group (AG) and National Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons (NCNC), the forerunners of the AD and PDP, respectively.  The AG and NCNC had roots in other nationalist, “elite” parties based in Lagos, the Nigerian Youth Movement and the Democratic Party, respectively.  Each became organized around the same time and each would be characterized as “caucus” parties (Lloyd 1955, 705), so they do not vary in their tales of origin with respect to the extension of the franchise, development of the civil service, or internal organization.  [Table tracing the AG and NCNC to today’s parties to be included.  As will be shown in the thesis, the two major present-day parties are organized similarly and tend to associate benefits with particular interactions with citizens in similar ways.]
[Table 4 about here]

The Action Group and its descendants, including the “slightly to the left” United Party of Nigeria (UPN) during the government-decreed two-party system of the Second Republic and the present-day Alliance for Democracy (AD), claim a progressive agenda focused on education.  Both the UPN and the AG were led by the father of Yoruba politics, Chief Obafemi Awolowo, and the parties in the Second Republic were generally led by famous politicians from the pre-coup era (Joseph 1978).  In the early 1950s and still today, most voters considered politicians to be in politics to benefit themselves rather than the community through the application of any party-specific agenda.  This hostile attitude was directed equally towards the parties in the same communities they sought to mobilize (Lloyd 1955, 698; Peil 1975; own interview notes 2003).  

Other explanations emphasize the institutional context that shape the strategies of parties and politicians in democracies.  Electoral laws such as single member districts personalize electoral competition around the candidate instead of the party compared with many other electoral formulae (Carey and Shugart 1995); voters around the 50% or plurality threshold in particular districts will also be valued differently under majoritarian and proportional electoral institutions.  Federalism (Di Gaetano 1988; Mainwaring 1999), large legislatures (Weingast, Shepsle, and Johnsen 1981), and presidentialism (Kitschelt 2000; Van de Walle 2003) may also affect linkage strategies through their effects on access to resources, incentives to emphasize party programs, whether the costs of particularistic spending are internalized, and the size of the constituency to which politicians must appeal in order to gain power.
  

While Nigerian institutional arrangements all encourage particularistic competition, they do not differ among the states and hence cannot explain the variance across them.  Each state is a part of the same federal, presidential system, with a bicameral national legislature whose members are elected in single member districts.  Each state is led by a governor with strong executive powers who is elected directly, under a geographical distribution requirement for votes, and separately from the unicameral state legislature, whose members are also elected in single member districts.  

Most contemporary political explanations of patterns of spending on particularistic goods are built on the link between the type of good and its corresponding electoral return.  By their nature, private goods benefit a small number of individuals and can be targeted to core constituents whose support is fairly certain, while one cannot target or exclude non-supporters from enjoying public goods, making these a riskier political instrument than private goods.  Political competition and transactions involving private goods are generally classified as “clientelistic,” while those with public goods are sometimes considered “programmatic.”
  

For example, Estevez et al (2002) argue that an incumbent’s choice of the mix of public goods in the classic sense, local public goods that can be geographically targeted, and private goods, can be analyzed as an investment decision to minimize electoral risk with the constraint of achieving a minimum electoral return.  Testing this theory against data from the Mexican poverty alleviation program PRONASOL, they find that the distribution of “clientelistic,” private goods increases and then decreases with higher levels of modernization as well as for increasing political competition. Their findings echo Scott (1969), who argues that at intermediate levels of development, greater electoral competition leads to more widely distributed benefits.  He argues that independence era parties move furthest from symbolic linkages to those based upon patronage where “electoral anxieties are the most intense” (1151).
  
More generally, clientelism may emerge as a particular solution to a commitment problem in democratic politics.   Because the exchange of political support for goods does not occur simultaneously, there is a credibility problem that can be analyzed as a prisoner’s dilemma.  If the good is offered by the incumbent party first, then a voter could take the good and vote for the opposition.  Similarly, voters may support a candidate, only to be left out of the distribution of patronage after the election.  

