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Introduction: The everyday politics of
electoral violence in Africa

MimmiSéderberg Kovacs

‘Ampa ampoh, yell the young men sitting on the back of the pickup truck that
hastily enters the back gate of the State House building in downtown Freetown
in Sierra Leone. It means ‘It is over’ in Temne, one of the local languages. It is
late in the afternoon of Friday 24 November 2012, and the National Election
Commission (NEC) has just held a press conference to announce the results of
the presidential elections, ending days of intense speculation after the closing
of the polls. According to the announcement, the sitting president Ernest Bai
Koroma of the All People’s Congress (APC) has secured a second term in power
against Julius Maada Bio, the flag-bearer of the Sierra Leone People’s Party
(SLPP). Many hoped that this would be the end of a tense and occasionally
violent election campaign. However, while APC supporters dressed in red
(the party colour) danced in the streets of Freetown, cheering and singing
amidst the ear-deafening sounds of car horns, whistle pipes and the banging
of pots and pans, disgruntlement was mounting in the opposition camp. The
following day, the SLPP accused the incumbent of electoral fraud, refusing to
accept the results. The next few weeks saw several minor incidents of violence
across the country, especially in traditional SLPP strongholds, as young party
supporters took to the streets, clashed with the police and security personnel,
and engaged in local fights against APC supporters. It was not until the SLPP
leadership eventually conceded its electoral defeat a few weeks later that the
violence finally subsided (Soderberg Kovacs 2012).

The example above reflects a larger trend that we have witnessed in sub-
Saharan Africa since the (re-)introduction of multiparty democracy in the
early 1990s. In a relatively short time period, democracy has formally been
established as the dominant political system across the continent, and the
holding of elections has emerged as the most important institutional mecha-
nism for the distribution of political power. Other means and methods of
political rule have grown increasingly difficult to motivate and sustain in the
face of changing normative and institutional frameworks at both the global and
the regional level. Yet, at the same time, we have witnessed a growing trend
of electoral violence in many new democracies. According to Burchard (2015:
50), more than half of Africa’s states, 55 per cent, have experienced electoral



violence in the post-Cold War period. Importantly, beyond the relatively few
cases of large-scale killings and widespread fear and insecurity that make
it to the international headlines - such as in Kenya in 2007, Zimbabwe in
2008 and Cote d’'Ivoire in 2010 — a more common scenario has been that
of isolated violent events, harassment and coercive intimidation. Countries
that have displayed such characteristics during election periods include, for
example, Cameroon, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Liberia, Equatorial
Guinea, the Gambia, Guinea, Madagascar, Sierra Leone, Senegal and Uganda
(Straus and Taylor 2012).

In addition, and often forgotten both by the international media and by
the scholarly community engaged in better understanding the phenomenon, a
multitude of countries experience the kind of electoral violence that is low-scale
but pervasive and typically occurs long before the elections, between electoral
cycles, and in local elections far from the international limelight. MacGinty
(2014) introduced the term ‘everyday peace’ to capture the routinised practices
and norms deployed by individuals and groups to navigate their way through
life in divided societies. This is a scholarly approach that emphasises bottom-up
perspectives on a social phenomenon and takes seriously the notion of local
agency (see also Autesserre 2010). We find this inspirational, and would like to
evoke the expression of ‘everyday politics of electoral violence’ to characterise
the overall perspective employed in this book. Most individuals and groups in
Africa’s electoral democracies are likely to find concepts such as ‘competitive
elections” and ‘patronage politics’ to be of little use for describing their everyday
experiences. However, their everyday realities can assist us in better under-
standing the specific and localised expressions of these theoretical concepts
and contribute to a more deep-layered understanding of the phenomenon
of electoral violence. Importantly, the ‘bottom-up’ perspective is not put in
contrast or opposition to the ‘top-down’ Instead, the two views inform each
other, and we have deliberately put together a collection of contributions that
together and jointly highlight both perspectives.

The example given above from the 2012 general elections in Sierra Leone
is particularly interesting in this respect because it was generally considered
a very successful election according to most traditional international criteria.
For example, the national electoral institutions acknowledged only a handful of
electoral irregularities. Very limited evidence of over-voting or ballot stuffing
was discovered. The large number of international and domestic election
observer teams all declared the elections free of systematic malpractice. Yet,
at the same time, there is little doubt that the elections were conducted on
an uneven playing field, where the incumbent was able to take significant
advantage of his position in power, for example in terms of access to the
media and to resources for campaigning. In addition, the heavy and visible
presence of both the police and the military patrolling the streets during the
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election period did not always instil a sense of security among the population.
Rather, for some it was a cause of provocation and a sign that the APC was
conflating the party with the state (S6derberg Kovacs 2012). As if to further
underscore this point, both the dominant public discourse and the language
and terminology used by the parties were frequently cloaked in symbolism
associated with battle and warfare. For example, Maada Bio was hailed as ‘the
Tormentor’ by his supporters, in reference to his past as a military junta leader
in the coup that overthrew the one-party APC regime at the beginning of the
civil war in 1992 (Bangura and Soderberg Kovacs 2017). Maada Bio’s transfor-
mation from wartime leader to political party representative running for office
is not unique. A large number of post-war African states have witnessed the
emergence of so-called ‘warlord democrats: former military or political leaders
of armed groups who subsequently participate in electoral politics (Themnér
2017). There are thus many good reasons for suggesting that elections have
become ‘the new battlegrounds’ (Beoas and Utas 2014).

The threats associated with electoral violence are many. Beyond the imme-
diate human, material and societal costs that such violence imposes on already
impoverished and sometimes war-torn states, it also risks undermining the
legitimacy of the electoral process and the democratic political system. Research
shows that electoral violence is significantly related to individual assessments
about willingness to vote, democratic satisfaction, support for democracy and
trust in governing institutions (Burchard 2015). Violence and voter intimidation
have also been found to reduce voter turnouts in some elections (Bratton 2008;
Collier and Vicente 2008), although more recent research suggests that there
are no such effects of violence on voter turnout more generally in African
elections (Bekoe and Burchard 2017). Electoral violence also risks permeating
cycles of revenge between political parties at the local level (Hoglund and
Piyarathne 2009). In countries where the winner literally takes all, the stakes
of elections are high, and the costs of defeat devastating. Whether you are the
flag-bearer of the party or an ex-soldier or ex-militia working behind the scenes
as part of the security task force of a political party, a loss at the polls means
another few years out in the cold, another few years of struggle for survival
and for access to resources (Christensen and Utas 2016). In some exceptional
cases, elections may even be an impetus for civil war, as the developments
in Burundi in 2015 amply illustrated. Even if such instances are rare, when
they do happen they can also affect neighbouring states through large-scale
displacement of people, the creation of a humanitarian crisis, and the increasing
circulation of arms in already volatile regions.

Following in the footsteps of this development, an emerging and fast-growing
research agenda has developed that seeks to better understand the causes,
dynamics and consequences of electoral violence. In this debate, several critical
generic factors have been identified as explanations for why some countries are
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more likely than others to experience such violence (e.g. Fjelde and Hoglund
2014; Hafner-Burton, Hyde and Jablonski 2013; Norris, Frank and Martinez i
Coma 2015; Salehyan and Linebarger 2015). While such studies are important in
identifying those countries most at risk, and while they can help us understand
what characteristics of the political system in place generate the incentives for
violence in the first place, they often fall short of explaining — and empirically
demonstrating — exactly how and why these factors lead to specific incidents
of violence. Also, this is not their primary purpose. Other studies persuasively
capture the rich complexities of individual country cases or specific elections
in more depth (e.g. Boone and Kriger 2012; Sisk 2012; Smith 2009). From such
work, we can learn a lot about the relative importance of various factors in
different empirical contexts. However, with some important exceptions (e.g.
de Smedt 2009; Hoglund and Piyarathne 2009; Klaus and Mitchell 2015), few
previous studies have explored these issues on a subnational level, attempting
to elucidate the patterns, dynamics and trends of such violence within states
and why some areas and regions in a country are more likely than others to
experience instances of election-related violence. In addition, we do not yet
know enough about the micro-level factors and dynamics at work and the
more intricate causal processes that link macro-level factors at the national
level with the occurrences of violent events at the local level.

This book aims to address these identified gaps. The chapters all attempt
to answer one or several of these pertinent questions at the front line of the
research agenda: why are some regions, areas and towns within the same
country more likely than others to see incidents of electoral violence? Why
are some elections more violent than others within the same country? What is
the relationship between the dynamics of national-level politics and incidents
of electoral violence at the local level? Why are some actors more likely than
others to engage in, or support, violent acts around election time? Why are
some issues more likely than others to mobilise people for violence? The
overall objective of this book is thus not only to explain when and why
we see electoral violence in Africa’s emerging democracies, but to empiri-
cally trace the processes through which such events occur. By doing so, we
hope that the findings from this book will be useful for policy makers and
practitioners working in the field of election assistance and support, election
observation, and the promotion of democracy, good governance and human
rights, especially in new democracies in developing states.

The remainder of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. First,
the phenomenon of electoral violence is discussed and problematised, building
on previous contributions in the field. Second, the rationale for the empirical
focus on the subnational level of analysis is explained, on the basis of scholarly
work emphasising the need for increased analysis beyond the macro-level. Third,
previous research on the causes and dynamics of election-related violence is
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considered, structuring the discussion around three main clusters: the structural
conditions of holding elections in Africa’s multi-ethnic states and patronage
systems; the characteristics of multiparty elections, such as electoral competition
and close electoral races; and the institutional framework of elections. The final
section provides an introductory note on each of the chapters in this volume
together with a few words on how they relate to the overall theme of the book.

The phenomenon of electoral violence

What is electoral violence? There is not yet an established definition in the
academic literature and there is no strong consensus in previous research.
As a point of departure for this book project, however, we began by defining
electoral violence as violent or coercive acts carried out for the purpose of
affecting the process or results of an election. This conceptual understanding
is inspired by - yet also partly diverges from - previous developments in the
field. This is discussed in more detail below. However, while agreeing on a
joint platform to depart from and relate to in our individual chapters, we also
believed that it was not necessary that all chapter authors remained loyal to
this definition, and we have encouraged a broad approach to the concept in
order to adapt the relevance of the theme to a range of different local contexts.
After all, one of the objectives of this book is to build theory and to expand
our empirical understanding of the phenomenon. As such, we believe that too
narrow a definition might unnecessarily constrain the analysis and prevent
new knowledge from being generated inductively.

Existing definitions usually highlight two criteria: motive and timing
(Hoglund 2009). Beginning with motive, we find, for example, that Laakso
(2007: 227-8) argues that electoral violence by definition is ‘an activity moti-
vated by an attempt to affect the results of the elections — either by manipulating
the electoral procedures and participation or by contesting the legitimacy of
the results’ In other words, on an aggregated level, it makes sense to argue that
the overall objective is to ‘influence the electoral process’ (Hoglund 2009: 415).
This emphasis on intent is critical not only in that it helps us to differentiate
electoral violence from other forms of political violence, but also because it
highlights the instrumentality of violence and the strategic motives involved.
We find this aspect essential for understanding the causes and dynamics
of electoral violence. Just as Bods and Dunn (2007: 4) argue that African
insurgencies ‘are best understood as rational responses to the composition of
African states and their policies, we believe that electoral violence is a rational
response to the logic of elections in the context of African political systems.
We discuss this in more detail in the next section. However, this emphasis on
strategic motives aimed at influencing the electoral process does not exclude
the fact that, behind and beyond this overarching picture, we find a range
of additional motives. We are acutely aware of the potential risks associated
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with pursuing a framing of the problem that is too simplistic. As noted by
Eriksson Baaz and Stern (2013), in the context of understanding the occurrence
of sexual violence in war, the pursuit of a single narrative risks excluding and
silencing additional and equally relevant motives, particularly at the micro-level
of analysis. We therefore want to underline that the more precise motives of
each actor involved in electoral violence may vary. Those motives may also
shift over time. In addition, each actor might pursue a range of multiple
motives when engaging in electoral violence. For example, several chapters in
this book discuss the role that young people — mostly men - play as so-called
‘foot soldiers’ of electoral violence (Bob-Milliar 2014). These individuals are
usually mobilised for violence by a range of different motives, such as access
to short-term benefits, loyalty to a Big Man, and private score settling against
rival groups. In some instances, they engage in violent activities without any
prior contacts, encouragement or instructions from Big Men, hoping that their
sacrifice will be noticed and rewarded (Christensen and Utas 2016). However,
we argue that their violent behaviour cannot be understood outside the context
of the instrumentality of electoral violence for the political elites. In doing
so, we also take issue with attempts to draw a sharp differentiation between
strategic and incidental electoral violence. Alston (2010: 5-6), for example,
argues that some violence, particularly in connection with riots or protests, is
not intended to influence or change electoral outcomes, but rather is motivated
by ‘indignation, anger and disappointment’ Burchard (2015: 12-13) echoes this
message when she argues that some election-related violence lacks explicit
intent, such as ‘spontaneous’ protests and killings by ‘over-zealous security
forces. We believe that this interpretation ignores the overarching context in
which these individual engagements in electoral violence take place. On this
issue, we are inspired by Kalyvas, who argues that, in the context of civil wars,
the decentralised and localised nature of conflict does not imply spontaneous
and anarchical violence: such a perspective ‘overlooks the political conflict in
which [civil wars] occur’ (Kalyvas 2003: 485).

When it comes to timing, the other definitional feature commonly identified
in the literature (e.g. Bekoe 2012; Burchard 2015; Hoglund 2009), this book
deliberately avoids a definition that limits our analysis to violence ‘directly tied
to an impending electoral contest or an announced electoral result’ (Straus
and Taylor 2012: 19). While we agree that electoral violence can take place
at all stages of the electoral process — notably before, during and after an
election - it is close to impossible to pin down the exact time period this
includes (and excludes) in the context of new and emerging democracies in
developing states (see also Bekoe 2012: 2). The strategic electoral game is an
ongoing process and an integral part of party politics itself. In addition, we
believe that electoral violence is a phenomenon that is not limited to general
and national elections, although these tend to generate the greatest attention.
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Electoral violence is something that also takes place in connection with other
elections, including, for example, local government elections, chiefdom elec-
tions, primaries and by-elections (see for example Hoglund and Jarstad 2011).
As discussed by Bangura and Soderberg Kovacs in Chapter 5 in the context of
Sierra Leone, such in-between elections can sometimes generate more election-
related violence than the often better monitored general elections.

Another aspect in the identification and delimitation of electoral violence
concerns the relevant actors involved. The usual suspects, Hoglund (2009: 416)
argues, are the political parties in government and in opposition, although the
exact line-up depends on the context. For example, in conflict or post-war
societies, armed non-state actors as well as militias and paramilitary groups
may play a significant role as violent instigators (ibid.; see also Hoglund,
Jarstad and Soderberg Kovacs 2009; Raleigh 2016). Most subsequent studies in
the field have followed this lead and focus primarily on activities committed
by the incumbent or the political opposition. As acknowledged by Straus
and Taylor (2012: 20), however, there is usually a broad spectrum of actors
who fall under these two umbrella categories. They employ a broad empirical
operationalisation that includes activities by actors with both more explicit
and more implicit or even clandestine ties to the political parties in ques-
tion. For the purposes of this book, we agree with this broad perspective on
potential perpetrators of electoral violence. We attempt to contribute to the
scholarly debate precisely by examining some of these actors in more detail,
such as youth party militias (Chapter 8) and ex-combatants linked to Big Men
networks (Chapters 6 and 7). We study their characteristics, internal dynamics
and incentives for engaging in acts of electoral violence. Through our largely
inductive empirical approach, we also shed light on a number of additional
actors that have rarely been the centre of attention in previous research on
electoral violence but that play an instrumental role in our understanding of
local trajectories of violence, notably traditional authorities in Sierra Leone
(Chapter 5), transport unions in Nigeria (Chapter 10), and a criminal business
network in Zimbabwe (Chapter 9). Given the analytical emphasis on patronage
networks, several of the contributions also explicitly focus on the more intricate
relationships between various actors, and how alliances, mutual dependencies
and social networks around elections are shaped and formed.

A final aspect of relevance relates to the means and methods used. In other
words, what kind of violence are we referring to? In the classic literature in the
field of peace and conflict research, direct physical violence is usually consid-
ered a distinct phenomenon, separate from other forms of conflict behaviour
(Galtung 1969). In his seminal work on the logic of violence in civil wars,
Kalyvas (2006: 19) suggests that, at the most basic level, one can define violence
as the deliberate infliction of harm on people. In other disciplinary fields,
notably cultural anthropology, violence is commonly defined more broadly
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and stretched beyond physical violence to cover the infliction of suffering in a
broader sense (see for example Nordstrom 1997). For the purpose of defining
and studying electoral violence, the scholarly literature has usually settled on
something of a middle road. According to Straus and Taylor (2012: 17-18),
electoral violence, including direct physical violence in the form of targeted
high-level assassinations or generalised killing in immediate connection to
an electoral contest, occurs relatively rarely on the African continent. Such
violence is much more likely to come in the form of ‘harassment, intimidation,
and disruption’ (ibid. 24). Hence, although Straus and Taylor limit their focus
to physical aspects of violence, they also include threats of physical violence,
captured by the notion of coercive intimidation. Importantly, Fischer (2002: 8)
informs us that the targets of electoral violence are not necessarily only people,
but also institutions, facilities, materials and symbols associated with elections.
As noted by Bekoe (2012: 3), however, victims can also be perpetrators, and
Hoéglund and Piyarathne (2009) convincingly show that just as conflict begets
conflict, electoral violence tends to result in cycles of revenge between the
main political parties.

As the chapters in this book illustrate, the violent and coercive methods
used to affect the process or results of an election are many and varied, being
both direct and indirect, and both high-intensity and more subdued and subtle.
Above all, the everyday kinds of electoral violence that take place behind the
backs of international election observers are almost always intimately local in
their expression. In Chapter 11 of this volume, Schmitz illustrates how violent
language and verbal threats cloaked in coercive and derogatory references
shape electoral outcomes in Ghana, one of the most prominent democratic
success stories on the African continent.

On a final note, in this book we will use the terms ‘electoral violence,
‘election-related violence’ and ‘violence-induced elections’ interchangeably.
While these terms might imply different causal relationships between elec-
tions and violence, we believe that a more detailed understanding of the exact
nature and characteristics of these relationships is something to be explored
inductively in each chapter.