One solution is to develop and exploit political machines or pre-existing non-political social relations that enable clientelistic exchange through monitoring and enforcement.  For example, ballots or voting technology may be used to observe or infer voter support; these instruments might be used by party operatives in the context of a political machine who know the precise needs of their clients (Brusco et al 2003; Chubb 1982).  In “traditional” settings, clientelistic exchanges may be sustained by a sense of obligation between the parties involved, particularly in small communities (Silverman 1977).  The “multiplex” nature of relationships in traditional society (Bailey 197X), in which one deals with the same partners in several linked markets like those for credit and land, can give patrons much leverage over the political choices of clients as well (Scott 1972; also Cox 1987 on British politics before the development of party discipline in the legislature).  Robinson and Verdier (2001) appeal to a social network to connect patrons and clients, as does Keefer (2002) who analyzes a model of policy-making where repeated, face-to-face exchanges enforce agreements between patrons and clients.  Geddes (1994, 89) also implicitly assumes that supporters do not have other potential patrons and focuses on the repeated nature of the interaction to solve the prisoner’s dilemma.  

[I do not dispute that these mechanisms are important, but limits posed by pre-existing social networks are unlikely to explain the stark differences in linkage patterns formed by local politicians in the three states.  We can check for associations between having a political exchange with a politician and various measures of monitoring and connectedness.  Examples are whether and whom one seeks out in times of distress, whether one is a civil servant or related to one, length of residence in a community, whether one believes his vote is secret, and membership in local organizations.  These show that politicians and their clients do often have other connections, but that there are many more who have these connections that do not have political contact.]
Furthermore, the decision of whether to invest in the development of a political machine is often not addressed by this perspective.  The Nigerian case shows space for local variation in parties’ monitoring efforts, suggesting that supervision of and control over local efforts might be an important part of explaining clientelistic linkages.  
On election day, citizens with valid voter registration cards show up at their local polling stations which are supposed to accommodate up to 500 voters.  Voting starts in the morning and is conducted in one day, though delays are not unusual.  Temporary workers from the electoral commission must pick up the ballots, ballot boxes, and results forms from the electoral commission office and then come to the designated polling station.

After having the card validated and one’s fingernails marked by indelible ink, each voter receives a different-colored official ballot for each office, which he is supposed to mark with a thumbprint next to the symbol of the party of his choice.  A table with some kind of screen or barrier around three sides is supposed to be provided for privacy, but often the voters mark their ballots just a few steps away from the officials and other queuing voters.  Ballots are large rectangular sheets of paper with two columns and the parties are listed on the ballot in alphabetical order.  Since the two major parties in the Southwest were the AD and the PDP and their symbols are listed inches apart from each other, in many cases, it is not very difficult for other people to figure out for whom the voter marked his ballot.  After marking the ballots, voters fold the ballots and drop them into clear plastic ballot boxes in public view.  After voting concludes for the day, the ballot boxes are supposed to be emptied and counted in public, then the official tally is signed by the appropriate parties and taken to a collation center.


Political party representatives may watch over the voting proceedings and lodge protest against particular voters for reasons such as suspected underage voting or multiple voting.  Security personnel and officially accredited international and domestic observers may also be present.  During voting hours, citizens are not free to travel on the main roads in or between towns and most businesses except for small markets around polling stations are closed.  Roads and markets open at the end of the day.  

  
There are many ways in which this process can be subverted, several of which have been detailed by Diamond (19XX) for earlier Nigerian elections.  Voters may be disenfranchised or underage or non-citizen voters might become engaged at different stages of the electoral process starting with voter registration.  Subtle pressures at the voting stage, such as a party operatives standing close to the voting station, may or may not affect the outcome.  More blatant violations include the failure to deliver voting materials to a particular polling station or particular voters at a station; kidnapping, buying off, or threatening elections officials; and outright forgery of elections results.  

However, citizens are not entirely powerless.  Contrary to the rules, many voters will hang around the polling station after they have voted or they will return to watch the officials count the ballots at the end of the day.  In many areas, both voters and party representatives will follow the official tally sheet to the collation centers to ensure that the results announced at the polling station is recorded correctly at each stage of aggregation up to the state electoral commission headquarters.  In this way, they can know whether the official results match their votes.    
Clientelistic exchange may also be enforced by the strategic setup of the interaction between a patron and his clients.  Where patrons have a monopoly on a valuable economic resource, they may credibly threaten to exclude those clients who do not support the patron (Scott 1972, 125), and this generates a coordination problem among those prefer to vote out the incumbent (Medina and Stokes 2002, who define clientelism to be this strategic setting of monopoly; Van de Walle 2003).  Moreover, incumbent patrons may adopt policies that hamper development in order to perpetuate poverty, to make the threat of exclusion more powerful and to make it cheaper for patrons to stay in power (Lemarchand and Legg 1972, 176-7; Robinson and Verdier 2001).
  Chubb (1981) illustrates this dynamic for Palermo, Italy, while Diaz-Cayeros et al (2001) analyze the Mexican-PRI case.  

[This dynamic has been identified in Nigeria by Lloyd (1955) and many others for Africa as part of the general characterization of “neopatrimonialism.”  It was a serious concern in the 2003 elections at the federal level and arguably equally so at the state level.  However, we have no specific evidence that the credibility of the exclusion threat varied among state governments, and all governments encouraged the belief that one must support the ruling party in order to receive personal or collective benefits.  Further work is necessary to evaluate this argument for the variance within Nigeria.] 
Apart from the coordination dilemma perspective, underlying all contemporary theories of clientelism is the translation from units of different types of good to electoral support.  I contend that this ignores an important use of clients in intra-party competition and the trade-off between this use and purchasing votes.  With this in mind, in the next section, I develop a tournament model of political parties as the context in which local politicians choose the types of linkages they form with citizens.  

4.  The political party as tournament


We begin with a party leader seeks to win office for the purpose of extracting rents.  We assume that a party leader seeks to maximize votes, rather than gain office through extra-legal means.  Even if a party leader believes that his party will lose the election or that he will win but not be allowed to take office, a large vote tally for his party gives him prestige and clout in the political system to bargain for benefits later.  Leaders of dominant parties who do not face a serious threat of losing the election would still like displays of support to deter future challengers or simply gain legitimacy.  
Because the party leader himself is unable to directly produce electoral support from among the citizens, he forms a political party by “hiring” rent-seeking local politicians who are able to generate this support for him, but whose resource allocation decisions in this process cannot be directly observed.  These contracts specify a rank-order tournament, in which local politicians compete against each other to deliver their own local areas for the party.  The local politicians are compensated with “prizes” in order of their performance.
  


A party leader can only offer political appointments after the election as compensation to these rent-seeking local politicians.  These appointments are generally lucrative and crucial sources of funds for advancement of a political career of a local politician (Guyer 1992, 59).  He will not contribute cash or other materials to assist local politicians before the election because the local politician could use these to produce electoral support for an opposing party. 

After seeing the contract, the local politician decides whether to join the party and how to allocate their resources (distribute benefits) between producing thugs and voters from the citizens.  Local politicians may vary in how “efficient” they are in producing voters versus thugs.    
Local politicians may cheaply cultivate voters from among the citizens in his local area.  In this relationship, the local politician expects no more than general support on polling day.  Voters are not closely identified with particular politicians with whom they interact infrequently, and they bear very little or no more personal risk than any ordinary citizen who votes.  The local politician hopes that promises made or goods distributed to voters in the course of a campaign will be rewarded with the vote and future personal loyalty.  However, this transaction is just vote buying for a particular election and the local politician has only demonstrated to party leaders that he has the skill to buy votes.  Vote buying is not a simple task, since citizens can and are encouraged by the local politician’s opponents to take the money and then vote for someone else.  Solving the logistical and mechanical problems associated with vote-buying is one of the local politician’s skills and costs in generating voters.  

Voters have to be produced anew at each election and there is some loss to the local politician if he tries to produce voters for a different party in a subsequent election.  Local politicians who switch have to explain why they now support the party they vilified in the previous election and spend effort overcoming confusion and informing voters about his new party’s symbol.  
Local politicians must expend more resources to cultivate thugs than to develop voters.  Thugs interact more frequently with local politicians and develop a long-term personal connection with them.  Thugs are expected to engage in a variety of activities on short notice, both before and after the election.  Not all thugs are criminal or violent, but they may be used in an aggressive manner to intimidate people from voting for the opposing party or to harass other politicians in the same party.  Because thugs can be identified with particular politicians, they may be targets of other politicians’ thugs and bear the consequent personal risks.  