Looking beyond the national: shifting the level of analysis

In order to better understand the more specific patterns of variation across
space and time, most chapters in this volume apply a subnational perspective that
links macro-level events and processes at the level of national political leadership
to dynamics at the local level: a sub-region, district, town or neighbourhood.
Other contributions focus on particular aspects of these processes, primarily
from the perspective of a specific actor: the incentives of the political elite in a
country to mobilise votes along ethnic lines; a youth militia’s quest for political
inclusion, influence and power; or the rationale of individual ex-combatants
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to engage or not engage in acts of electoral violence on behalf of a Big Man.
What binds the contributions in this book together is the identification and
analysis of causal mechanisms at work in processes of election-related violence.
In this, we are inspired by scholars in the field of civil war literature who
have stressed the importance of going beyond macro-level analyses to under-
stand the dynamics of political violence and expose the causal mechanisms
at work (e.g. Balcells 2017; Balcells and Justine 2014; Kalyvas 2003; Verwimp,
Justino and Briick 2009). Kalyvas (2003) argues that, in order to understand
how processes of political violence play out on the ground, attention must
be paid to local dynamics. In his account, civil wars are complex processes
that involve a range of actors and a mixture of motives and identities. The
dynamics of violence can be driven as much by local and private motives on
the periphery - individual rivalries and local power competition, unsettled
disputes, and issues of revenge — as by political and collective incentives at
the centre. Such local grievances are likely to have a substantial impact on the
overall ‘content, direction and intensity of violence’ (ibid. 479). In her study
of the Spanish civil war, Balcells (2017) similarly demonstrates the relevance
of taking local dynamics of rivalry and revenge into account. Observations
of election-related violence at the local level in various countries suggest
similar dynamics at work (e.g. Dercon and Guiterrez-Romero 2012; Hoéglund
and Piyarathne 2009; Kandeh 2008). This multi-layered reality of violence
explains why it is usually difficult to pinpoint a single cause for the outbreak
of violence at all levels of analysis. Sometimes local grievances are transformed
and escalated into larger processes of violence over time, while at other times
national political dynamics result in a specific divergence of interests on the
ground in various localities. Most often, however, they coexist and converge
at various moments in time, such as at the time of elections. According to
Kalyvas (2003: 475), it is the convergence of various motives that endows civil
wars with their particular and often puzzling character; together, they are
responsible for the ‘joint production’ of political violence (ibid. 476).
Importantly for the purpose of this study and the research questions we pose
in this book, it has been suggested that micro-level approaches advance our
understanding of violent processes precisely because of their ability to account
for important variations within one country or conflict (Verwimp, Justino and
Briick 2009: 307). However, by looking at only the micro-level, we may miss
out on the bigger picture and the possibility of drawing important general
lessons from individual studies and local cases. Balcells and Justino (2014)
hence call for greater attention to the linkages between micro-level conflict
dynamics and the wider political, economic and social processes at work, and
for research that attempts to bridge the gap between local dynamics of conflict
and conflict processes and outcomes taking place in the macro arena. We
believe that these are important insights that are equally relevant for the study
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of electoral violence. Following Balcells and Justino (ibid. 1345), we define the
macro-level as the level of the state and national processes and the micro-level
as the level of the individual, household or small group, such as an individual’s
ex-combatant network. In between the two, Balcells and Justino conceive of
the meso-level as ‘processes that take place at the community level or at the
level of local social groups and organisations. While these categories might
be analytically distinct, they sometimes overlap empirically. For example, the
national political elite in a country consists of a collection of individuals, and
an in-depth analysis of their individual and collective behaviour simultaneously
straddles both the macro- and the micro-level.

In this book, we have approached this turn beyond traditional macro-level
analyses of electoral violence in different ways. A few contributions explic-
itly attempt to link national political dynamics with violent processes at the
local level. Several other contributions address linkages between dynamics at
different levels of analysis and strengthen our knowledge about the complex
networks, alliances and allegiances in place beyond the fagade of the unitary
state. However, even in cases where the analysis is deeply embedded in the
local context, we believe that there are important general lessons to be learned.
For example, in Chapter 10, Agbiboa discusses electoral violence associated
with the urban transportation sector in two areas of Lagos. From his detailed
description of the interdependency and precarity between patrons and clients,
he conveys a micro-cosmos as part of a much larger phenomenon in Nigeria,
with important implications for our understanding of the dynamics of elec-
toral violence in the country at large. At the other end of the spectrum,
both Fjelde and Hoglund (Chapter 1) and Sjogren (Chapter 2) discuss the
strategies of national political elites while highlighting individual leadership
experiences and learning processes. As such, all the contributions shed light on
the micro-foundations of electoral violence in new and emerging democracies
in developing states.

Between democracy and Big Man politics

At the beginning of this chapter, we highlighted a trend that at first glance
might seem to be a paradox: while democratic elections are gaining ground on
the African continent, we are simultaneously seeing a rise in election-related
violence. In this book, we suggest that it is precisely because multiparty elec-
tions are gradually becoming more openly competitive and because the results
of elections matter more that elections are also more contentious. In light
of an increasingly narrow space for traditional means of electoral fraud and
manipulation, contending political elites resort to coercive and intimidating
tactics to influence the electoral process and outcome. The key problem is that,
although the formal institutional mechanisms have changed, the underlying
logics of politics have not. Power and resources are still largely concentrated
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at the centre, raising the stakes of electoral contests, and patronage politics is
still the dominant mode of political mobilisation. In the next few sections, we
will explore this statement further, discuss some key conceptual developments
in the academic field, and set out the underlying theoretical assumptions that
constitute our accumulated body of scholarly knowledge on electoral violence
in Africas electoral democracies.

‘Stomach infrastructure’, high stakes, and the struggle for power
at the centre It is acknowledged that politics in many parts of the developing
world is characterised by the pervasiveness of patronage politics, or what Utas
(2012) and others refer to as Big Man politics (e.g. Médard 1992; Sahlins 1963).
In situations of weak or absent state structures, alternative forms of informal
governance structures usually thrive (Reno 1998). In Africa, the occurrence of
hierarchical, informal networks of patron-client relations is known to be one of
the most durable features of politics (Gyimah-Boadi 2007). As noted by Ohlson
and Soderberg Kovacs (2002), this aspect of African politics has proved remarkably
resilient and has survived all attempts at radical political reform in the postcolonial
period, including the turn to multiparty democracy in the early 1990s. Hence,
amid the enthusiasm shared by many scholars, policy makers and practitioners
alike when the so-called third wave of democratisation (Huntington 1991) spread
across a large number of African states in the early 1990s, some voices were
raised to point out that this process of political change did not take place in
an existing power vacuum. Nugent (1995) and Bratton and van de Walle (1997)
argued that, instead of replacing or reforming existing patronage networks, the
logic of patronage politics was likely to become incorporated as an integral part
of the democratic political system in these states.

In the terminology used by Bratton and van de Walle (1997), this resulted
in the establishment of ‘neopatrimonial’ regimes; these combine the institutions
of the modern bureaucratic state, including competitive elections, with the
informal reality of personalised, unaccountable power of patron-client rela-
tions. These relations, they argue, are organised in a hierarchical network, all
the way from the executive office to the local level. Although there is a formal
distinction between the private and the public, in practice the distinction is
often distorted, and the informal practices of power generally overshadow the
formal, as clients tend to be loyal to their patrons. Many other terms have
also been used to describe these essentially hybrid political systems, including
‘facade democracies’ (Joseph 2003), ‘semi-authoritarian states’ (Ottaway 2003),
‘illiberal democracies’ (Zakaria 1997) and ‘electoral autocracies’ (Schedler 2006).
As most of these terms aptly indicate, beyond the formal democratic outlook
of these states, many are essentially autocratic in nature, with little resemblance
to the workings of consolidated and liberal democracies. As pointed out by
Chabal and Daloz (1999), this apparent disorder has often served the political
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elites in Africa well, and the incentives for governments to change this state
of affairs are relatively low.

For the purposes of this book, the most important implication is that,
beyond formal democratic institutions and processes, politics is often rooted
in the informal sphere of power. As will be evident from the chapters that
follow, beyond this generalised picture, there is also great diversity and
heterogeneity across and within states, particularly as we move to the local
level. In order to understand and explain the workings of individual Big Man
networks we have to recognise that these informal structures are built on
fluid, flexible and ever changing ‘webs of power’ (Utas 2012: 14). In conflict
and post-war societies in particular, these networks are thus likely to be less
stable than usually depicted. Each Big Man’s network builds on temporary
relationships that are constantly being revisited and renegotiated (ibid.). For
example, Christensen and Utas (2008; 2016) have illuminated the many and
complex ways in which ex-militia members engage with political Big Men
around election time. Their studies reveal the fluidity of these social networks,
characterised by mutual dependencies, shifting alliances, unfulfilled promises
and unpaid debts.

Critical for understanding the phenomena of electoral violence is the aware-
ness that electoral competition has generally tended to strengthen and reinforce
rather than eradicate this hybrid political order (Lindberg 2003). In this context,
patronage capacity easily becomes the most important factor in determining
electoral outcomes (Gyimah-Boadi 2007). Voters choose among candidates less
on the basis of public policy positions and political party programmes than
on the candidates’ assumed patronage capacity. In order to demonstrate their
patronage potential, patrons thus need to distribute largesse to their followers.
The clients are assured that their Big Men will attend to their needs - be it
the provision of food, jobs, licences or contracts — in exchange for political
loyalty transferred into votes at the time of the election (Diamond 2008:
145). Elections are thus costly affairs. Most often, the resources needed to win
elections are extracted from the state, raising the stakes for political control
over state resources (Lindberg 2003; Nugent 2001). The tendency of many
African states to concentrate power and resources at the centre — effectively
turning politics into a zero-sum game — further adds to this problem (Diamond
2008). The winner thus literally takes all, as alluded to in the title of Chapter
7 by Bjarnesen, and losers are left struggling at the margins. What is at stake
is more than just the state coffers. If you are the biggest man in a system
based on Big Man networks, the seat of executive power can also be used
to control appointments in key state institutions, procurement processes and
the distribution of business contracts, and ensure immunity from criminal
prosecution, sometimes for life (Collier 2010). This is why elections in these
contexts are often referred to as ‘do-or-die’ affairs.

12



In Chapter 10, Agbiboa illustrates the logic of Big Men politics within
the empirical confines of the urban transport system in the mega-city
of Lagos. As discussed in his chapter, it was in Nigeria that the concept of
‘stomach infrastructure’ was first born, particularly in relation to the re-election
campaign by Governor Ayo Fayose in the gubernatorial elections in Ekiti State
in 2014, although the practice itself is neither new nor specific to Nigeria.
So-called ‘stomach items, such as food, funds, and other gifts and goods, are
widely distributed to voters in order to ensure their support at the ballot box.
Several of the contributions in this book stress the complex power relations
and multi-layered functions hidden in this practice, which appear at first glance
to be unidirectional in nature. For the Big Men, the distribution of largesse is
conceived as a form of welfare system in which they fulfil their duty by securing
the well-being of their people. For the voters, elections are also an opportunity
to exercise power and influence. As noticed by Utas (2007), the electorate has
learned how to squeeze the most out of this practice and is sometimes able
to play a double game: people pretend to be loyal to one party while voting
for another. Hence, most politicians have learned that carrots without sticks
are not sufficient to win an election. Successful candidates also need to silence
the opposition through alliances and co-optation (Beéds and Utas 2014: 55).
A number of other studies have pointed to the intricate relationship between
vote buying, fraud and violence in connection with competitive elections,
suggesting that political elites strategically deploy different illicit strategies in
different locations depending on how successful those strategies are deemed
to be in delivering favourable election results (e.g. Bratton 2008; Collier and
Vicente 2008; 2011).

In sum, the underlying logic of the distribution of power in most states
in sub-Saharan Africa is still essentially based on Big Man politics in spite
of the introduction of multiparty democracy, with power and resources still
largely concentrated at the centre, raising the stakes of elections. What is
new in many countries, however, is the emergence of real political competi-
tion for power, while a range of traditional methods for keeping potential
challengers in check are being constrained by democratic norms. Next, we
turn to this debate.

Competition, ethno-regional politics and close races Competitive elec-
tions are by their very nature conflictual processes aimed at mobilising divergent
interests in society and stimulating political competition between political actors.
In the scholarly debate on the overarching relationship between elections and
violent conflict in societies that are either in transition to democracy from authori-
tarian rule or in transition from civil war to democracy, it is acknowledged that
the competitive nature of democratic elections may cause violence or even war
(e.g. Mansfield and Snyder 2005; Snyder 2000). In societies where the non-violent
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norms associated with consolidated democracies are not widespread and political
tolerance more generally is low, there is a risk that the electoral contest will
contribute to intensifying and polarising existing socio-economic cleavages
and other divisions in society. According to Collier (2010), the world’s poorest
democracies are more likely than others to see instances of political violence,
as they generally lack the key conflict-mitigating mechanisms of consolidated
and wealthier democracies: accountability and legitimacy. The added challenges
of holding competitive elections in war-ravaged societies have also been well
documented (e.g. Kumar 1998; Lyons 2005).

What does electoral competition look like in Africa’s new democracies?
Because patron-client networks are commonly organised along ethnic lines
or regional constellations, elections are frequently characterised by the direct
or indirect mobilisation of ethnic or regional votes (Arriola 2009; Bates 1983;
Gyimah-Boadi 2007; Posner 2007). In Chapter 1, Fjelde and Hoglund provide an
in-depth account of how and why ethnic divisions emerged as a powerful tool
for violent electoral mobilisation in the context of Kenya after the introduction
of multiparty democracy. They show how elite strategies used during the era of
single-party rule for the purpose of securing political and economic resources
and keeping competitors at bay later paved the way for exclusionary identity
formations and ethnic voting. However, they argue, the historical legacy of
exclusionary identity politics does not predetermine the occurrence of election-
related violence along ethnic lines; it merely provides the structural conditions
for the political elite to utilise an electoral strategy based on this narrative.

The likelihood that the political elite will resort to electoral strategies
that increase the risk of violence also depends on the challenge they face.
This reasoning is supported by insights from previous works on electoral
violence, where close races (Norris, Frank and Martinez i Coma 2015) and
the incumbent’s fear of losing an election (Hafner-Burton, Hyde and Jablonski
2013) have been identified as important explanatory factors. For example,
Wilkinson’s (2004) study of ethnic riots in India shows that in situations of
close electoral competition at the community level, party elites have incentives
to polarise the population along ethnic lines through the instigation of violent
incidents for the purpose of securing electoral support from pivotal swing
voters within their own ethnic community or intimidate their ethnic opponents.
Wilkinson’s study is particularly important as it can help explain not only why
but also when and where we are likely to see incidents of electoral violence
on the subnational level. Hence, the risk of electoral violence may be higher
precisely in situations where there is real political competition between parties
and genuine possibilities to change existing power relations. In Chapter 2 of
this volume, Sjogren demonstrates that the degree of government-sponsored
violence linked to national elections in Uganda has been strongly influenced
by the intensity of the competition.



As democracy is slowly becoming more entrenched, and electoral competi-
tion grows stronger, the risk of election-related violence may thus increase. As
long as the electoral stakes remain high, competition and uncertainty about
the outcome may come at a high price. As argued by Hoéglund, Jarstad and
Soderberg Kovacs (2009) not only are there significant benefits to be gained
from control over the executive office, there are also often high costs associated
with an electoral loss. Some costs may even have increased as democracy has
gained ground. In Burundi during the 2015 demonstrations, it was widely
speculated that one of the reasons why Nkurunziza wanted to run for a third
term was the fear associated with having to face legal accountability for human
rights abuses committed during his time in power if he were to step down
(Soderberg Kovacs 2015). As a consequence, politicians resort to illicit electoral
strategies such as violent attacks, harassment and intimidation of both party
candidates and potential voters, sometimes long before election day. Party
rallies and campaign events are violently interrupted, often by party supporters
who are strategically and purposefully transported to various events. Party
offices and party symbols are destroyed and vandalised, and people, facilities
and materials associated with the electoral administration are attacked or
sabotaged. In their quest to increase their chances of winning the election or
strengthening their post-election bargaining position, politicians often enter
into precarious relationships with militant youth wings, militias or the state
security forces. The chapters in this book all explore such violent strategies
in greater detail in different empirical settings, and take a closer look at some
of the actors involved in the production of violence.

Institutional (dis)incentives and constraints on violence In societies
where the structural conditions of elections create major incentives for violence,
the institutional and administrative arrangements in place for regulating the
electoral contest can play an important role in either mitigating or instigating
electoral violence. This question has received considerable attention in the some-
what broader field of institutional design in divided or war-torn societies, where
a large number of scholarly contributions have focused on how the design of
elections or the conditions in which elections are held may influence the rela-
tive success or failure of the electoral experience (e.g. Horowitz 2000; Lijphart
1977; Reilly 2001; Reilly and Reynolds 1999). For example, it has been suggested
that electoral systems that encourage broad-based and inclusive strategies for
mobilising voters across existing cleavages in society are more likely to alleviate
the risk of political polarisation. Conversely, systems that are more exclusive,
such as the first-past-the-post system, encourage a winner-takes-all logic and
are hence more likely to encourage violence in already divided and polarised
societies (Reilly and Reynolds 1999).
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Some of these findings are echoed in the literature on electoral violence.
For example, Fjelde and Hoglund (2014) find that electoral violence is indeed
more likely in countries employing majoritarian voting rules, especially in
societies characterised by great socio-economic cleavages. Other studies have
found that considerations of the timing of elections in high-risk structural
conditions may reduce the likelihood of electoral violence (Brancati and Snyder
2013; Flores and Nooruddin 2012). The electoral administrative system - for
example, a politically independent electoral commission - may also influence
the efficacy, transparency and political integrity of the elections, contributing to
a decrease in the risk of violence due to perceptions of fraud and manipulation
(Hoglund 2009: 420-3).