For a local politician, thugs act as a form of insurance when his political fortunes are down.  Local politicians will use thugs to pressure party leaders after the election when they are passed over for political appointments, for example by deploying them to protest at rallies or party headquarters.  Thugs provide local politicians with reliable, visible, and vocal support, in an environment where party leaders find it difficult to measure the actual popularity of local politicians.  As with voters, switching to a new political party creates some problems for local politicians with respect to their thugs who tend to be party members.  Local politicians must convince their thugs to switch parties and find ways to compensate thugs without using old party channels.    
Party leaders prefer that local politicians devote their resources to producing voters rather than thugs.  While a small to moderate number of thugs might be useful in depressing electoral support for the other party, high levels of violence could invite foreign and domestic scrutiny that damages the legitimating value of elections themselves, a declaration of a state of emergency, or even domestic military intervention.

Here, the party leader generally faces two problems.  The first problem is that some local politicians may be more effective at raising their chances of ranking higher in the tournament by disrupting other politicians’ voter–generating efforts than by producing voters himself.  This kind of sabotage reduces the vote total for the party as a whole.  Moreover, because party leaders cannot directly observe or verify the activities of local politicians, party leaders cannot punish local politicians for engaging in this kind of activity.  The problem is most severe when a local politician need not worry that sabotaging a fellow party member’s efforts could lead to his party’s defeat at the elections. 

This is a difficult problem for the party leader because the solution involves dampening individual incentives to be productive for the party and lessening the temptation to sabotage.  This may be accomplished by strengthening collective incentives, as naturally occurs when the election is close, but party leaders would never deliberately choose to have a tight race.  One alternative way to dampen these incentives is to make the rewards more even, so that there is a smaller return or increase in compensation to marginal effort (Lazear 1989).  A party leader could also incorporate non-performance criteria like seniority to award prizes (Chen 2003).
The second problem is that a party leader’s promise to make political appointments according to rank in the tournament may not be credible.
  After an election, a party leader may be vulnerable to lobbying, bribery, or threats of violence to distribute offices in a different way.  A party leader may also be subject to pressures from other politicians or communities to split a particular office into two, so that he can reward two individuals, with the result that the value of a particular appointment is significantly less.  Resisting such pressures may be a difficult and costly task for party leaders.  Therefore, to ensure the promised appointment or to take advantage of this and to secure an appointment that one has not fairly won, a local politician devotes more resources to thugs to put pressure on the party leader.  

What affects the credibility of party leaders in this regard?  The most important factor is how costly it is for local politicians to switch parties and thus whether local politicians have reasonable exit options.  Where local politicians’ party affiliations are costly to change, the party leader’s reputation to follow through on the contract’s provisions is less valuable to the leader because this does not help attract local politicians from other parties or keep his current agents.  Local politicians have no alternative routes to advance their political careers, so each will have a stronger incentive to engage thugs in order to be promoted within his present (and future) party.  Other local politicians in the same party follow the same reasoning, which further strengthens the incentive to develop thugs.  Local politicians still gain from producing some voters because this deters challengers in their respective local areas and still contributes to the party’s overall likelihood of success.  

However, where local politicians have good outside opportunities, party leaders will want to honor the contracts in order to attract and retain local politicians who generate voters, and local politicians have stronger incentives to produce voters.  If a party leader is unable to attract or retain local politicians, his party fails.  Knowing that therefore the party leader’s credibility is far more valuable and that he wants to avoid this scenario of party collapse, local politicians will find it more credible that a party leader will resist pressure from thugs than in the case where local politicians have no outside option.  The incentives to cultivate thugs do not disappear, but they are weakened.
 

The major constraint on a local politician’s mobility to another party is the match between his own ethnic identity, that of the citizens in his area, and the ethnic identity of the alternative political parties.  In an ethnically homogeneous polity with more than one party, local politicians will be able to switch to other parties at low cost.  Party leaders have to work hard to attract local politicians to their party and local politicians will allocate relatively more of their resources to producing voters instead of thugs.  In an ethnically heterogeneous polity, a local politician may not have an alternative party with a good ethnic profile match.  This and other local politicians with similar profiles will be stuck in this party and be relatively more likely to cultivate thugs.
  