However, alleviating uncertainties about illicit manipulation is not sufficient.
In fact, the documentation of such irregularities may even increase the risk
of violence. Daxecker (2012) demonstrates that the presence of international
election observers in African elections may add to the potential for post-
election violence precisely because of their ability to detect and publicise
serious irregularities in a credible manner. The monitoring of fraudulent elec-
tions by international election observers draws attention to unfair electoral
processes, reduces uncertainty over whether fraud was indeed committed or
not, and provides the impetus for such constituencies to take action. Moni-
toring therefore may contribute to violent contestation after manipulated elec-
tions, Daxecker argues (ibid.). Election observation may also produce other
unintended results. Daxecker (2014) shows that, although the presence of
international observers has been proven to reduce the likelihood of violence
on election day in African elections, it has contributed to an increase in
violence in the pre-election period, suggesting a temporal adjustment in the
use of violent strategies, not their disappearance. Asunka et al. (2017), based
on a study of domestic election observation in the 2012 elections in Ghana,
point to a similar pattern of adjustment across space in local constituencies.
They argue that although observers were successful in reducing both fraud
and violence at the polling stations which they monitored, such strategies
were simply relocated to polling stations without election observers. Election
observation may also have different effects on different actors. Smidt (2016),
for example, finds that while the presence of international observation missions
can deter violence by governments, it tends to have the opposite effect on
opposition groups.

While the oversight function of electoral institutions may thus produce
mixed results, these are not the only institutions of relevance. Hafner-Burton,
Hyde and Jablonski (2013) find that electoral violence is more likely to occur
when there are few or weak institutional constraints on the executive power -
such as constitutional checks and balances, and functioning and independent
judiciaries. Such institutional constraints limit the risk that the incumbent
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uses the power at his or her disposal to steer the outcome in a favourable
direction through coercive means, they argue. Mueller (2011), however, cautions
against believing too strongly in the ability to improve institutions to address
the problems associated with electoral violence. Based on a study of Kenya,
she argues that in the absence of incentives to adhere to the rule of law and
the integrity and legitimacy of institutions, there is always the risk that these
institutions will be ‘bypassed, undermined and not accepted by the political
elite or the public’ (ibid. 100-1).

This suggests that, in order to understand the occurrence of electoral violence
in a particular empirical setting, we should examine a range of explanatory
factors at different levels of analysis. In addition to the structural conditions
that provide the underlying incentives for political actors to engage in violent
acts — some of which are generic to the political system at large and some
more immediately associated with competitive multiparty arrangements — we
should pay attention to the details of the electoral system and the institutional
framework in place, which may serve either to reinforce or to mitigate the
risk of electoral violence. However, we still have only a relatively limited
understanding of the more intricate details of these causal processes at work
and how these macro-level factors lead to the outcome of interest, particularly
at the local level. For this, we turn to the individual chapters in this volume.

Chapter outline

Following this introduction, the book proceeds with eleven empirically
oriented chapters by authors with extensive experience of the cases they discuss.
Their analytical and methodological approaches vary, as do their levels of
analysis, but they all address the micro-foundations at work in processes
of electoral violence and thereby attempt to move the scholarly debate on the
causes and dynamics of electoral violence forward.

Chapters 1 and 2 retain the primary focus on the macro-level, but contribute
to strengthening our knowledge about the processes at work by explicitly
linking identified structural causes and historical conditions to elite incentives
and behaviour during election time. By doing so, they are able to explain
important variations across time and space in the countries under study. In
Chapter 1, Hanne Fjelde and Kristine Hoglund provide a thorough considera-
tion of Kenya’s 1992 elections complemented by an analysis of subsequent
elections. The authors trace the dynamics of electoral violence in this inaugural
vote to underlying continuities in terms of exclusionary ethnic identity forma-
tions and ethnic outbidding strategies used by the elite under single-party
rule in order to control patronage resources. The legacies of injustice and
victimisation created through these informal institutions subsequently shaped
the pattern of elite competition and mass electoral support once the country
returned to competitive party politics. The authors are thus able to explain
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how and why ethnic divisions have become a powerful tool for violent elec-
toral mobilisation in Kenya. However, they are also able to show that the
degree to which the political elite is willing and able to exploit or evoke such
historical narratives for electoral purposes is also dependent on the ways in
which particular reforms, policies and leadership make ethnic themes more
or less salient. In Chapter 2, Anders Sjogren provides additional depth to the
conceptual sensibility towards temporality in the study of electoral violence.
He argues that Ugandan electoral politics under the thirty-year reign of Yoweri
Museveni must be understood sequentially rather than in isolation, and that
the experiences and lessons drawn from past elections shape the political
elite’s expectations, calculations and adaptations for subsequent ones. Sjogren
examines the changing levels of state violence against the opposition across
time and over five presidential elections, with an emphasis on the 2011 and
2016 elections. He finds that the degree of government-sponsored violence
is strongly shaped by both the intensity of the electoral competition and
the presence or absence of institutional constraints on the use of force. The
closer the race, the more likely that the government will engage in strategi-
cally deployed violence for the purpose of controlling the electoral process
and outcome. However, this is mediated by a number of deterring factors,
in particular the incumbent’s assessment of the risks and rewards associated
with deploying violence.

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 all focus on important subnational variations in the
countries studied. The authors of these chapters explicitly attempt to link macro-
level processes and events to the occurrences of violence at the local level.
Chapter 3 considers a central theme in African politics, namely the importance
of land conflict dynamics in fuelling electoral violence. Through an analysis of
Cote d’'Ivoire’s famously troubled western cocoa regions, which saw high levels
of electoral violence both in the decade leading up to the 2010-11 post-electoral
crisis and during the crisis itself, Matthew Mitchell explains the conditions
under which local land conflict dynamics served to fuel such violence. The key
argument is that political entrepreneurs seeking power at the centre strategically
revive historically grounded discourses of belonging and exclusionary narra-
tives over land claims as a form of patronage in order to secure the electoral
support of local constituencies in the periphery. Local actors, for their part,
ally with national elites and reinforce such processes when they view such
promises as both legitimate and feasible. In Chapter 4, Willy Nindorera and
Jesper Bjarnesen analyse the geographical distribution of violence in connection
with the 2015 elections in Burundi, where initially peaceful protests against
incumbent president Pierre Nkurunziza’s candidacy for a third term later turned
into violent confrontations and armed conflict. Importantly, the violence that
followed displayed a distinct spatial pattern, with concentration in some neigh-
bourhoods in the capital. Nindorera and Bjarnesen tie this specific pattern of
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violence to a longer history of ethno-political divisions and armed conflict.
They also show how historical grievances were gradually reactivated by the
Nkurunziza regime as a deliberate strategy to divide the opposition and support
its claims that the public protests were in fact a “Tutsi rebellion’ In Chapter
5, Ibrahim Bangura and Mimmi Soderberg Kovacs explain why the eastern
district of Kono in Sierra Leone has been the scene of unusually high levels
of violence for decades. They argue that the key explanation is to be found in
the district’s unique position as an electoral swing district. Whatever party wins
elections in Kono is likely to also gain the upper hand nationally, which means
that Kono is a highly courted district by all political parties, and contributes
to raising the stakes of even minor elections. In order to carry out violence
locally, national political elites enter into mutually dependent relationships with
both local chiefs and organised youth gangs.

The next set of chapters examines specific actors involved in the dynamics
of electoral violence and their embeddedness in patronage networks that stretch
all the way from the local level to national political dynamics. Chapters 6 and
7 both explore the role of ex-militants and their involvement in processes of
electoral violence, but from different analytical and methodological perspec-
tives. Their findings speak to the importance of paying close attention to the
contextual realities that shape the choices of groups, networks and individuals.
In Chapter 6, Tarila Marclint Ebiede follows the trajectories of former militia
combatants in electoral politics in Nigeria’s Niger Delta, with particular focus
on the 2015 general elections. His study demonstrates how ex-militant fighters
who had previously gone through the regional disarmament, demobilisation
and reintegration (DDR) programme were re-mobilised during the elections
through their former commanders. In the quest to maintain or gain access to
patronage networks or political power at the governmental level, these leaders
mobilise their ex-fighters to carry out electoral violence aimed at increasing the
electoral chances of their preferred political candidates. In Chapter 7, Mariam
Bjarnesen takes us beyond this general analysis of ex-combatant remobilisation
and examines important variations at the micro-level of individual ex-fighters.
Through the narratives of two former commanders who found themselves on
opposing sides in the second post-war elections in Liberia in 2011, the chapter
illustrates the diverse trajectories of networks associated with electoral winners
and with losing candidates. In addition, while Bjarnesen, much like Ebiede,
shows that former rebel structures often survive in spite of DDR programmes
and are sometimes used by the elite for political purposes, she is also able to
demonstrate how ex-combatants use elections as an opportunity to renegotiate
leverage and power through their wartime links.

The violent potentials and practices of non-state actors with alleged ties to
national political elites are further explored in the two subsequent chapters. In
Chapter 8, Jacob Rasmussen returns our attention to the context of electoral

19

uoijanpoJyuj|



politics in Kenya, but this time from the perspective of the Mungiki movement,
one of the key actors associated with the perpetration of electoral violence in
the country, not least in connection with the 2007 elections. Over the years,
the movement has assumed many different roles and forms, ranging from a
youth-dominated social movement and an ethnic militia to a political party,
a religious organisation and a criminal network. By analysing the movement’s
elusive nature, its foundational symbolism and its ties with Kenyas political
elite, Rasmussen frames the politics of patronage played out between the
political elite and the Mungiki leadership as a ‘parasitic politics. While some-
times an effective tool in the hands of opportunistic politicians who want
to access power by any means, the movements potential for violence is also
a powerful resource that allows it to retain its influence over the country’s
political agenda, even when this potential is not realised. In Chapter 9, Tariro
Mutongwize discusses an equally elusive and violent non-state actor that plays
an important role as a mobiliser of electoral violence: the Chipangano move-
ment in Zimbabwe, a business entity and criminal network operating primarily
in the high-density southern suburb of Mbare in the capital of Harare. While
the government denies the existence of Chipangano and any alleged affiliation
to the group, evidence suggests that the movement is supported by members
of the ruling party, the Zimbabwe African National Union - Patriotic Front
(ZANU-PF). Mutongwize argues that Chipangano’s pattern of disappearance
and re-emergence can be ascribed to the nature of electoral cycles, during
which the political leadership’s demand for potentially violent actors to secure
victory at the polls spurs the reactivation of the movement’s violent potential.
In exchange, Chipangano’s allegiance with political Big Men allows it to control
space and daily business activity in Mbare.

In Chapter 10, we shift the perspective to micro-foundations of election-
related violence through an in-depth study of the intricacies of patronage
politics in transit places (motor parks, bus stops and junctions) in two major
local government areas in the city of Lagos in the post-1999 period. Electoral
violence has become a fundamental aspect of political competition in the city
and elsewhere in Nigeria, and Daniel Agbiboa contributes to our understanding
of the dynamics of such processes at the local level through a study of the
roles played by the city’s transportation trade unions and their standing army
of the sector’s middlemen, the agberos, whose responsibility it is to ensure
that the minibus drivers honour their dues to the unions. During election
periods, the agberos are recruited by Big Men for the purpose of attacking
rival political candidates, coercing members of the public, rigging elections
and providing security to their patrons. Agbiboa provides us with a deepened
knowledge of the precarious nature of such patronage politics. Elections are
times of uncertainties that highlight the precariousness of both Big Men and
Small Men who struggle to remain relevant and influential.
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In Chapter 11, Afra Schmitz considers an aspect of electoral violence rarely
discussed: the effects of violent speech acts during electoral campaigns in
Ghana, a country with largely peaceful elections. Her contribution provides
insights into the ways in which talking about violence is strategically used and
communicated by political actors in an environment that is shaped by existing
stereotypes, structural challenges and local conflict dynamics. Even in the
absence of physical violence, such discourses can still be used as a mobilising
force during campaigning. Schmitz’s study shows how supra-ethnic cleavages
have developed around the binary opposition of ‘northerners’ and ‘southerners,
with people in the northern regions of the country being stereotyped nation-
ally as a remote and primitive people with a violent nature. In the context of
competitive and closely contested elections, these prevailing discursive practices
feed into the campaign speeches of both the major political parties.

In the last and concluding chapter, the editors of this volume draw some
general conclusions from the findings presented in these chapters, and suggest
some avenues for theoretical refinements, future research and policy thinking.
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1| Ethnic politics and elite competition:
the roots of electoral violence in Kenya

Hanne Fjelde and Kristine Hoglund

Introduction'

In the early 1990s, Kenyan president Daniel arap Moi succumbed to domestic
and international pressure to democratise after a long period of single-party
rule. In the face of multiparty elections, Moi ‘repeatedly argued that the
legalization of opposition parties would usher in tribal conflict and destroy
national unity’ (Barkan 1993: 9o). Indeed, the 1992 elections were fraught
with violence resulting in the death of at least 1,500 people, orchestrated by
Moi in order to disenfranchise opposition supporters. Moreover, violence and
displacements at varying levels have accompanied all elections in Kenya since
the reintroduction of multiparty elections in the 1990s, and there has been
violent and repressive action by the government against political opponents.

The literature on electoral violence in Africa generally, and Kenya specifi-
cally, provides important insights to understand the prevalence of such
violence. Studies have highlighted, for example, how the precariousness of the
institutional framework surrounding elections and the stakes of the electoral
contest may precipitate violent manipulation of electoral competition (cf.
Hoglund 2009; Salehyan and Linebarger 2015). The existing scholarship on
Kenya has also emphasised the role of powerful elite incentives for mobilising
on divisive ethnic issues. While some studies place ethnicity at the very
core of an explanation of Kenya’s violent electoral history (e.g. Burchard
2015), others claim that ethnicity is not the key factor in determining violent
electoral outcomes, but rather it interacts with powerful influences such as
perceptions of a flawed electoral process (e.g. Dercon and Gutiérrez-Romero
2012) or resource scarcity (e.g. Kahl 1998). Our analysis links up with these
perspectives to provide a more historically rooted approach to understanding
how and why ethnic divisions have become a powerful tool for violent elec-
toral mobilisation in Kenya. We thereby build on the rich scholarship on
Kenyan politics that points to the importance of the ethnicisation of politics,
especially as it is linked to historical patterns of unequal land distribution
(Anderson and Lochery 2008; Boone 2011; 2012), and the use of extra-legal
force during a period of authoritarianism (Kagwanja 2003; Mueller 2014). We
complement these studies by focusing specifically on the political dimensions
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of elite interaction and political mobilisation in the era of authoritarian rule.
Our focus is on the ways in which these dynamics created political legacies
that made Kenya vulnerable to electoral violence during the transition to
multiparty competitive elections.

In this chapter, we trace how elite strategies to mobilise divisive ethnic
issues in order to secure political and economic resources during the era
of single-party rule paved the way for exclusionary identity formation and
ethnic voting. Focusing on the elections in 1992, together with an analysis
of subsequent elections, we show how these historical patterns shaped the
incentive structures and opportunities for the political elites in the transition
to multiparty rule and came to underpin elite competition, as well as mass
electoral conduct. In short, we suggest that these historical legacies increased
the stakes of the electoral contest and precipitated the use of violent electoral
strategies as more open and competitive political processes were introduced.
Moreover, the patterns of violence across elections in Kenya also underscore
the fact that the historical legacies relating to ethnic animosities need to be
exploited or evoked continuously by political leaders to become decisive in
mobilisation for electoral violence.

Our analysis highlights the importance of the linkages between structural
factors and more agency-based explanations, and proposes a theoretical
perspective that provides a link between seemingly disparate explanations of
electoral violence in the existing literature. We argue that historical patterns
of elite interaction and political mobilisation under authoritarian rule may
put in place informal institutions that influence the dynamics of political
competition even when the formal institutions are reformed. The historical
roots of ethnic politics imply that ethnic divides can be evoked or exploited by
political elites. The focus on historical legacies thus helps us identify countries
that are vulnerable to violent electoral mobilisation under circumstances in
which elites have incentives to rely on violent, rather than peaceful, electoral
campaign strategies. Moreover, the focus on the importance of both structure
and individual elite agency suggests that the significance of historically rooted
informal institutions may shift over time in the post-democratisation state,
depending on how particular reforms, policies and leadership make ethnic
themes more or less salient. The historical perspective also provides insights
for understanding spatial variations in the occurrence of electoral violence
within the same country - for example, why violence has been particularly
prevalent in Kenya’s Rift Valley - variations that may not be apparent from
studying only present-day politics. We therefore propose the historical turn
as a complement to the existing literature that has tended to address electoral
violence from a short-term perspective and that does not recognise the way
in which institutional and political legacies are driving factors in the risk of
violence. For this reason, we place ethnic politics in a historical context in
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order to understand elite strategies and elite—voter interaction around elections
(see, e.g., LeBas 2011; Mueller 2014; Riedl 2014).

We proceed by presenting some theoretical points of departure relating to
ethnic politics and electoral violence. The empirical analysis first outlines the
nature of electoral competition in Kenya’s 1992 election, and then we trace the
origins of the political action and ethnic politics that influenced the violent
electoral outcome and address some additional explanations. Next, we contrast
the 1992 election to subsequent elections. In the concluding section, we discuss
some avenues for future research and suggest a few implications for policy.

Ethnic politics, identity formation and electoral violence

In many places, the introduction of more open and democratic institu-
tions has been accompanied by the rise of interethnic violence and armed
conflict. Several studies point to a heightened risk of violence during periods
of democratic transition, particularly in countries where institutions are weak
(ct. Hoglund, Jarstad and Soderberg Kovacs 2009; Brancati and Snyder 2013;
Cederman, Gleditsch and Hug 2013). Snyder (2000) links the risk of ethnic
violence during democratisation to elite incentives to foment exclusionary
identities. Extremist nationalist rhetoric and ethnic outbidding are used by
leaders to foster political support, build large voter coalitions and retain their
hold on power when political competition renders their positions insecure (see
also Rabushka and Shepsle 1972; Mann 2005). Rather than resulting from ethnic
animosities and deep-seated group rivalries that precede the introduction of
democratic institutions, Snyder (2000) links the upsurge in ethnic violence to
reckless elite manipulation in the early phases of electoral democracy.

We do not take issue with this argument directly, but we contend that the
reliance on exclusionary ethnic rhetoric and the strategic manipulation of
in-group and out-group sentiments for political survival do not necessarily
surface with the introduction of multiparty elections. Many authoritarian
leaders in Africa have politicised ethnicity to foment political support and
to prevent challenges to their rule. The exclusionary rhetoric and violence
along ethnic lines that are expressed in the transition to multiparty politics
may thus have deeper historical roots. More specifically, the prominence of
ethnicity in the political organisation of postcolonial neopatrimonial states in
Africa laid the groundwork for the salience of ethnicity with the introduc-
tion of multiparty elections. Yet, not all postcolonial African states were
alike: there were substantial variations in the ways in which non-democratic
political leaders chose to meet the challenge of building and maintaining
political coalitions of support across ethnically heterogeneous societies in
Africa. Elite strategies to mobilise people on divisive ethnic issues in order
to secure political and economic resources in the pre-democratic era pave the
way for violent political mobilisation when competitive multiparty elections
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are instituted. The political legacy shapes the strategies available to elites
and contributes to making some of these transitions more prone to electoral
violence than others.

Across various authoritarian regime types, ethnicity is and has been a key
political asset around which political leaders have built support to consolidate
power; much of the political struggle in Africa since independence has centred
on the control of patronage resources by ethnically defined coalitions (Bates
1983). The postcolonial state combined the modern bureaucratic state with
influential informal institutions based on personalised and unconstrained
power and pervasive patron—client relationships that were organised along
ethnic or sub-ethnic lines (cf. Bratton and van de Walle 1994). Whereas the
personalist authoritarian regimes, dominated by a single strongman, can be
seen as the embodiment of exclusionary clientelist rule, other regime types
also relied on the selective distribution of state patronage to forge political
support among ethnic elites (Bayart 1993; Bratton and van de Walle 1994).
Horowitz (2000) notes how bans on electoral contest and the institutionalisa-
tion of single-party rule shifted the bargaining between ethnically defined
factions into a forum where transparency and accountability regarding ethnic
representation were weaker (see also Huntington 1970). As a result, some
single-party regimes became dominated by a hegemonic ethnic group (or a
small number of groups) and displayed highly exclusionary practices in the
distribution of state resources, such as jobs in the civil sector and public
transfers, underpinned by a highly coercive state apparatus.

In the next sections we explore how historical patterns of political organisa-
tion in Kenya - specifically the narrow ethnic base under single-party rule
— have encouraged the formation of exclusionary ethnic identities, which served
to raise the stakes of elections and ethnically based electoral mobilisation
during the transition period, and which contributed to the violent outcome
of the 1992 elections.

Kenya’s violent transition

The 1992 elections in Kenya marked a return to multiparty politics. Why
were the elections preceded by large-scale election-related violence? We are
particularly interested in the ways in which ethnic politics at the time of the
transition structured political competition and how this created incentives and
opportunities for the incumbent to use violence as a means to win elections.
First, we present the basic features and dynamics of the 1992 election. Second,
we outline the main ethnic cleavages in Kenya and discuss the importance of
ethnicity in political mobilisation. Third, we analyse the formation of exclu-
sionary ethnic identities in Kenya and the policies and leadership that made
ethnic themes particularly salient in the pre-democratic era, and how these two
features help explain the violent 1992 elections. In addition, we discuss how
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other factors, such as the importance of land, also add to our understanding
of the violent electoral outcome.

The 1992 elections From 1970 until 1992, the Kenyan African National Union
(KANU) was the sole political party running the Kenyan state. First president
Jomo Kenyatta established de facto one-party rule that was extended after his
death in 1978 when Daniel arap Moi took over power. In 1982, constitutional
amendments made Kenya de jure a one-party state. The shift to multiparty politics
in 1991 clearly changed the formal rules of the political game (Mueller 2014). Yet,
by the time the election was held on 29 December 1992, thousands of Kenyans
had been deprived of their right to vote due to displacement and destruction
caused by state-sponsored attacks. In the violence, which took place over a period
of almost two years, it is estimated that at least 1,500 people were killed and
300,000 displaced (Africa Watch 1993: 1).

The transition to multiparty politics has its origin in a combination of
factors. Kenyans were suffering from mounting inflation and food shortages.
The Moi regime had become increasingly authoritarian and depended on
support from Moi’s own Kalenjin group and a few other minority tribes. The
Forum for the Restoration of Democracy (FORD) was formed in August 1991,
representing a broad coalition of opposition groups, clergy and lawyers, but
the arrest of several FORD leaders resulted in the suspension of foreign aid
by key donors until the government initiated political and economic reforms
(Kirschke 2000). Moi reacted swiftly and finalised the legalisation of multiparty
politics in December 1991. The opposition suffered from pervasive factionalism
from the outset and its political leaders were divided by the essential factor
of ethnicity, as well as by personal conflicts (Mueller 2014). These divisions
quickly transformed the opposition into networks of rival alliances that all
fought to nominate their own presidential candidate.

The 1992 elections were accompanied by large-scale violence and displace-
ment. While repressive measures had been used during previous elections,
both under Kenya’s first president, Jomo Kenyatta, and during Moi’s tenure,
the means and locus of repression changed in 1991. Previously monopolised by
the state, violence was now committed by gangs. This was a major shift, with
clear in- and out-groups being created and violence targeting whole communi-
ties (Kirschke 2000; Mueller 2014). The Moi regime had previously warned
about the consequences of the return of multiparty politics in Kenya’s volatile
ethnic landscape and portrayed the clashes as a result of prevailing conflicts
over land, fanned by a heated election campaign (Barkan 1993: 9o; Throup
1993: 390). However, there is irrefutable evidence that the government was
involved in sparking the violence for its own purposes and did not engage in
adequate measures to prevent it. High-ranking government officials supported
and coordinated the training and arming of young men predominantly drawn
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from Moi’s own ethnic group, the Kalenjin (Africa Watch 1993; NCCK 1992).
The police seemed unwilling to arrest the majority of the attackers and it
was reported that the security forces were restrained by orders ‘from above’
(Throup and Hornsby 1998: 64). To a significantly lesser extent, there were
retaliatory attacks against the Kalenjin communities in the affected areas, but
these were less organised in character (Africa Watch 1993: 2).

The violence had the dual purpose of guaranteeing promised resources for
KANU-supporting communities and of punishing the opposition voters. The
violence was designed to establish an exclusive ‘KANU zone’ in the entire
Rift Valley, by expelling all other ethnic groups from the land that had been
occupied by the Kalenjin before the colonial era. The introduction of a 25 per
cent rule (a constitutional amendment in August 1991) made it necessary for
any presidential candidate to obtain at least 25 per cent of the vote cast in
at least five of the country’s eight provinces, in addition to winning a (rela-
tive) majority of the total national vote. The clashes, therefore, were meant to
guarantee that none of the other candidates would obtain 25 per cent of the
presidential vote in the Rift Valley (Throup and Hornsby 1998: 196).

The first sporadic clashes erupted in Nandi district in November 1991 and
grew in intensity in mid-January. In April 1992 the clashes entered a new,
even more violent phase as the frequency of incidents rose and the number of
displaced and killed people increased significantly (Throup and Hornsby 1998:
195). During the registration process of political candidates in November and
December, there were various assaults, kidnappings and attacks on opposi-
tion candidates. There were some violent incidents on the polling day of 29
December; however, widespread violence did not occur. After the election,
the volatile situation was largely defused, but clashes between Kalenjin and
Kikuyu continued in several areas (ibid. 541-2).

KANU also used its control over the state machine to its advantage in the
electoral game. For instance, KANU manipulated the voter registration process
and made it difficult for the opposition to organise politically by denying
permits to hold rallies or open local offices (Barkan 1993: 93). Additional
measures included the manipulation of the electoral commission, gerryman-
dering, and the delayed registration of opposition parties.

KANU emerged as the sole winner in the December 1992 election. Moi
won the presidential election with 36 per cent of the vote and KANU gained
108 out of 188 seats in parliament. However, it remains questionable whether
KANU actually secured an overall majority, given the various irregularities
(Throup and Hornsby 1998: 517). Under pressure from supporters, the important
churches and Western governments, the Democratic Party (DP) and FORD-
Kenya eventually decided to take up their seats in parliament. Predictions
of an uprising by the marginalised Kikuyu in the case of an electoral defeat
did not materialise (ibid. 525). However, quite substantial violence continued,
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especially against Kikuyu seeking to return to their land, and was supported
by KANU politicians (Steeves 1997: 37).

To a large extent the victory of KANU can be explained by the failure of
the opposition to unite. This fragmentation was due to both ethnic divisions
and personal conflicts, and has remained a feature of Kenyan politics since
1992 (LeBas 2011: 250; Mueller 2014). Moreover, the destructive influence of
state-sponsored violence on opposition campaigning played a critical role in
explaining KANU’s electoral success.

Exclusionary ethnic identity and victimisation Ethnicity plays an
important role in political mobilisation in Kenya: ethnic affiliation is considered
to be a critical source of patronage and has influenced voting patterns both in
contemporary politics and during single-party rule (Bratton and Kimenyi 2008;
Hydén and Leys 1972; Haugerud 1995; Oyugi 1997; Posner 2005).> National politics
are largely perceived as a competition between Kikuyu, Luo, Kalenjin, Luhya
and Coastal people, but at the local level each of these groups is constituted
of numerous ethnic communities (Posner 2005: 260). Ethnic identification is
therefore diverse, and in a local setting other ethnic or tribal identities may be
of greater significance.’ Ethnic and tribal groups in rural areas live relatively
segregated geographically, dominating a specific region and with their own ideas
of specific rural homelands.*

While ethnic identity is politically salient in many African societies, Kenya’s
ethnic politics have become formulated around exclusion and victimisation
to a large extent, which has precipitated the use of violence. Many ethnic
identities in Kenya are what have been labelled ‘exclusionary ethnicities’: a
form of identification that offers guidance not only as to which group has
a legitimate right to access power, but also about which groups should be
denied state power (Lynch 2011: 9; Mueller 2008). This form of ethnic identity
formation has been shaped by violence and repression, which has led to a sense
of victimisation and injustice among several groups. The dynamics around
the violent struggle for independence - the Mau Mau uprising - and the
transition to independence are illustrative in this regard. Kenya was a settler
economy that suffered particularly severe repression from the colonisers. The
British response to the violent challenge involved gross massacres. Although
the Mau Mau movement included numerous ethnic groups, it was primarily
constituted of elements from the Kikuyu community. The Kikuyu, which is
the largest ethnic group today (21 per cent of the total population), interacted
extensively with the colonisers, but the relationship also had a conflictual
dimension. Resistance against the colonisers was, for instance, spurred by a
process of repatriation of ‘undesired’ Kikuyu wage workers from the ‘white’
settlements; this created illegal squatter camps, in the Rift Valley and around
Nairobi, where the squatters lived in harsh conditions. Unrest led to a state
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of emergency, which further increased a sense of grievance among the Kikuyu
and formed the basis of the Mau Mau uprising. During the violence, the
Kikuyu community was severely divided (Throup 1993). However, people of
Kikuyu origin faced detention whether or not they were part of the uprising.
When released, many of them could not return to the native reserves in the
Central Province, but had to settle in illegal squatter camps in the Rift Valley.

Kikuyus suffered the most during Kenya’s struggle to become independent
and therefore expected that independence would produce particular benefits
for the community. When Jomo Kenyatta — of Kikuyu origin - came to power
in 1963, expectations were that the Kikuyu who had been forced to leave their
land would get it back. However, Kenyatta supported only a small elite group,
although it also included several other ethnic communities. Members of the
Kikuyu community came to dominate the civil service, and the Central Prov-
ince (particularly its small coffee and tea growers) was economically favoured
by state policies (Barkan 1993: 87). Kenyatta’s programme to buy land from
departing settlers benefitted mainly the already privileged, who had enough
resources to secure land. However, this group included a Kikuyu elite that
financed land buying, which resulted in many Kikuyu farmers leaving the
Central Province for land in the Rift Valley. In its attempts to consolidate
power, the Kenyatta regime also turned against the Luo community, which
comes from Nyanza Province in the west (van Stapele 2010).

The development of exclusionary ethnic identities in Kenya was also tied
to the way in which political leaders sought to build political support after
independence. In a context without a dominant ethnic group, a leader cannot
rely solely on a core group; rather, they need the support of other groups to
build a sufficiently strong base.

In Kenya, there was an initial attempt at building a broad-based ethnic
coalition after independence, but politics soon became exclusionary. Although
other groups were included, Kikuyu came to dominate single-party rule under
Kenyatta (Horowitz 2000: 435).> KANU won the first free elections in 1963
and initially managed to unite all ethnic groups by co-opting key members of
the Kenyan National Democratic Union (KADU) with promises of patronage.
KADU merged with KANU in 1964 (Barkan 1993). The two parties had similar
political agendas but drew support from different ethnic and social groups.
KANU?’s support base was primarily found in the Kikuyu community (Central
Province and part of Rift Valley), and among the Embu and Meru of the Eastern
Province. In addition, support also came from the Luo in Nyanza Province in the
west, and — to a more limited extent — from the Kamba (Eastern Province) and
Kisii (Nyanza Province). KADU’s ethnic base was among the Luhya (Western
Province), the Kalenjin and associated groups (Rift Valley) and the Mijikenda
(Coast Province), along with nomadic groups from the Northeastern Province
and the arid and semiarid areas of Rift Valley (Barkan 1993).
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One interpretation of Kenyatta’s co-opting of KADU was that it was an
interethnic elite ‘pact, where ‘in exchange for political power KADU dropped
its opposition to settlement schemes in the Rift Valley. These schemes were
meant, in part, to deal with the landlessness and the political unrest associ-
ated with it (Klopp 2001: 477). Thus, during the Kenyatta era, support for
power at the centre was based on a coalition of several ethnic groups, and
depended locally on the ethnic makeup of the area (Throup 1993: 377). However,
members from the Kikuyu community dominated the civil service (Barkan
1993: 87), which is central in accessing state-controlled resources such as land,
jobs and government contracts, particularly during periods of authoritarian
politics. Ethnic divisions were further entrenched when Kenyatta fell out with
his vice president Oginga Odinga. While initially viewed as an ideological
dispute, the conflict took an ethnic dimension since Odinga came from the
Luo community. The ruling regime delegitimised the Luo leadership through
smear campaigns and by classifying Luo as second-rank citizens (van Stapele
2010: 114-15). For instance, the ruling party insisted in public that Odinga’s
newly formed party — Kenya People’s Union (KPU) - was exclusively a Luo
party; such accusations were very difficult for KPU to counter due to the
regime’s strict control over information. As an example, the opposition was
prevented from holding meetings and KPU was eventually banned in 1969,
which led to de facto one-party rule (Mueller 1984: 409-13).° During this era,
the formation of ethnic identity based on victimisation continued and state
policies ‘were responsible for narrowing the range of political identities that
Kenyans could choose’ (LeBas 2011: 101).”

Daniel arap Moi took power after the death of Kenyatta in 1978. Up until
1991, Moi’s tenure was characterised by unaccountable, personal, paranoid
and kleptocratic rule (Barkan 1993: 87-8; Throup 1993: 385). Moreover, the
political support base for the regime became even narrower from an ethnic and
geographical perspective. Moi’s main support base was in the Rift Valley. He
began favouring formerly ‘disadvantaged groups, particularly his own Kalenjin
and allied tribes, at the expense of Kikuyu, who were forced out of the civil
service (Kahl 1998: 113). Public investments, which had been directed primarily
to the Central Province, were reoriented to other parts of Kenya, especially the
Rift Valley. This resulted in a more narrow support base for Moi’s government.
In addition, critics were dealt with harshly. In 1982, constitutional amendments
made Kenya a de jure one-party state. In the aftermath of a coup attempt,
the regime became even more repressive (Barkan 1993). While Moi’s policies
did not benefit all Kalenjin equally, a perception of ‘Kalenjinisation’” became
widespread in Kenya and the Kalenjin became associated with the repressive
measures taken by the Moi regime (Lynch 2011: 140). ‘Over time, through
reorganizing national alliances and patronage networks to ensure patrimonial
control, KANU alienated many within Kikuyu and Luo constituencies ...
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particularly over irregular allocations of land, which proceeded apace under
the Moi regime’ (Klopp 2001: 477). This marginalisation of certain groups
can partly be explained by deteriorating economic conditions, which eroded
the basis for more inclusive governance based on patronage (Mueller 2008;
Throup 1993: 383). At the same time, the Kikuyu remained the most prominent
group economically, which ‘contributed to Moi’s sense of isolation and political
vulnerability’ (Holmquist and Ford 1995: 177).

Ethnic political mobilisation Exclusionary ethnic identity formation and
narrow interethnic elite co-optation/coalition building laid the foundations for
the type of political mobilisation that transpired when multiparty elections were
introduced. During the colonial period, national-level political organisation was
not allowed, so when parties began operating in the post-independence era they
largely became ‘federated ethnic loyalties grouped around individuals’ (Okoth-
Ogendo 1972: 13). Political competition during single-party rule mainly involved
group mobilisation according to locally defined ethnic identities. However, the
type of cleavages that were the most politically salient changed with the rein-
troduction of multiparty politics in the 1990s. While the main parties in the
electoral contest had an ‘ethnic appeal, the ‘politicians’ local ethnic backgrounds
were trumped by the regional ethnic orientations suggested by their party affili-
ations’ (Posner 2007: 1318). This was also seen in the voting patterns in 1992,
which showed a very high regional concentration of votes (Throup 1993: 391).
Moreover, in contrast to some other African societies, there is little evidence to
suggest that there exist cross-cutting ethnic identities that serve to bridge ethnic
divides (Horowitz 2016: 330).

The violence that occurred prior to the 1992 election can be seen as a form
of ethnic outbidding, which included an exclusionary ethnic rhetoric that
served to mobilise support for violence. The violence during the election cannot
be understood without reference to the Kenyan concept of ‘majimbo’, which
is essentially a federal political system based on ethnicity (Anderson 2008).
The first constitution in 1962 introduced this idea by dividing the country
into seven semi-autonomous regions, each with its own regional assembly.
Majimbo resurfaced in 1991, with destructive consequences. Moi’s KANU,
representing the relatively small Kalenjin group, was in favour of majimbo as
a means to mobilise support and eventually undermine political liberalisa-
tion. Its connection to violence was direct: ‘ethnic’ violence began shortly
after high-ranking KANU officials in favour of majimbo organised a series
of rallies in the Rift Valley as a direct challenge to multiparty campaigners.
These politicians demanded the expulsion of all ‘aliens’ and ‘foreigners’ (mostly
Kikuyu) from land that had been in the possession of the ‘native’ pastoralist
groups (Kalenjin, Maasai, Turkana and Samburu) before colonial times (Africa
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Watch 1993: 18). The latter communities were led to believe that they would
be driven out themselves if Moi and KANU lost power, and that the only
solution would be a ‘pure’ Rift Valley with semi-autonomy. Although this
incitement was most prominent in the Rift Valley Province, the rhetoric of
intimidation and violence occurred in all majimbo meetings held by KANU
officials (Kahl 1998: 109). For many Kenyans, majimbo became synonymous
with antagonistic neighbours and the necessity of ethnic violence.