While these incentives vary and affect the balance of thugs versus voters, there is likely to be some minimum level of thugs for two reasons.  First, thugs are useful against other parties, while party leaders cannot police against and would tolerate low levels of thugs.  Second, as a local politician, one would worry that there may be another local politician in the party who is inefficient at producing voters and devotes all his resources into producing thugs to be deployed against oneself.  To hedge against this possibility, one would also develop thugs.  
In this context, a dominant party system emerges as a specific case of when local politicians cannot join alternative parties at low cost.  Incentives to restrain from sabotage are weaker because harming another local politician’s performance will not seriously threaten the party’s likelihood of winning office.  Moreover, because almost all competitors belong to one party, any particular local politician’s chances of winning the tournament are low which depresses his motivation to appeal to voters honestly.  As a result, as compared with other party systems, flattening the reward structure within the party is likely to be less effective and party leaders might want to use alternative methods, such as to exclude from the party those politicians who only cultivate thugs instead of voters with entry fees.  As with the general case of no alternative parties, incentives to expend resources on influence activities will be stronger because a party leader’s promise to award prizes fairly will not be credible.  This is again because local politicians can’t leave the party without great penalty.  

5.  Conclusion
The purpose of this paper was to lay out the pattern of linkages between politicians and citizens in three states of the Federal Republic of Nigeria, to discuss possible explanations from the literature, and to propose and explicate a tournament theory of political parties as an alternative explanation.  Evidence for the tournament idea is missing from this paper, and much work remains to be done in the sections presented.  I have argued that distinguishing between two types of clients, voters and thugs, and moving away from the assumption of strictly vote-getting uses of clients within this tournament context is important and significant for understanding the observed pattern of linkages.  

Table 1
By state: all respondents: any contact with politicians?
	Osun
	Ekiti
	Kwara

	
	
	

	Yes = 47% (147)
	Yes = 42% (123)
	Yes = 24% (69)

	
	1 party = 10% (31)
	
	1 party = 9% (25)
	
	1 party = 17% (49)

	
	
	AD = 6% (19)
	
	
	AD = 4% (12)
	
	
	AD = 6% (17)

	
	
	PDP = 4% (12)
	
	
	PDP = 4% (13)
	
	
	PDP = 7% (20)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	ANPP = 4% (12)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	>1 party = 37% (116)
	
	>1 party = 33% (98)
	
	>1 party = 7% (20)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No = 51% (159)
	No = 55% (162)
	No = 73% (210)

	
	
	

	N/R* = 2% (6)
	N/R = 3% (9)
	N/R = 3% (9)

	
	
	

	n=312, 90% response rate
	N=294, 84% response rate
	n=288, 83% response rate

	Urban 156, Rural 156
	Urban 151, Rural 143
	Urban 150, Rural 138

	Men 151, Women 161
	Men 151, Women 143
	Men 158, Women 130 (deficit of married Moslem women)


*N/R refers to this question only.

Table 2a
All three states:  those respondents who had any contact with politicians
	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction each
	26 respondents ( 8%)


	213 respondents (63%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	13
	Visit by party agent
	170

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	7
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	17

	
	Campaign event attendance
	6
	Campaign event attendance
	101

	
	Visit party office
	0
	Visit party office
	4

	>1 interaction
	79 respondents (23%)

	21 respondents (6%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	38
	Visit by party agent
	18

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	64
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	18

	
	Campaign event attendance
	47
	Campaign event attendance
	8

	
	Visit party office
	59
	Visit party office
	3


*1 interaction each with >1 party or >1 interaction with ≥1 party.  
Table 2b

Osun State:  those respondents who had any contact with politicians

	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction each
	11 respondents (7%)


	109 respondents (74%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	5
	Visit by party agent
	87

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	2
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	6

	
	Campaign event attendance
	4
	Campaign event attendance
	53

	
	Visit party office
	0
	Visit party office
	1

	>1 interaction
	20 respondents (14%) 

	7 respondents (5%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	7
	Visit by party agent
	7

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	16
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	5

	
	Campaign event attendance
	14
	Campaign event attendance
	2

	
	Visit party office
	16
	Visit party office
	2


Table 2c

Ekiti State:  those respondents who had any contact with politicians

	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction each
	8 respondents (7%)


	92 respondents (81%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	5
	Visit by party agent
	73

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	3
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	7

	
	Campaign event attendance
	0
	Campaign event attendance
	46

	
	Visit party office
	0
	Visit party office
	3

	>1 interaction
	17 respondents (15%)

	6 respondents (5%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	13
	Visit by party agent
	5

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	14
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	5

	
	Campaign event attendance
	8
	Campaign event attendance
	3

	
	Visit party office
	13
	Visit party office
	0


Table 2d

Kwara State:  those respondents who had any contact with politicians

	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction each
	7 respondents (10%)