One of the main objectives of the KANU-supported violence in 1991 and
1992 was to unite the Kalenjin community, especially in the crucial areas of
Nandi and Kipsigis, and to spark mass support for Moi. Since the Rift Valley
Province had the largest number of parliamentary seats, such support was
crucial (Kahl 1998: 111-12). In several locations land registration was ongoing
and individual titles were replacing communal deeds (Throup and Hornsby
1998: 198). The ‘ethnic clashes’ helped reunite the Kalenjin groups against
‘foreigners. If settlers from other ethnic groups — mainly Kikuyu, Gusii and
Luo - could be forced to leave the western border areas of the Rift Valley
before the registration procedures were terminated, the former owners would
lose all their claims and the Kalenjin could take over. Through these actions,
members of the Kalenjin were enticed to support Moi and his ruling clique.
This strategy was essentially rooted in intra-group struggles that constituted
a serious threat to KANU’s electoral performance in its very own ethnic
heartland. Certain Nandi and Kipsigis elites had remained opposed to Moi,
and there was a risk that many voters from these groups would vote for the
opposition (ibid. 199). The rhetoric around violent ethnic mobilisation therefore
had a clear connection to ideas about historical injustices, victimisation and
ethnic division, and Moi played on these to garner political support.?

The absence of a tradition of inclusive elite negotiations created conditions
under which the instigation of violent ethnic mobilisation became a viable
option for Moi in advance of the 1992 election. The opposition emerged outside
Moi’s circle of power and did not have the same ethnic support base; in fact,
many joined the opposition because they had been excluded from power and
resources based on ethnic or regional affiliation. The way in which political
support was secured - via state-based patronage and ‘ethnic brokerage’ - made
it difficult for the opposition to unite and mobilise cross-ethnic support (LeBas
2011). Also, without an inclusive elite pact, ‘there were no basic guarantees
which could limit the risks which the transition posed’ (Kirschke 2000: 396).

This ethnicity-focused account of violent electoral competition contributes
to an understanding of the ways in which elite considerations are linked to
ethnic identity formation emanating from historical developments, such as
past injustices and legacies from colonialism and single-party rule. Yet several
additional factors came into play. First, while the opposition was clearly frag-
mented in Kenya, Moi’s power base was diminishing with the distribution of
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patronage to maintain support becoming narrower due to economic decline.
Moi must have perceived a real threat to his continued rule, and this factored
into his decision to use violence. This is in line with previous research that
has highlighted several issues relating to incumbent-opposition dynamics as
crucial in understanding election-related violence (e.g. Hafner-Burton, Hyde
and Jablonski 2014; Salehyan and Linebarger 2015; Sisk 2012; Wilkinson 2004).

A second issue relates to long-standing land grievances present in Kenya
that have underpinned electoral competition in different ways. Patterns of land
ownership and exchanges in Kenya - from colonial times onwards — have
resulted in very uneven land distribution in rural areas (Boone 2012). These
historical developments clearly serve to explain the geography of violence and
the specific tendency to violence in the Rift Valley, and they played a key role
in the violence prior to the 1992 elections. For instance, the areas in which
Kikuyu migrants had established farms under Kenyatta were also the locus
of violence in 1991 (Kahl 1998; Boone 2011). These insights, however, do not
contradict our analysis of Kenya’s vulnerability to election-related violence, but
rather serve to reinforce an understanding of how ethnic mobilisation ties in
with real and perceived historical grievances.

Third, the electoral system in place in Kenya in 1992 may have encouraged
electoral violence. Kenya was operating under majoritarian electoral institu-
tions, and research has shown that these raise the risk of electoral violence by
augmenting winner-takes-all dynamics (e.g. Fjelde and Hoglund 2016; Reilly
and Reynolds 2000). In addition, the introduction of the 25 per cent rule —
which made it necessary for presidential candidates to win at least 25 per cent
of the votes in at least five provinces — gave Moi a clear electoral advantage
(Kahl 2008: 203). At the same time, it failed to provide the opposition with
enough incentive to unite across ethnic divisions.

Finally, international attention and monitors were unable to discourage
electoral violence in Kenya in 1992. Electoral fraud was rampant. Although
international monitors were on-site, they could not prevent irregularities. It
is particularly interesting to note, as suggested by previous research, that
international attention to the elections may have shaped the timing and forms
of violence (Daxecker 2014). The decision of the donor community to stop
financial aid at the end of 1991 was a major reason why the Moi regime
was willing to reintroduce party pluralism. International support remained
conditional on democratic progress, which limited government possibilities to
directly engage in open conflicts with opposition supporters. Instead, KANU
resorted to subtle tactics of extra-legal intimidation and violence to disempower
its critics. Although the widespread attacks caused substantial casualties and
raised considerable concern among donor countries, the government could
portray these attacks as ‘ethnic clashes’ over land (Africa Watch 1993: 15; see
also Kirschke 2000). The strategy, therefore, must be viewed as a deliberate
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move to influence the electoral game while avoiding international censure
and loss of aid.

Electoral violence beyond 1992

Violence has remained a pervasive feature of electoral politics in Kenya. It
has ‘become a routine aspect of Kenyan politics, and “ethnic clashes” are now
part of the elite bargaining process’ (Klopp 2001: 503). Yet, it is important to
recognise that not all elections have been equally violent and, among violent
elections, dynamics have varied. In 1997, as in 1992, the violence occurred
primarily before the election, orchestrated by the regime to swing the election.
But there were also considerable polling-day conflicts and continued clashes
in some constituencies of the Rift Valley involving militia groups of young
men, predominantly Kalenjin but also from other tribes. Internal opposition
and defections also led to significant intra-KANU violence (Rutten, Mazrui
and Grignon 2002; Laakso 2007). The elections were held against a backdrop
of instability in the political arena and a civil movement calling for reforms.
To win the elections, KANU sought to split the opposition, co-opt opposition
politicians and render protesters irrelevant with harassment and disenfran-
chisement. Moi and KANU were able to win the elections although their
parliamentary victory was particularly small.

The violence following the December 2007 election garnered the most
attention by far. Although there were instances of pre-electoral violence, it
was the post-electoral eruption that resulted in a high number of casualties:
approximately 1,500 deaths and more than half a million displaced people
(Kagwanja and Southall 2010). The first wave of violence hit the area in and
around Eldoret in North Rift Valley, where well-organised Kalenjin militias
attacked supporters of the Party of National Unity (PNU), mainly their Kikuyu
neighbours but also Kisii communities. In a second wave, the violence spilled
over to Naivasha and Nakuru in South Rift, with major confrontations as
Kikuyu groups started retaliatory attacks against Kalenjin and Luo. Similar
patterns of attacks and counter-attacks took place in Nairobi’s slums between
Luo and Kikuyu, and in Kisumu, where the police responded forcefully to
protests and looting. It is important to note that the violence was not equally
severe throughout Kenya. The main share of the violence was a response
to what was seen as an unjust election result. Prior to the election, there
had been widespread hope of victory for the opposition candidate — Raila
Odinga - and his message of change. Over the years, a sense of political
and economic marginalisation among non-Kikuyu groups had grown and
had combined with deep resentments against Kikuyu. The centralisation of
power around the president had also peaked, political institutions were weak,
and political violence had become normalised and institutionalised (Mueller
2008). When it was announced that the incumbent Mwai Kibaki had won

39

puni8oH pue apjal | |



the election, violence escalated and diffused quickly and did not come to a
halt until elite-level negotiations resulted in a power-sharing agreement and
the leaders called for the violence to stop.

In contrast to 1992, 1997 and 2007-08, the elections in 2002 and 2013
were significantly more peaceful. Why? In 2002, the violence that took place
was predominantly pre-electoral, occurring during the nomination period. In
addition, there were isolated events in highly competitive constituencies in
Rift Valley and Nyanza. Compared with previous elections, this presidential
contest was between two Kikuyu candidates - Moi’s designated successor
Uhuru Kenyatta, and Kibaki, who represented a broad, united and interethni-
cally based opposition front under the National Rainbow Coalition (NARC).
As expected, NARC won the election, and many KANU leaders seemed to
accept that popular sentiments had finally turned against the old regime.
Thus, while underlying issues of land and equality remained unresolved, these
disputes were not activated by the political leadership. However, there were
reasons for concern due to the ongoing latent diffusion of informal violence,
especially originating from the Mungiki movement, blurring the lines between
criminal and political violence (Kagwanja 2003, see also Rasmussen, Chapter
8 in this volume). State responses to this violence contributed to a further
institutionalisation of extra-legal state violence during the Kibaki regime, which
in turn contributed to the popular discontent that played into the explosive
aftermath of the 2007 elections.

The 2013 elections were held under a new constitution and saw the creation
of the Jubilee Alliance, which brought together Uhuru Kenyatta and William
Ruto, representing ethnic groups across the 2008 conflict lines and making
this particular divide less salient during the election. The opposition was led
by Raila Odinga, who again lost — by a narrow margin and amid accusations
of electoral malpractice. A major difference this time was that the opposition
challenged the result through constitutional means, rather than street protest.
While generally considered relatively peaceful, localised violence connected
to the election did occur, especially in North Rift Valley, the Coast and in
Northeastern Province (Cheeseman, Lynch and Willis 2014; Long et al. 2013).

The August 2017 elections were again held amid fears of violent mobilisa-
tion and escalation. More than a year ahead of the elections, the opposition
criticised the Independent Electoral and Boundaries Commission (IEBC) for
being partial, and this distrust persisted throughout and beyond election day.
Communal tensions arose in several areas, and only a few days before the elec-
tion, a high-profile IEBC member was killed. The immediate aftermath of the
election saw some limited protest by the disappointed opposition supporters,
but this was heavily suppressed by the government (Cheeseman, Lynch and
Willis 2017). However, the opposition refused to accept defeat and challenged
the election results in court, resulting in a ruling by the Supreme Court in
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favour of new presidential elections. The trajectory of the electoral process
illustrates how electoral conflict can be resolved via the formal institutions
that exist, but also shows the contentious nature of elections in Kenya.

Conclusions

In many societies, political elites view ethnic kin as their most reliable
political supporters, and ethnic identity can be used as a tool to facilitate
low-cost collective action and to mobilise significant electoral constituencies
(Arriola 2009; Chandra 2004; Posner 2007). Yet not all societies with politicised
ethnic identities face electoral violence. Kenya’s violent electoral history gives
some clues as to why some societies become particularly vulnerable to political
violence. Our analysis suggests that the violent political mobilisation prior to
the 1992 election must be understood against the background of very strongly
politicised and polarised ethnic identities, linked to perceived inequality and
exclusion, which also had historical roots. In places where ethnic distinctions
serve as a basis for claims to state power, the stakes of elections are elevated.
Moreover, when ethnic mobilisation also leads to ethnic voting - as is the case
in Kenya (Bratton and Kimenyi 2008) - several mechanisms may encourage
election-related violence. For instance, Kuhn (2015: 93) discusses why we would
expect electoral violence to be more common where ethnic voting is high. In
essence, when an election basically becomes an ethnic census, many standard
campaign strategies — including promises of patronage — will prove ineffective
for political candidates to mobilise voters. In such situations, violence becomes
a means (or even a last resort) to discourage opposition voters and also to
suppress undecided voters.

In many countries that are subject to electoral and ethnically based violence,
constitutional reform has been a means to curb violence, address underlying
grievances and create incentives for cross-ethnic cooperation. In Kenya, the
2010 constitution was partially a direct response to the 2007 electoral violence.
However, the outcome of the reform process remains inconclusive and the
impact of different dimensions of the reform package can be interpreted in
different ways. For instance, on the one hand, the restructuring of political
institutions may have helped reduce the stakes in the 2013 election: ‘the crea-
tion of a new constitution with 47 new county governments in which many
Odinga supporters were able to secure county-level seats, meant that, while
the Coalition for Reforms and Democracy (CORD) lost nationally, they often
won locally, softening the blow of the controversial presidential elections’
(Cheeseman, Lynch and Willis 2014: 4). On the other hand, and as seen in
other cases, there are signs that devolution of power and control over resources
to local government has elevated the importance of local-level politics, and
this has served to displace conflict from the national level to the local level
rather than solving it (ICG 2016; see also Angerbrandt 2011). The implication is
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that reform to address election-related violence through constitutional reform
may have unintended and counterproductive effects.

This analysis of Kenya’s vulnerability to electoral violence is not intended
to be deterministic in its approach. Rather, the varying outcomes across
electoral contests in Kenya show how a mix of circumstances are necessary
for electoral violence to happen (see Sjogren, Chapter 2 in this volume for a
similar argument). Yet, we argue that in explaining electoral violence, it may
be important to know where ethnic divisions came from and why they have
endured, especially when violence itself shapes the identities that gain salience
(Fearon and Laitin 2000: 850). This also implies that efforts to reduce the
risk of electoral violence — for example through institutional reform or active
democracy support - must recognise ethnic distinctions without reinforcing
them. While our analysis focuses on top-down strategies that deliberately
or inadvertently serve to uphold ethnic saliency, other studies have focused
on the ways in which local narratives of ethnic ‘others’ interact with elite
manipulations. For instance, several studies highlight the ‘immigrant metaphor’
and ‘son of the soil’ dynamics as rationales behind the persistence of ethicised
land conflict in Kenya (Jenkins 2012; Klaus and Mitchell 2015). Combined,
these factors explain how violence can become a widespread phenomenon
driven from both above and below. Policies to reduce the risk of electoral
violence must therefore strive to mitigate elite incentives to resort to divisive
electoral strategies, while also recognising how political, social and economic
inequalities across the population makes such strategies viable.

Notes

1 This study was funded by the
Swedish Research Council 421-2010-1515
and Riksbankens Jubileumsfond, grant
P16-0124:1.

2 Bratton and Kimenyi (2008: 276), in a
survey from 2007, find that:

lines and to govern in discriminatory
fashion.

They also find that, overall, ‘voting in
Kenya is ... defensively and fundamentally
an ethnic census’ (ibid. 287).

3 For instance, the Kalenjin community

Although Kenyans downplay
ethnicity when portraying themselves,
they are less charitable in their
assessments of fellow citizens ...
Kenyans do not easily trust co-
nationals who hail from ethnic groups
other than their own. They also think
that political conflict is all too common
among people of different ethnic
backgrounds, especially in the national
political arena. Finally, they worry that
their co-nationals are prone to organize
politically along exclusive ethnic

subsumes many smaller tribes, including
Nandi, Sabaot, Pokot and Marakwet (Lynch
2011).

4 ‘Prior to independence, the
British assisted the Kenyans in creating
administrative districts that were drawn
around existing ethnic settlements’
(Burchard 2015: 58).

5 The coalitions that have formed
have adopted different ethnic
constellations, pointing to the strategic
nature of the leadership’s use of ethnicity
in politics (Burchard 2015: 57; Lynch



2008). Consider, for instance, the politics
of William Ruto, a prominent Kalenjin
politician, who supported Raila Odinga
from the Luo community in the 2007
election, and who sided with Uhuru
Kenyatta from the Kikuyu community in
2013 (Lynch 2008).

6 A further polarising event was the
assassination of Tom Mboya in 1969.

7 LeBas argues that, pre-
independence, ‘organised labor served
as a mobilizing structure independent
from ethnicity’ (2011: 101). For instance,
Tom Mboya (Luo), who was a prominent
trade unionist leader and held important
positions within KANU and the
government, drew support from several
ethnic groups.

8 Lower levels of group identity in
urban areas help explain why the 1991-92
violence in Kenya remained largely
contained in rural areas and did not
escalate further (Kahl 1998: 117).
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2 | Wielding the stick again: the rise and fall
and rise of state violence during presidential
elections in Uganda

Anders Sjogren

Introduction

In four consecutive elections, Uganda’s president Yoweri Museveni has faced
the opposition leader Kizza Besigye as his main challenger for the presidency.
All these presidential contests have been charged, but to different degrees and
expressed in different ways. The 2001 and 2006 elections were marred by
various forms of violence, not exclusively but mainly exercised or sanctioned
by the state or by the ruling party, the National Resistance Movement (NRM),
targeting opposition politicians or supporters. The presence of the government
security apparatus loomed large over these campaigns: a sizeable number
of people on the opposition side were injured and threatened, and during
the 2006 campaign Besigye was arrested and charged with treason, leading
to major riots. By contrast, the elections of 2011, though underpinned by
tension between Museveni and Besigye, were more peaceful (as were the 1996
elections) and instead characterised by the large amount of money spent by
the government side during the campaigns. The 2016 elections, however, were
again marked by a higher degree of outright violence or threats of violence.

This chapter, drawing on official documents, media material and reports
by election observers, examines the changing levels of state-executed or state-
sanctioned violence against the opposition over the five most recent presiden-
tial elections, with an emphasis on the 2011 and 2016 elections. The earlier
three elections, which have received previous treatment in the literature, are
used as an illuminating backdrop. How can this variation be explained? While
shifting levels of electoral violence within countries over time is common, this
is as yet an understudied topic relative to research on electoral violence that
compares different countries. This chapter situates the research problem in the
context of research on the use of state-organised violence as one mechanism
among others to influence the outcome of elections, and builds on existing
arguments which hold that the degree of government-sponsored violence is
shaped by the intensity of the competition and institutional constraints that
may limit the use of force (Bhasin and Gandhi 2013; Hafner-Burton, Hyde
and Jablonski 2014). It goes beyond existing research by emphasising the
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sequential aspect of elections and the significance of the ways in which experi-
ences and lessons drawn from past elections shape expectations, calculations
and adaptations for subsequent ones. The findings lend support to this: the
lower degree of competition in combination with a particular set of deterring
factors — such as interventions by the international justice system - that
emerged from elections in other countries, as well as from other political
events such as popular uprisings, made violence a less desirable government
strategy in 2011. In 2001, 2006 and 2016, competition was fiercer and the
deterrence factors were less significant. It should be stressed that government
violence has been used in all these elections; this chapter analyses the degrees
of such violence.