	12 respondents (17%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	3
	Visit by party agent
	10

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	2
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	4

	
	Campaign event attendance
	2
	Campaign event attendance
	2

	
	Visit party office
	0
	Visit party office
	0

	>1 interaction
	42 respondents (61%)

	8 respondents (12%)

	
	# respondents reporting:
	
	# respondents reporting:
	

	
	Visit by party agent
	18
	Visit by party agent
	6

	
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	34
	Visit politician’s home or office 
	8

	
	Campaign event attendance
	25
	Campaign event attendance
	3

	
	Visit party office
	30
	Visit party office
	1


Table 3a
All three states: share of those respondents who had contact with politicians who reported receiving some benefit or favor
	
	1 party


	> 1 party

	1 interaction
	23% 

(6/26)
	67% 

(143/213)



	>1 interaction
	82%

(64/79)


	90%

(19/21)


Table 3b

All three states: share of interactions with politicians associated with goods or favors 
	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction each
	6 interactions with benefits/favors for 26 people (0.23 per person)

Share of interactions rewarded: 23%


	177 interactions with benefits/favors for 213 people (0.83 per person)
Share of interactions rewarded: 61%

	>1 interaction

	118 interactions with benefits/favors for 79 people (1.6 per person)

Share of interactions rewarded: 58%


	33 interactions with benefits/favors for 21 people (1.5 per person)

Share of interactions rewarded: 52%


Table 3c
Osun: share of those respondents who had contact with politicians who reported receiving some benefit or favor
	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction
	9%

(1/11)


	69% 

(75/109)

	>1 interaction
	70%

(14/20)


	86%

(6/7)


Table 3d
Ekiti: share of those respondents who had contact with politicians who reported receiving some benefit or favor
	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction
	38%

(3/8)


	68%

(63/92)

	>1 interaction
	76%

(13/17)


	100%

(6/6)


Table 3e
Kwara: share of those respondents who had contact with politicians who reported receiving some benefit or favor
	
	1 party
	> 1 party*

	1 interaction
	29%

(2/7)


	42%

(5/12)

	>1 interaction
	88%

(37/42)


	88%

(7/8)


Table 4
All three states:  Share of interactions associated with a benefit or favor
	
	All parties
	AD only
	PDP only

	Visit by party agent
	69%

(187/271)


	67%

(93/138)
	71%

(89/126)

	Visit politician’s home or office 
	66%

(69/105)


	63%

(34/54)
	66%

(27/41)

	Campaign event attendance
	39%

(45/115)


	36%

(18/50)
	42%

(25/60)

	Visit party office
	54%

(34/63)


	68%

(17/25)
	48%

(13/27)
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� U.N. and U.S. Census Bureau estimates (http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/ipc/idbsum?cty=ni).  For an illustrative anecdote on the problems of making population estimates in Nigeria, see http://grid2.cr.usgs.gov/globalpop/africa/part1.php3.  Most official sources note approximately 250 languages, while Ethnologue Nigeria provides the upper limit  (http://www.ethnologue.com/show_country. asp?name=Nigeria). 


� Report of the Commonwealth Observer Group, European Union Election Observation Mission to Nigeria 2003 Final Report, Human Rights Watch report on “Testing Democracy: Political Violence in Nigeria,” local media reports, and the Transition Monitoring Group’s domestic observers’ reports on individual polling stations.


� Pronounced o-shun.


� Linkages are the “grounds on which politicians are accountable and responsive to citizens.” Politics may revolve around personal style (charisma), policy programs that distribute benefits and costs to all unconditional on the citizen’s vote for the politician (program), or in the “delivery of specific material advantages to the politician’s electoral supporters” (clientelism) (Kitschelt 2000, 845-6).


� This contrasts with most contemporary theories of political parties that view parties as “teams” of politicians who develop and maintain various institutions to restrain individually rational but collectively damaging behavior in order to achieve a group benefit, such as a meaningful party label in elections (Aldrich 1995; Cox and McCubbins 1994).  Fierce intra-party competition that characterizes Nigerian politics does not fit this view.  Politicians often switch parties, and moreover, Nigerian political parties, including the ruling party at the federal level, have taken back politicians who earlier defected to others parties, which ought to destroy incentives for continued cooperation.  


� Gibbons 1998; Nalebuff and Stiglitz 1983; Green and Stokey 1983; Lazear and Rosen 1981; Clark and Riis 1998; Prendergast 1999; Stein and Rapoport 2004; among others.


� Political questions, particularly those that inquire about activities that might be construed as corruption or as indicators of social importance and political access, are problematic.  The appendix (to be written) will include details on the stratified random sampling procedure, items, and discuss safeguards and checks on the quality of the data.  The overall response rate was 85.7%.


� There may be (more) under-reporting of favors as compared with material benefits; this and other issues with be discussed in the appendix [to be written].


� Some of the club goods were not delivered at the time of the interaction (YY% of club goods transactions); in these cases, politicians came to remind the citizens of their contributions to that club good. 


� Mostly core supporters of the Alliance for Democracy.  Generally partisans were more likely to report non-private goods.


� Politicians are often invited to elaborate, expensive ceremonies like engagements and funerals that are an important occasion for the celebrant as well as the community.  Those organizing the ceremony hope for financial assistance even if the politician cannot attend, and usually make visits to the politician’s home or office to request his presence.  I could not actually count the number of invitations that politicians received, but interviews indicated that politicians declined most of the couple invitations per week they received.


� Kristensson (2001) contends that the enlargement of the more educated, urban segment of the electorate that opposed clientelism was important in pushing Icelandic parties away from clientelist strategies.


� Gay (1994) points out that the poor themselves may act strategically to gain collective benefits in this context of uncertainty.


� The urbanization rate for Ekiti itself is not available as it was part of Ondo state when the data was reported.  But Ondo and Ekiti states are not very different in constitution, with both primarily Yoruba populations, and similarly sized capital cities.  The 41% reported is for Ondo/Ekiti (Annual Abstract of Statistics 1999). 


� More recently, Kitschelt (2000) has associated party organization with linkage types, in the tradition of a Duvergerian (1954) organizational typology for (European) political parties.  Drawing upon Aldrich (1995), he argues that clientelistic linkages result where politicians have solved an information-pooling problem for both voters and candidates through investments in the party organization, but where they have not addressed programmatic conflicts among themselves.  In contrast, Gunther and Diamond (2003) treat linkage types and formal organization as different dimensions in their typology of parties. 


� However, Oi (1985) finds clientelism in rural areas of Communist China, despite an official egalitarian party doctrine, which she attributes to the state’s centralized control over the economy.  


� Calvo and Murillo (2003) contend that the geographic distribution of partisans combined with majoritarian features of the Argentine electoral system give advantage to Peronists over Radicals in access to state resources to finance clientelist strategies; moreover, they find that such strategies are more effective for the Peronists.


� Robinson and Verdier (2001) argue that ideal clientelistic goods are a reversible, in addition to excludable, method of transferring rents, so that they tie the continuing and future welfare of the client to that of a particular politician.  


� In Bueno de Mesquita et al (2003)’s model if the size of the constituency or coalition whose support is necessary to maintain power is large, politicians will choose to provide public goods that can be enjoyed by many instead of spending less to provide private goods that can only be supplied to a small number of people or at very low values to a large number of people.  Policies that do not promote the welfare of voters is the politically rational policy for small-coalition governments.








� Hodgkin (1961) and Apter (1963) argue for Africa and Weingrod (1969) for India that political parties and their clientelistic linkages serve an integrative, stabilizing, and modernizing function in new countries by connecting the countryside to the center.  Lemarchand and Legg (1972, 176) are skeptical of this view, noting also that excessive demand for patronage may contribute to distributional conflict along regional, ethnic, or religious lines.


� The idea of labor contracts as rank-order tournaments comes from Lazear and Rosen (1981) and others.  Economists have noted that elections are themselves like rank-order tournaments in which the first prize is the office, and all other contestants get nothing or very little.


� Note that the problem is not uncertainty over whether a party leader will make appointments at all, but over which office goes to whom.  A party leader cannot occupy and extract rents from all offices himself, so there must be some offices that will be filled by appointment.   





� A simple, if imperfect, analogy is the situation of a manager who must raise the wages he pays as his workers’ reservation wages rise.  A party leader makes taking a contract with him and allocating resources to voters more attractive to a local politician by raising the expected return to cultivating voters by raising the likelihood of being rewarded for this activity.   


� Another possible constraint is voter loyalty to the party rather than to the local politician.
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