Following this introduction, the first section presents the main contributions
to research about incumbents’ use of violence in the context of elections and
then develops theoretical arguments, drawing and elaborating on this body
of research. The chapter proceeds by outlining the context of the study: the
history of electoral violence in Uganda and the character of electoral politics
under the NRM government. The following section first describes the 1996,
2001 and 2006 Ugandan presidential elections before examining in greater
depth the 2011 and 2016 elections. The chapter concludes by summarising
the findings and relating them to the theoretical arguments, and then closes
with a discussion of policy implications. Although elections for the presidency
and the parliament have been held simultaneously since 2006, the study is
limited to violence in relation to the presidential elections, by far the most
significant in Uganda’s presidential system, especially in deciding the govern-
ment’s propensity for using violence.’

Previous research on government-sponsored violence

The rapidly expanding field of electoral violence has undergone conceptual,
theoretical and empirical developments over the last decade - for overviews,
see Hoglund (2009a), Staniland (2014) and Straus and Taylor (2012). This chapter
examines variations over time of one important — and the most common (Straus
and Taylor 2012) — variant of electoral violence: state-organised violence. In line
with existing literature, the chapter approaches state-organised violence as one
instrument among others — such as public financial resources, control over infor-
mation and the utilisation of legal-administrative measures - deployed strategically
in order to manipulate elections in electoral autocracies (Bhasin and Gandhi
2013; Fjelde and Héglund 2016; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Hafner-Burton,
Hyde and Jablonski 2014; Schedler 2013: 93; Staniland 2014: 107-12). In such
contexts autocratic governments exercise power within nominally democratic
institutions and face the challenge of balancing credibility and control (Bhasin
and Gandhi 2013: 622). Competitive elections are held, but the playing field - the
balance between the opposition and the incumbent with regard to access to
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resources, media and the law (Helle 2016) - is uneven, and incumbents are to
varying degrees able and willing to distort the electoral process. Borrowing from
Hafner-Burton, Hyde and Jablonski, I define state-organised electoral violence as
‘events in which incumbent leaders and ruling party agents employ or threaten
violence against the political opposition and potential voters before, during or
after elections’ (2014: 150). Such violence may be executed, sponsored or tolerated
by state agencies, who in the latter case delegate it or turn a blind eye to its
exercise (Schedler 2013: 93; Staniland 2014: 109-10). It may come in the shape
of full-scale and sustained attacks, but more often it tends to be low-intensity,
selective and intermittent (Schedler 2013: 92).

When do governments make use of violence during elections? While much
cross-country work has been done, relatively little attention has been paid
to variations in the level of violence in the same political entity over time.
As structural and institutional factors are often constant in such cases, these
factors may explain a general propensity for violence rather than its varia-
tion, for which contest-specific factors appear to be more relevant. Existing
research suggests that the most significant factors in structuring violence are
the level of the electoral threat and the nature of institutionalised constraints
on incumbents - both in overall terms (Hafner-Burton, Hyde and Jablonski
2014) and with regard to shaping the timing and targeting of violence (Bhasin
and Gandhi 2013).? It is posited here that these aspects are significant as well
as sensitive to contest-specific situations and will be utilised in the present
study, but that they need to be elaborated and complemented. First, instead
of institutional constraints, this study refers to rewards and sanctions in order
to capture a broader scope of incentives, both enabling and constraining,
and whether or not they are formally institutionalised. Second, this study
contributes to existing research by emphasising the sequential aspect of elec-
tions and that learning experiences need to be considered when explaining
variations in government-sponsored violence over time.

Framework and argument: competition, rewards, sanctions and
experiences

Drawing on the findings from previous research noted above, this chapter
proposes that the degree of government-sponsored violence is shaped by incentive
structures that include the intensity of the electoral challenge and the possible
rewards and sanctions for using or abstaining from violence, and that such
calculations are critically informed by experiences from prior elections and
other political events, both within the country in question and elsewhere. It
is posited that, all things being equal, the more competitive high-stakes elec-
tions are, the higher the propensity for government-sponsored violence. This
is mediated by governments’ assessments of the balance between the risks and
rewards involved in deploying violence, shaped by experience. With reference to
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democratisation, similar incentive structures have been framed by Lindberg
(2009: 320) - drawing on Dahl’s famous formulation - as rulers’ assessments
of the costs of oppression weighed against the costs of toleration. The study
investigates these dimensions for the Ugandan 1996, 2001, 2006, 2011 and 2016
presidential elections, with an emphasis on the last two. Starting with the electoral
threat, the literature suggests that incumbents may be tempted to make use of
violence in order to supress registration or turnout, or both, among assumed
opposition supporters when they face electoral loss* or a close race - or, it
should be added, when they run the risk of not achieving a sufficiently wide
margin of victory for purposes of prestige or instrumentality, for instance when
they need to reach or stay above important thresholds, such as parliamentary
absolute majorities or supermajorities (Bhasin and Gandhi 2013: 622).5 The elec-
toral challenge may vary geographically, and thus shape strategies for spatially
targeted violence.

Incentive structures also involve the potential rewards and sanctions or
risks associated with deploying or avoiding violence, domestically as well
as in relation to external actors. Some of the rewards have been alluded to
above: in many cases, government-sponsored violence is exercised in order to
disenfranchise constituencies. Again, such violence may be executed sporadi-
cally and intermittently, and by proxy, so that governments can reduce the
risk of attention and condemnation. Violence may also be targeted towards
selected groups or actors, with the expectation that such victimisation of dissent
will produce indirect intimidation effects on opposition supporters, swing
voters and moderate government supporters (Bhasin and Gandhi 2013: 623).° It
should be noted that there may be other beneficial effects for governments in
exercising overt or covert violence that are not immediately tied to the shaping
of the electoral outcome, but which are easily displayed during elections. Such
rewards could include a more general signalling of armed strength to actors
within the state, as well as to political supporters and opponents in order
to enforce cohesion (Schedler and Hoffmann 2016). This is likely to be an
important consideration in the case of the NRM government, whose power
rests on coercive state institutions to a large degree. In relation to possible
risks associated with violence that might deter governments from using it,
Hafner-Burton, Hyde and Jablonski (2014: 158) point to credible threats by
contending actors of using political or judicial accountability mechanisms to
punish perpetrators. These mechanisms could be domestic or international,
such as sanctions, withdrawn international development assistance or charges in
international courts or tribunals. As far as domestic mechanisms are concerned,
this chapter argues that impunity is part and parcel of electoral autocracies,
albeit to varying degrees, and that therefore domestic accountability mecha-
nisms can be expected to be weak. This is particularly probable in cases such as
Uganda where violence has previously been exercised with impunity. Violence
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might also be deployed to a lesser degree, or by intimidation rather than
direct force, if incumbents estimate it to be less efficient than other means
of manipulation (Collier and Vicente 2012).”

It is important to appreciate the complex role and significance of experiences
and expectations in influencing the behaviour of governments, opposition
parties, citizens and external actors and in shaping continuity and change in
state-organised violence. While elections can usefully be compared for certain
purposes, they are not entirely discrete events; they are also and fundamentally
parts of historical trajectories, where conditions for one particular election
builds on experiences from prior ones. The actors are often the same over time
and draw lessons from previous elections, and such experiences shape both
incentive structures and calculations at later stages.® These actors can also be
expected to learn from elections as well as from other political events else-
where. Furthermore, electoral challenges and perceived rewards and sanctions
in relation to the use of violence often evolve dynamically over an electoral
cycle or campaign. Electoral strategies crafted in particular circumstances
may reshape not only the level of competition - as they are always intended
to do - but also the incentive structures for using — or not using — violence.
Following on from this argument, we would expect that the 2011 elections
were characterised by a more modest electoral challenge and/or a particular
set of perceived rewards and sanctions that reduced the deployment of high
levels of violence.

Electoral authoritarianism and the ebb and flow of state-organised
violence in Uganda
During the first decades after independence in 1962, Ugandan politics was
characterised by violent political conflict, turmoil and authoritarian rule. The
country has experienced two military coups détat, several inter-state and civil
wars and a large number of armed insurgencies. None of the country’s seven
heads of state has left power as a result of a peaceful election, and no national
elections were held between independence and 1980. Following the political
crisis of 1966 — when a falling out between the Uganda People’s Congress (UPC)
government and Buganda kingdom led the central government to abolish all
kingdoms and semi-federal units, and to use the military to enforce its decisions
- the general elections scheduled for 1967 were postponed until 1971; because
of the military takeover that year, however, they were never held. The general
elections of 1980, which brought Milton Obote and the UPC to power, were
broadly regarded as rigged (Carbone 2008: 19); this was the stated reason for
Yoweri Museveni, whose party came a distant third in the elections, to wage a
guerrilla war against the government.

After a five-year war, Museveni’s National Resistance Army (NRA) took
power in 1986 and imposed a ban on party political activity in the name
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of national unity, as parties were alleged by the new government to have
been based on and to have promoted ethnic and religious sectarianism.
Uganda was declared to be ruled under a no-party system (renamed the
Movement system in the 1995 constitution), in which elections to political
assemblies at all levels, from the very local to the national, were contested
on the basis of individual merit. New avenues for local-level participation
and (restricted) competition were opened up by the introduction of councils,
and, following the enactment of a new constitution in 1995, elections to the
National Assembly and the presidency were held in 1996 and again in 2001
(Carbone 2008). From the mid-1990s, both the old political parties and the
emerging opposition within the NRM increasingly protested against what they
regarded as the imposition of a one-party state and demanded the return of
multiparty politics. Museveni finally conceded to the demands in 2003, and
the change was confirmed through a referendum on the matter in 2005s. In the
process, however, presidential term limits were abolished, and Museveni was
accordingly able to retain his grip over Ugandan politics (Makara, Rakner and
Svasand 2009). While control of the opposition under the no-party system was
ensured by law, domination in the new dispensation has been conducted using
a combination of means, and has been reproduced through elections every
five years. The concentration of power in the presidency is considerable; the
NRM has enjoyed strong majorities in parliament throughout; party and state
functions have become increasingly fused; and Museveni’s power ultimately
rests on his firm control of the security apparatus - the police, the military
and the intelligence services (Sjogren 2013; Tripp 2010).

While in overall terms Uganda has been more stable under Museveni
than under past regimes - and, during the last ten years, more peaceful —
certain structural factors create a high general propensity for election-related
violence. These include sharp divides between government and opposition
and bitterly fought elections; weak and partisan regulatory institutions,
including the electoral management body, the police and the judiciary;
pronounced political involvement by the military; and perceived political
victimisation and exclusion of opposition politicians and supporters. These
features, along with all other important structural and institutional factors,
except the transition from no-party to multiparty politics in 2005, have not
changed during the period under study; it can therefore be assumed that the
differences between elections in terms of the degree of violence are caused
by dynamics specific to the respective contests.® This again underlines the
importance of analysing variations in electoral violence over time, and doing
so by relating historically created patterns to incentive structures particular
to each electoral contest (for a similar perspective, see Fjelde and Hoglund,
Chapter 1 in this volume).
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1996-2006: from consent to challenge and crackdown While elections
under the Movement system did not allow for formal party affiliation, Museveni’s
contenders in 1996 and 2001 were nevertheless associated with political parties
or pressure groups distinct from the NRM. In 1996, Museveni’s main opponent
was Paul Ssemogerere, leader of the Democratic Party (DP), and Museveni
secured a landslide victory with around 75 per cent of the votes. Evidently, the
sitting president enjoyed all the advantages of incumbency, and it appears above
all that he made use of monetary resources and the administrative functions of
the Movement state (Muhumuza 1997). However, the level of state-sponsored
violence was low; this would be consistent with the theoretical expectations,
as the electoral threat to Museveni was very limited. While there were a few
incidents of threats and outright violence targeted at Ssemogerere’s campaigns,
particularly in Rukungiri in the south-west (Tukahebwa 2003: 187), and while
some of Museveni’s campaign messages sought to intimidate the electorate by
suggesting a return to chaos and war in the event of an opposition victory
(Makara 2003: 20), the 1996 election has to be considered as peaceful by
and large.

The 2001 presidential election, on the other hand, was anything but violence-
free. For the first time Museveni faced a strong challenge from within the
NRM. A retired army colonel, Kizza Besigye, became the voice of the growing
dissatisfaction with corruption and political intolerance that had developed
within sections of the NRM, and he stood against Museveni for the presidency
as an independent, linked to the pressure group Reform Agenda (RA). In the
end, Museveni won by a big margin - gaining 69 per cent against Besigye’s
28 per cent — but Besigye’s bid presented a serious challenge to Museveni on
three fronts: within the NRM; within south-western Uganda, the home region
of both men; and within the military. Besigye filed a petition to nullify the
election, and while the Supreme Court ruling upheld the election result by
three votes to two, the judgment agreed with the petitioner that the elec-
tion had indeed been marred by serious irregularities, including vote buying,
fraudulent administration and state-sanctioned violence, mainly exercised by
the military.

The unprecedented level of electoral violence in 2001 prompted a parliamen-
tary select committee report on the matter. The report documented widespread,
systematic harassment of opposition supporters and activists orchestrated and
conducted by a wide range of state security agencies, including the Uganda
Peoples Defence Forces (UPDF), intelligence organs and various unofficial
but state-sanctioned militia groupings, particularly in areas where RA and
other opposition candidates constituted a threat (Uganda Parliament Select
Committee 2002: Chapter 7). A great number of people were threatened,
beaten, abducted and detained and seventeen people lost their lives. The
strength of Besigye’s electoral challenge appears to have come as a surprise
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to the government, and therefore violence was used alongside other means in
order to influence the electoral outcome and to prevent the divisions within
the NRM to widen and deepen.

In the longer run, such divisions could not be prevented, and multiparty
politics was reintroduced in 2005. Besigye had escaped into exile after the
2001 elections, but he returned to Uganda in October 2005 in order to be
the flag-bearer of the Forum for Democratic Change (FDC). Soon after-
wards, he was arrested and charged with treason, concealment of treason
and rape. Although he was eventually freed of all accusations, his presidential
campaign was disrupted. Besigye’s arrest triggered widespread riots, which met
heavy-handed treatment from the state security organs; on one occasion the
High Court in Kampala was surrounded by a previously unknown security
force. Throughout the campaigns, the presence of the security apparatus,
including the UPDF, was highly visible and its conduct partisan (Human
Rights Watch 2006), although Kibandama (2008: 147) argues that there was
a shift in emphasis from the overt violence in 2001 to more indirect and
structural forms of violence, such as intimidation, in 2006. The overall violent
character of the 2006 election needs to be seen against the backdrop of a
general pattern of increasingly coercive political rule and the militarisation
of the state apparatus (Human Rights Watch 2006; Sjogren 2013; Tripp 2010).
The political challenge to the NRM grew in strength, as reflected in the
results of the presidential election, in which Museveni received 59 per cent
and Besigye 37 per cent. Again Besigye appealed, again the Supreme Court
validated many of the grounds of the petition — and again it still upheld the
results (Murison 2013).

2011: toleration outweighing repression The unanimous view among
analysts is that the 2011 polls witnessed substantially less open state-organised
violence than the two general elections that preceded it (Gibb 2012: 460; Izama
and Wilkerson 2011: 70-1; Perrot, Lafargue and Makara 2014: 30-2). This rela-
tive change does not mean that the elections were entirely peaceful. Lower-level
opposition activists were targeted, a government-friendly paramilitary group
occasionally attacked opposition supporters (Makara 2014: 132-3), and, around
election day, the country witnessed heavy military and police deployment (Izama
and Wilkerson 2011: 69). However, while the impact of such a demonstration of
force should not be neglected, the presence of the security forces remained at the
level of a silent threat, and the government strategy throughout the campaigns
did not revolve around intense harassment of the opposition of the kind that
had marked previous elections.

To what extent did this reflect the effect of a less even electoral playing
field, one where the government was more confident about the prospects for
electoral victory? With hindsight, the outcome would suggest that it did: the
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result was a major triumph for Museveni and the NRM. In the presidential
election, Museveni increased his margin of victory, gaining 68 per cent to
Besigye’s 26 per cent, and NRM candidates claimed 70 per cent of the parlia-
mentary seats. Even when these results are treated with a degree of caution,
as warranted by the critique voiced by the opposition and observers of the
Electoral Commission’s lack of competence and neutrality (COG 2011; EU-EOM
2011; Makara 2014), they imply that the opposition failed to challenge the
government in a serious manner.

This was not immediately obvious when the campaigns began in October
2010. Opposition parties had been able to prepare for elections for five years,
and would seemingly be able to capitalise on government weaknesses, the most
visible of which were a series of corruption scandals and the deteriorating
relations with the influential Buganda kingdom (Izama and Wilkerson 2011:
66). The opposition found it difficult, however, to translate potential advantages
to real competitive strength. For a start, it was divided, with splits occurring
both among and within opposition parties, and a proposed electoral alliance
never materialised effectively. Furthermore, it was not easy to mobilise Buganda
as a vote bloc, as the many sources of widespread disquiet with the central
government caused divisions within the region, and because the Buganda
kingdom representatives themselves needed to tread carefully on political
matters (Gay 2014).

At the same time, the NRM reached out to regions such as Acholi (where
the end of the war had improved the government’s electoral prospects) and
Teso, which had been opposition strongholds in 2006; in this they had some
success, as the results later showed. The NRM had also reactivated its presence
throughout the country with a huge membership drive in 2010, a strategy that
lay the groundwork for its campaign networks. And while internal competition
for electoral positions increased within the party, leading to many independent
candidates, this did not result in any serious factional fallout benefiting the
opposition. When campaigns began, the government used resources of such a
magnitude that the expenses contributed to rising inflation in the post-election
period (Helle and Rakner 2014). There is a debate over the extent to which
this financial extravagance contributed to Museveni’s victory (Conroy-Krutz
and Logan 2012; Helle and Rakner 2014; Izama and Wilkerson 2011), but it is
agreed that the level was unprecedented. In summary, the opposition initially
posed a potential electoral challenge, but the campaigns produced a divided
opposition and an energised and resource-rich NRM - a reminder that the
level of electoral threat may shift during campaigns.

Electoral threat is not only a changing phenomenon; it is relative in another
sense too, although this is more difficult to capture. The playing field for
Ugandan elections under a Museveni government is not likely to be level. Key
institutions, such as the Electoral Commission, the military and the police,
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have long been and are likely to remain partisan, something the Ugandan
electorate is well aware of. It could be argued that, at least to some extent,
Museveni had already won the 2011 elections with the Supreme Court ruling
on the electoral petition in 2006, a ruling that contributed to diminished
faith in electoral politics among opposition supporters. Some indications that
this might have been the case include the lower figures for Besigye compared
with the 2006 results; a lower turnout (59 per cent, down from 69 per cent
in 2006), especially in opposition strongholds; and the fact that Museveni
and the NRM were able to make inroads into and (re)capture some regions.

With regard to the use of violence, however, the main difference compared
with 2006 lay in the changing structures of potential rewards and sanctions.
Starting with the advantages of refraining from violence, the NRM needed to
counter the possible loss of support in Buganda by seeking to capture new
constituencies in the north, and by recapturing parts of the east. A combination
of factors favoured a rewards- and resource-based strategy in these areas. The
northern parts of the country, and especially Acholi, were among the poorest
and had suffered from rebellions, wars and coercive government behaviour. In
order to win over that segment of the electorate, the NRM invested heavily
in government development programmes in the region. Furthermore, such
expenditures had become easier to justify following the discovery of oil in
western Uganda and the prospects of massive future revenue, and promises
of immediate and future financial rewards constituted the core of the NRM
campaign throughout the country (Helle and Rakner 2014).

Turning to the constraining factors, Museveni and the NRM are likely to
have drawn lessons from events following the flawed elections in Kenya in 2007,
Zimbabwe in 2008 and Cote d’Ivoire in 2010, when state-organised violence
and violent protests in different combinations resulted in international interven-
tions, political agreements and coalition governments in Kenya and Zimbabwe,
and civil war (and the eventual overthrow of the government) in Cote d’Ivoire.
Other deterring examples came from North Africa, where popular protests
had ousted sitting presidents in several countries. These examples are likely
to have contributed to a more restrictive approach to excessive violence for
two reasons: one was the uncertainty linked to uprisings, and the other was
the fact that political leaders in Kenya had been charged with crimes against
humanity before the International Criminal Court (ICC) in the Hague. One
opposition presidential candidate, Olara Otunnu, threatened Museveni with a
similar fate should he use coercive state power against the population (Izama
and Wilkerson 2011: 70). While Museveni made repeated public reference to
these examples, warning the opposition against emulating them (ibid. 69),
he had to weigh the necessity of preventing insurgencies against the risks of
being held accountable for state-organised violence. The balancing act resulted
in a politics of signalling the threat: indicating rather than exercising military
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power, and doing so with more skilful timing, targeting and fine-tuning than
in 2001 and 2006.

Before turning to the 2016 elections, it is useful to provide a brief discussion
of the ‘walk to work’ protests and the heavy deployment of state violence in
response to these — even though this was not strictly election-related - as
this episode conditioned future potential electoral protests and state violence.
Two months after the elections, the opposition launched the ‘walk to work’
campaign. The stated target of these protest marches was the rising cost of
living in general and the high cost of transport in particular - an effect of
post-election inflation - but they also offered an opening for political grievances
more broadly (Goodfellow 2013). Museveni had clearly stated that popular
protests of the kind then recently witnessed in North Africa would not be
tolerated in Uganda, and the police clamped down hard. Many protestors
were arrested, dozens injured, and one person shot dead. Besigye was arrested
three times within a few weeks; the third time he was manhandled so badly
that he had to seek medical care abroad. When news of the brutal treat-
ment of Besigye reached the public, violent riots erupted in Kampala and in
many other urban centres around the country. The government, in contrast
to the strategic constraint that had characterised the campaigns, appeared to
be caught unaware and responded to the challenge with a return to its old
ways: a massive and heavy-handed deployment of its security agencies (Izama
and Wilkerson 2011: 77).

To conclude, both the more limited electoral threat and a new set of struc-
tures of potential rewards and sanctions contributed to limit state-organised
violence in the 2011 elections. Furthermore, these factors were dynamically
linked. While the initial electoral challenge to Museveni was not negligible,
it was not overwhelming either. The incentive structures that discouraged
the heavy use of overt violence on the one hand and encouraged the use of
state-based resources and rewards for electoral support on the other turned the
government strategy towards greater moderation. The opposition had relatively
more freedom to campaign — but at the same time it could not mobilise support
around resistance to government repression as credibly as in past elections.
The opposition also displayed its own disunity and weaknesses more clearly,
and thus lost some of its competitive edge.

2016: repression outweighing toleration again The 2016 general elections
were tightly and intensely fought and displayed slightly more overt violence and
considerably higher levels of state intimidation than the 2011 elections, expressed
most visibly as repeated harassment and arrests of opposition politicians and
supporters (Abrahamsen and Bareebe 2016: 753-5; FHRI 2016; Human Rights
Network Uganda 2016: 57-8). The tense competition was not reflected in the
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official results: the Electoral Commission declared Museveni the winner of the
presidential election with 61 per cent against Besigye’s 35 per cent, while the
other supposed main opposition candidate, Amama Mbabazi, got a paltry 1.4
per cent. It is probably wise to treat the results with caution, as there are strong
reasons to suspect that the 2016 elections were more fraudulent than those of
2011. Indeed, this was one of the reasons why Mbabazi challenged the election
results in the Supreme Court, which ruled to uphold them.

There had been early signs of state-organised electoral violence. For at
least a year prior to the elections, and possibly longer, the government had
recruited so-called crime preventers with the stated objective of engaging in
community policing; the government’s target was to recruit more than 1.5
million crime preventers across the country. In reality, and following a long-
standing tradition of government-sponsored vigilante groups, they functioned
as a semi-formal NRM militia, who in many cases intimidated, extorted and
assaulted opposition members and supporters (Human Rights Watch 2016b).
Various agents representing the formal state apparatus were also active in
suppressing the opposition. The regular police frequently broke up opposition
rallies and kept opposition leaders, including Mbabazi and Besigye, under
‘preventive arrest’ (Amnesty International 2015: 11), and representatives of the
state and the ruling party threatened potential protestors against election results
with the ultimate consequence: death (Kirunda 2016; Wesonga 2016). State
repression against Besigye accelerated as the elections approached (Sserunjogi
and Kafeero 2016). During the last week of the campaigns, he was arrested
four times, and following the election on 18 February he was detained in his
home (Daily Monitor 2016b) for six weeks.

A number of events that occurred after the 2011 elections were significant
in shaping the electoral threat and the structures of potential rewards and
sanctions for the government in the elections of 2016. While on one level
the ‘walk to work’ protests were a victory for Besigye, transforming him from
electoral loser to internationally recognised victim of government repression,
the extra-parliamentary opposition strategy did not result in any substantive
concession from the government. Instead, the main pattern of events over the
next few years ran in the other direction. In 2013, parliament passed - and the
president soon signed — the Public Order Management Bill. This legislation
serves to restrict public gatherings: in order for more than three persons to
meet and discuss issues of a political nature in public places, the police must
be notified in writing seven days in advance and they have the right to refuse
such applications and break up meetings (Kagoro 2016: 167).

Two months after the end of the ‘walk to work’ protests, Besigye declared
that he would step down as party leader of the FDC. When, in 2012, Mugisha
Muntu beat Nandala Mafabi in the struggle for party leadership, this was
widely regarded as a victory for the more moderate faction of the FDC and
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a departure from Besigye’s confrontational leadership style. The NRM on its
part also witnessed a leadership struggle. Long-standing rumours about the
presidential ambitions of the Prime Minister, Amama Mbabazi, culminated in
the removal of the latter from his cabinet position in September 2014. A year
later, Mbabazi finally declared his intention to run for president. Meanwhile, in
a surprise move Besigye offered himself as the FDC flag-bearer once again, and
in September 2015 was elected as the party’s presidential candidate. However,
neither opposition demands for electoral reforms nor its efforts to create a
united electoral alliance resulted in the intended outcome. Thus, Besigye and
Mbabazi both ran as candidates in an unreformed electoral setting.

At the outset of the campaigns in November 2015, Museveni seemed to face
a stronger electoral threat than in 2011. While the opposition alliance had failed
to reconcile Besigye and Mbabazi — who was formally still in the NRM but ran
as an independent candidate backed by the Democratic Alliance - there was a
general understanding that, in the event of a run-off, something that Museveni
would probably want to avoid, the remaining candidate would get the backing
of the others against Museveni.” The electoral challenge to the incumbent was
of two kinds. Mbabazi was a dark horse. His electoral strength was untested,
but rumours abounded of vast resources, strong networks within and beyond
the NRM and deep inside knowledge of Museveni’s electoral strategies.”* Prior
to and at the beginning of the campaigns, Mbabazi appeared to be the main
target of government harassment. His meetings — and Besigye’s —were blocked
by the police, who referred to the Public Order Management Act (Amnesty
International 2015); both Mbabazi and his supporters were repeatedly arrested;
and in December 2015 there were several serious skirmishes between Museveni
and Mbabazi supporters (Kigambo 2016).

Once the campaigns took off, however, Besigye gradually proved to be the
main challenger to Museveni. Not only was he far ahead of Mbabazi in all
opinion polls and in terms of attendance at rallies, the emotional intensity
of the support he received also suggested that he would put up a stronger
performance than in 2011. To some extent, his relatively recent return to
national politics offered an energising surprise effect to his campaign, similar
to what had occurred in 2001 and 2006. Consequently, government atten-
tion increasingly turned to Besigye, who was detained repeatedly and treated
with considerable brutality towards the end of the campaigns. The assertion
that Besigye posed a real electoral challenge — one that grew in strength as
the campaigns evolved - finds statistical support. While some opinion polls
indicated a first-round victory for Museveni, a least one poll pointed to a
potential run-oft (Daily Monitor 2016a).

The electoral threat to Museveni was thus greater. The incentive structures of
potential rewards and sanctions also differed from those in 2011, and were less
conducive to restraints on state-organised violence. The campaigns obviously
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displayed extensive use of other types of resources, too; the NRM did not
abandon its campaign strategies from 2011. The money spent by contenders
during the campaigns - by far the greatest part of it by NRM candidates
- dwarfed even the expensive 2011 campaigns (ACFIM 2016). However, oil
extraction has not begun yet, and with the current low world market prices,
future revenue from this seems uncertain. The political significance of this is
that promises of future development programmes based on oil revenue were
likely to appear less convincing than in 2011. The government also attempted
to control information flows (Human Rights Watch 2016a) and made use of
administration and law in order to prevent the opposition from reaching out
to the electorate. The more widespread use of intimidation and overt violence
compared with the 2011 elections would suggest, however, that these measures
were deemed to be insufficient.

The temptation to make use of violence was thus stronger. The deterrence
mechanisms that had been significant five years before were also weaker in
2016. While it was always likely that the Ugandan security forces would be
able to contain riots by the use of force, at least in the longer run, the political
costs of doing so seemed to be lower in 2016. Constraints could also be
imposed by important international actors. Experiences from the military
takeover in Egypt in 2013, however, suggested that while the United States
and other important external actors might voice protests, they would have no
choice but to continue cooperating with an important regional ally such as
Uganda. Furthermore, events at the ICC showed that Uhuru Kenyatta, after
becoming president of Kenya, had been able to manoeuvre his way out of
the trial against him, while Laurent Gbagbo found himself still in court after
having lost power in Cote d’Ivoire. It is possible that Museveni concluded that
these trajectories underlined the importance of retaining power. In summary,
the urge for the government to make use of violence was stronger in 2016
than in 2011 due to more intense competition, and the risks involved were
probably perceived as smaller following diminishing sanctions.

Conclusions

This chapter has examined changes in levels of state-organised violence
against the opposition in Uganda between 1996 and 2016, focusing on why
previous high levels of violence fell in the 2011 elections but increased
again in 2016. The findings give support to the argument that the level of
government-sponsored violence is shaped by incentive structures that include
the intensity of the competition and the rewards and sanctions for using or
abstaining from violence, and that these are informed by experiences drawn
from previous elections and other significant political events that pose serious
challenges to the government. With regard to the electoral challenge, the
chapter demonstrates that in 2011 President Museveni faced a more divided
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opposition and a slightly weaker main contender than in 2001, 2006 and again
in 2016. More importantly, the structures of potential rewards and sanctions
were different: in 2011, Museveni was more constrained in using violence than
in previous and subsequent elections. In view of the aftermath of the Kenyan
post-election violence in 2008, when leaders were charged before the ICC,
the civil war in Cote d’Ivoire following the 2010 elections, and the ongoing
uprisings and ousting of governments in North Africa, the government was
keen to avoid not only popular protests but also violent crackdowns with
uncertain outcomes. In addition, it was now in command of anticipated oil
revenue, which opened up the possibility of an election strategy more geared
towards the distribution of monetary resources. In both 2006 and 2016, after
factions broke away from the ruling party, the challenge from the opposi-
tion was perceived as more serious, and the constraining factors that were
significant in 2011 had become less important five years later. As stated above,
it is difficult to determine with precision whether different mechanisms of
government-organised electoral manipulation substitute or mutually reinforce
each other, but an overall assessment suggests that they were complementary
in the 2016 Ugandan elections. There was a higher level of violence than in
2011, more money was spent than ever before, and the administrative measures
taken to influence the outcome were cruder.

In examining the potential incentive structures that inform decision making
about the use of violence, the chapter demonstrates that learning processes
matter, and that the contextual dimensions of particular elections are heavily
shaped by lessons drawn from past elections, both in the same country and
elsewhere. Whereas violence (or other forms of electoral manipulation) is not
necessarily cumulative in the sense of a linear progression, such experiences
are critical in shaping the incentive structures for behaviour in the present as
well as expectations of the future. Violence and other forms of manipulation
exercised during past elections — or between them - have lingering and complex
effects on all significant actors, including the governments themselves, opposi-
tion parties, citizens and external actors. In exploring this argument beyond
the Ugandan case, comparative sequential analyses (see Falleti and Mahoney
2015) of electoral violence over time would appear to be a fruitful approach.

The policy dimensions that arise from the Ugandan experience of state-
organised electoral violence and election rigging are easy to decipher but
difficult to act upon. The role of international actors in the construction of the
NRM state has been considerable. From the early 1990s to the mid-2000s, the
Ugandan government was in the good books of most important international
actors, who allocated to Uganda substantial amounts of development assistance
and political support. The attitude towards the Museveni government changed
from enthusiastic embrace to reluctant acceptance among most external actors,
but the latter found themselves with rather limited scope for exercising real
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influence with regard to urging respect for civil and political rights, if indeed
that were ever considered a priority (Anderson and Fisher 2016; Fisher 2013;
Sjogren 2013). While many foreign governments have repeatedly voiced their
concerns, and most foreign election observers have in various assessments
stated that Ugandan elections over the last decade have not been fair by
international standards (COG 2006; 2011; 2016; EU-EOM 2006; 2011; 2016),
such pronouncements are unlikely to persuade the Ugandan government to
level the electoral playing field. As long as the stakes of presidential elections
are high, the opposition relatively competitive, and past impunity effectively
rewarded rather than accounted for, the temptation to seek to manipulate
electoral outcomes using various means, including violence, will remain strong.
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Notes

1 This is not to suggest that
parliamentary elections (or party primary
elections) in Uganda are peaceful
affairs. The level of violence in the NRM
primaries and the parliamentary elections
in 2016 was high.

2 For exceptions, see the case studies
of Ethiopia (Smith 2012) and Sri Lanka
(Hoglund 2009b).

3 These factors may explain not
only electoral violence, but also
whether, when, how and to what extent
governments embark on election rigging
in general. An investigation into the
precise composition of the various
methods of manipulation in different
elections in Uganda falls outside the
scope of the chapter. Similarly, the
chapter will not systematically examine
possible changes in the overall level
of electoral manipulation over time;
however, brief reflections on the latter
will be offered in the concluding remarks.

4 Unless forthcoming defeat seems
inevitable, in which case incumbents may
choose to accept it.

5 Another possibility is that
opposition violence comes first, and
that government-sponsored violence is
best explained as a response to this. In
Uganda, this has not been the case. The
riots in November 2005 in the run-up to
the 2006 elections following the arrest
of Kizza Besigye are an example of the
opposite: how state repression triggered
riots by opposition supporters — which
led to more state repression.

6 Other means of repression not
captured by the definition of electoral
violence noted above, such as actual
or threatened economic or social
victimisation, may be deployed to achieve
the same goal (Schedler 2013: 93).

7 However, it is difficult to determine
whether violence substitutes for or
complements the use of money or
administrative fraud, let alone the
precise degree to which this might be
the case; according to Schedler (2013:
201) no law-like hierarchy of preferred
manipulation mechanisms can be
established. They might combine in
different ways, depending to a large
extent on the character of the perceived
threat and the incentive structure in
a particular election. This may affect
the timing and targeting not only of
violence, but also of the use of money,
information control and administrative
and legal regulation in relation to groups
and regions.



8 For discussions on the learning
processes of authoritarian governments,
see Bank and Edel (2015) and
Heydemann and Leenders (2014).

9 The shift in political regime does
not explain the difference in the level of
violence, as there have been peaceful as
well as violent elections under both the

no-party and the multiparty dispensation.

10 It should be noted that, since
the appointment in 2005 of the new
Inspector General, former military officer
Kale Kayihura, the Uganda Police Force
had been transformed in a distinctly
militarised direction, and in the public
perception it had emerged as a key
vehicle for preserving not only law and
order but also the government’s political
control.

11 The rules stipulate that if none of
the presidential candidates obtains an
absolute majority in the first round, there
is a second round between the two front
runners.

12 The way in which the campaigns
evolved suggests that Mbabazi’s assets
in this regard may initially have been
overrated, or at least were made difficult
to utilise.
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3 | Land conflict and electoral violence in
Cote d’lvoire: a micro-level analysis

MatthewI. Mitchell

Introduction

In recent years Africa has been beset by an upsurge of electoral violence.
Although rare during the era of one-party regimes of the 1970s and 1980s, the
reintroduction of multiparty elections in the 1990s has led to outbreaks of elec-
toral violence in a wide range of countries including Democratic Republic of
Congo, Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Senegal, Uganda and Zimbabwe.
However, one of the worst instances of such violence undoubtedly took place
during the 2010-11 post-election crisis in Cote d’Ivoire, in which over 3,000
people were killed and 500,000 were displaced (UNHRC 2011). While there
are a number of factors that triggered this violence, central among them is
the explosive issue of unresolved land conflicts that have plagued the country
since the late 1990s (McGovern 2011; Mitchell 2012a; Straus 2011).}

Yet notwithstanding the growing recognition of the importance of land
conflict dynamics in fuelling electoral violence (cf. Straus 2012), there is little
systematic research that theorises the interconnections between the contentious
politics around land and electoral violence.? Moreover, most attempts to analyse
electoral violence have adopted a macro-level perspective when examining
this phenomenon (e.g. Basedau, Erdmann and Mehler 2007; Goldsmith 201s;
Hoglund 2009; Rapoport and Weinberg 2001). Consequently, there is little work
that explores the micro-level dynamics and causes of electoral violence, and
this prevents us from understanding the local cleavages and contextual factors
that help explain instances of land conflict (Berry 2009; Derman, Odgaard
and Sjaastad 2007). In short, while we know relatively little about the causal
dynamics underlying electoral violence in Africa, we know even less about
the relationship between land conflict and electoral violence.

This chapter addresses an important gap by theorising the relationship
between land conflict and electoral violence. In so doing, it provides a micro-
level analysis to explain how land conflict dynamics can serve to fuel electoral
violence. Building on the work of Kalyvas (2003: 476), the core argument is
that actors seeking power at the centre use resources and symbols in order to
ally themselves with actors on the periphery who are fighting local conflicts,
which results in the ‘joint production of action. As such, the ontology of
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land-related electoral violence has both a material and a symbolic dimension
given the multiple meanings and values attributed to land. Actors seeking
power at the centre strategically use the land card as a form of patronage to
secure the support of actors in the periphery. The use of nativist discourses
of belonging has proven to be a particularly useful strategy for politicians
during elections (cf. Geschiere 2009), as electoral promises to redistribute land
play upon the idea of land as both a resource and a symbol. Local actors,
for their part, ally with elites when they view such promises to restore or
secure their rights or claims to land as both legitimate and feasible (cf. Klaus
and Mitchell 2015).

For land conflicts to become electorally charged issues, however, condi-
tions must be fertile on the ground. The presence of competing narratives
over contested claims to land can provide a powerful vehicle for violent
collective action when they involve competing groups’ rights to land. More
specifically, such conflicts tend to pit insiders (i.e. natives, indigenes and
autochthons)® against outsiders (i.e. migrants, strangers or aliens). While
land conflicts obviously exist and occur outside the channels of electoral
competition, they can provide political entrepreneurs (including national
and local electoral candidates, political parties and party activists) with an
instrumental electoral strategy to secure the support of local constituents.
The force of exclusionary narratives is magnified during electoral periods
since elections tend to heighten debates over belonging and raise the stakes
of land as they provide windows of opportunity to revisit and/or redistribute
groups’ access and rights to land. Land conflicts that boil over during electoral
moments are thus the result of a joint production of action. Such forms of
conflict ultimately challenge the conventional wisdom that privileges national
over local dynamics in explaining the outbreak of electoral violence, as it
highlights the key role of micro-level dynamics that also motivate violent
conflict (cf. Autesserre 2010).

In theorising the relationship between land conflict and electoral violence,
the chapter focuses on the history of land conflict and electoral violence in Cote
d’Ivoire. Notwithstanding the unparalleled levels of violence during the 2010-11
post-election crisis, Cote d’Ivoire has a long and troubled history of land
conflict and electoral violence. As such, the chapter proposes to examine the
causal mechanisms linking contested claims over land with electoral violence
from both a historical and a more contemporary perspective. In so doing, it
focuses its analytical lens on the country’s far west cocoa regions, where land
conflict and electoral violence have been most pronounced both in the decade
leading up to the 2010-11 post-electoral crisis and during the crisis itself.

The arguments developed here are informed by in-depth fieldwork conducted
in 2012 in Cote d’Ivoire. The field research sheds light on the more neglected
and localised micro-level dynamics linking land conflict and electoral violence.
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To garner insights from a wide variety of actors on the ground, the chapter
draws upon interviews that were conducted with a range of stakeholders, such
as government officials, landowners, local residents (migrants and autoch-
thons), NGOs, politicians, security officials, and traditional authorities. To
quote Kalyvas (2003: 481), the micro-level insights garnered from fieldwork
provide ‘fascinating empirical possibilities for exploring the various paths,
trajectories, modalities, and combinations of central and local cleavages, as
well as their consequences.

The chapter is organised as follows: the next section provides a brief
historical overview of the contentious politics around land and elections in
Cote d’'Ivoire. It then narrows the analysis to shed light on the land conflict
dynamics that characterise the country’s far west cocoa regions — dynamics
that in turn feed into the explosiveness of electoral politics. In the penultimate
section, the chapter connects land conflict with electoral violence to theorise
the ways in which land conflicts and electoral violence become intertwined
processes that engage actors and logics at both the national and local levels.
Finally, the chapter concludes with a brief analysis of the 2015 presidential
elections and discusses the policy implications related to the land question
in Coéte d’Ivoire and beyond.

Contentious politics around land and elections in Cote d’lvoire

The contentious politics around land and elections in contemporary Cote
d’Ivoire have their origins in colonial and postcolonial migration into the
country’s cocoa regions. As early as the 1920s, both internal and foreign
migrants descended upon the south-eastern regions of Cote d’Ivoire to work
in the burgeoning cocoa sector. As land became scarcer in these regions, the
cocoa frontier shifted westward, eventually arriving in the south-western parts
of the country in the lead-up to independence in 1960. While some of the
first migrants worked for wages and entered into sharecropping arrangements,
a transformation in land-labour relations occurred when migrants received
land of their own to clear and farm. This transformation was spearheaded by
Cote d’Ivoire’s founding president, Félix Houphouét-Boigny, who implemented
a controversial land tenure policy in 1963 that stated that the land belongs to
those who make it productive. Although such a policy contradicted colonial-
inherited legal arrangements governing land ownership, it rapidly transformed
the social, political, economic and demographic landscapes of Cote d’Ivoire
(Chauveau 2000: 105). As we shall see, the socio-political implications of these
migration flows and land tenure policies would fundamentally serve to alter
relations between hosts and migrants in the cocoa regions and provide fuel
for future land conflicts and electoral violence.

The liberal immigration and land tenure policies espoused by Houphouét-
Boigny facilitated the rapid expansion of the cocoa sector, which in turn
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gave rise to a period of impressive economic growth and political stability
during the 1960s and 1970s known as the ‘Ivorian miracle. However, with
the downward spiral of the economy in the mid- to late 1980s, cracks began
to appear in the Ivorian model of growth. Along with the economic uncer-
tainties of the day, the end of the Ivorian miracle ushered in a new era of
political uncertainty. Facing pressure from the international community and
an increasingly economically (and politically) disgruntled citizenry, the ailing
Houphouét-Boigny agreed to hold the country’s first multiparty elections in
1990. While Houphouét-Boigny easily defeated his main rival candidate in the
elections, garnering over 8o per cent of the vote, the main opposition party at
the time - the Front Populaire Ivoirien under Laurent Gbagbo — attempted to
build an electoral campaign by ‘arousing an Ivorian xenophobic nationalism’
that took aim at the ruling party’s historical favouritism of foreigners (Crook
1997: 222-3). As a member of the Bété ethnic group, with origins in the
central-west cocoa regions, Gbagbo was able to mobilise support among the
disgruntled autochthonous peoples by playing upon the contentious issues of
migration and land tenure arrangements, which in some places had rendered
them minorities in their own home regions (McGovern 2011).

The contentious politics around land and belonging would reach new levels
after the death of Houphouét-Boigny in 1993. In order to eliminate his political
rival, Alassane Ouattara, President Henri Konan Bédié took a page out of
Gbagbo’s political playbook and adopted the exclusionary policy of Ivorian
nationalism embodied in the slogan of ivoirité — or Ivorianess. This nationalist
policy was institutionalised through a new electoral code, which prevented
Ouattara from competing in presidential elections in 1995 and 2000 on the
grounds that he was not eligible based on the supposedly foreign origins of
his parentage.

The politics of ivoirité and the ethnicisation of electoral politics during
the post-Houphouét-Boigny years clearly heightened tensions between the
predominantly Muslim northern and the Christian southern regions, as the
former came to view Ouattara’s exclusion as their own, given his Muslim and
northern origins. Such divisions would be further exacerbated by President
Gbagbo’s embrace of ethnonational politics, divisions that would eventually
culminate in the outbreak of civil war in 2002. Although the civil war pitted
the north against the south, the most acute violence in the early years of the
conflict was in the western cocoa zones, where tensions between ethnic groups
over land ownership, control of property and ivoirité exploded, and resulted
in mass expulsions and the exodus of tens of thousands of migrants.* The
mass displacement caused by the civil war further complicated the explosive
and unresolved issues over land in the western cocoa regions. As McCallin
and Montemurro (2009: 5) note: “While people were displaced, many of the
plots they had planted were sold or leased by others, so depriving IDPs
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of their principal means of subsistence on their return and fuelling inter-
community tensions’

The outbreak of violence in these regions and the protracted nature of
the conflict served to further radicalise discourses around autochthony and
belonging. As Banégas and Marshall-Fratani (2007: 85) explain, the discourse
of autochthony took ‘a resolutely xenophobic and ultranationalist form, desig-
nating foreigners and northerners as the “enemies” of Céte d’Ivoire’ In sum,
the underlying root causes of the conflict - contested rights over land and
belonging — became increasingly politicised as a result of the massive displace-
ment and exclusionary rhetoric by political elites.

Despite a lull in violence during the late 2000s, the political and security
climate took a turn for the worse when both candidates (Gbagbo and Ouat-
tara) claimed victory after the second round of the 2010 presidential elections.
Notwithstanding countless efforts by international actors and the Ouattara
camp to end the stalemate through political channels, the crisis was finally
resolved through military means when, on 11 April 2011, Gbagbo was arrested
after a ten-day siege of the presidential palace (Mitchell 2012b). Suffice it to
say, it should not have come as a surprise that the land question would play
a prominent role in the run-up to the elections and during the post-electoral
crisis. As the chapter will show, the unresolved land conflicts described above
would play a key underlying causal role in the post-election violence that
is estimated to have resulted in the death of over 3,000 people (UNHRC
2011). As such, while the causal forces behind the 2010-11 post-electoral
violence have complex political, military and economic dimensions (cf. Straus
2011), the contentious politics around land served to fuel the terrible levels
of electoral violence.

Land conflict in the western cocoa regions: a micro-level perspective

As the introduction to this chapter argues, for exclusionary and anti-
immigrant rhetoric to resonate among local populations, large sections of
society must be receptive. This was indeed the case in the Ivorian cocoa
regions, where the ability of political elites to mobilise supporters through
the use of autochthony discourses was greatly facilitated by the fractured state
of relations between autochthons and migrant communities in these regions.
The contemporary state of these relations has been fundamentally shaped by
deep-rooted historical processes of state building in the Ivorian countryside
(Boone 2003). As alluded to above, the changing political economy of migra-
tion and land-labour relations helps to explain the shifting political power
relations at the local level: namely, the wresting of power away from local
elites and the centralisation of political authority. In this sense, this provides
the critical subtext for understanding the contemporary dynamics described
below. The far west cocoa regions are not apolitical spaces; rather, they are

71

IPYIIW | €



deeply politicised places, albeit where grievances are more often mobilised as
a result of national historical and political processes.

In writing about autochthons’ perceptions of migrant populations during the
Ivorian crisis, Chauveau and Colin (2010: 94-5) provide a detailed summary
of autochthons’ grievances against allochthons (i.e. native Ivorians who are
not original inhabitants of the soil):

the strangers have become richer and richer, whereas local families are
struggling; they invest at home the money they earn locally; they show
no interest in village affairs; they no longer respect their duty of gratitude
towards the local community; the Ivorian strangers do not vote for the
autochthons’ candidates and their numerical importance gives them a
political advantage.

Echoing these insights, I draw upon findings from the field to argue that
four interrelated factors provided key ingredients for the explosive nature
of land-related conflict and electoral violence in the western cocoa regions.
These factors, in essence, created fertile conditions for elites to instrumentalise
the land question in Cote d’Ivoire. As we shall see in the following section,
the joint production of action was made possible given the salience of land
conflicts at the local level, which in turn would incentivise disgruntled autoch-
thons (in particular) to ally with key actors in the centre. But before we can
turn to this analysis, we must first consider the following critically important
enabling conditions: (1) the lack of integration of migrant populations; (2)
autochthons’ loss of land; (3) the disputed nature of land sales; and (4) the
weakening of chieftaincies.

Lack of integration of migrant populations In addition to being both
outnumbered and outperformed, many autochthons cite the pervasive unwilling-
ness of migrant populations to integrate into the local community as a major
source of resentment. The lack of integration of migrants throughout the cocoa
regions can be physically observed in many towns and villages by the simple
fact that autochthons and migrants often live on opposite sides of the roads
that divide these communities. However, it is the nature of the campements
system — whereby thousands of migrant-inhabited communities have developed
in the forests, often many kilometres from local autochthonous villages - that
is perhaps an even greater source of autochthons’ frustration vis-a-vis migrants.
While expressing concerns about the Baoulé invasion of his community, one
autochthon chief stated: “The Baoulés don’t come and settle down in the village,
they create their own campements!’s This critique of Baoulé migrants was echoed
by a senior figure in President Ouattara’s Rassemblement des Républicains party,
who suggested that ‘quite often the Baoulé, when they arrive, they stay in their
own plantations, in their own villages, and they don't participate in community
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life, and I believe this contributed a great deal to the friction between these
populations’®

This lack of integration has recently taken both generational and symbolic
dimensions, as observed by one local chief who lamented the behaviour of
the offspring of the original migrants. According to the chief:

Until recently, relations had always been good. Those who came from
elsewhere respected those that received them. In recent years, the children
of the descendants of those who came first, they have adopted different
behaviour from their fathers. They are less respectful; they are less
considerate of those who received them ... For example, when the first
migrants came, when our parents gave them land, often at the end of the
year during the holiday period, they brought goods, fish, or even money to
thank their tuteurs, to say because of you I was able to have land. The first
migrants did this. Nowadays, the youth no longer do this. They no longer
come to thank their tuteurs.”

This break with tradition represents yet another manifestation of the lack
of integration of migrant populations in local communities, and, consequently,
is an additional source of friction that created fertile conditions for the joint
production of electoral violence.

Autochthons’ loss of land In writing about the acrimonious nature of
host-stranger relations in the south-western cocoa regions, McGovern highlights
another underlying cause: namely, the extent to which autochthons have witnessed
the loss of their lands. Whereas, in certain areas, migrants (notably Burkinabe)
worked as labourers who were paid from the harvest resulting from their work, in
other regions (notably those that are home to the Guéré and Bété ethnic groups)
land was often sold outright. Consequently, tensions over the status of these
lands are ubiquitous (McGovern 2011). As such, the frequency of the outright
sale of lands by autochthons to migrants has been a major factor in contributing
to the violent conflict in the cocoa regions. When asked to explain the root of
the violence in these regions, most interviewees cited the loss of land as a key
ingredient in the broader conflict narrative in Cote d’Ivoire. For example, one
journalist stated: ‘A lot of it has to do with the relation people have with their
land and whether they’re using the land themselves, or using migrant labour ...
Most of the conflict is when the ownership is no longer with the autochthons’®
The interviewee further noted:

I think a lot of it has to do with a loss of status in their own land, in their
own area, in their own zone, by giving away this land they’re watching these
outsiders, whether they be from other parts of Ivory Coast or from other
parts of West Africa, they’re watching them become successful, and some
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are getting quite rich, and you know, there’s the whole problem of village
jealousies and things like that.

The sense of autochthons’ loss of land has been further compounded not
only by the fact that they have lost control of their lands, but also owing to
the bitter reality that migrants have surpassed them economically by exploiting
these lands. As one president of the local youth association argued:

Because you are a tuteur and you give a parcel of land, after five years the
migrant has made himself because he has farmed, and because you are lazy
you have not, and so there are jealousies; because those who received the
land quickly progressed whereas the others have remained in poverty.*

The sense of autochthons’ loss would become most pronounced when
many autochthon youth returned to their home towns during Coéte d’Ivoire’s
economic crisis. In the words of one local autochthon chief: “The youth who
returned from school, who could not get jobs in the city, returned to find
a situation in which all of the lands that belonged to their parents are now
occupied by others. So the youth ask, where will we stay? How will we live?™
These questions would trigger fierce electoral debates over citizenship and
belonging, and serve to fracture the social contracts that had bound autochthon
and migrant populations for decades.”

The disputed nature of land sales On a related point, a third source of
conflict between autochthons and migrants revolves around the disputed nature
of land sales. The unresolved and seemingly irreconcilable positions surrounding
the ownership of land are at the heart of the enduring tensions between these
groups. While the vast majority of autochthons boldly claim that the land was
never sold and that it was merely leased, rented or lent to migrant populations,
migrants overwhelmingly reject these declarations, stating that their ancestors —
and, more recently, themselves — purchased the land outright. Consequently, it
is not simply autochthons’ sense of loss of land that fuels tensions in the cocoa
regions; rather, the disputed nature of land transactions poses a major obstacle
to resolving these protracted conflicts.

A sample set of responses from both autochthons and migrants over
the perceived nature of land sales in the far west cocoa regions provides
striking evidence of the contested claims to land. Autochthons, for their part,
consistently declare that: “The land cannot be sold, it can only be allocated,
we lease it to you, we rent it [to] you; the land is a property for decades
and decades, an individual cannot sell it, he can rent it)” They add that:
‘We only leased the land - the word “sold”, we do not know it* As the
following quotation highlights, autochthons generally reject the premise that
lands were sold outright:
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Do they constitute sales? What we recognise is not that they purchased the
land, because you cannot purchase land. A bottle of gin or liquor that you
offer a local community that accepts to give you 20 hectares of forest is not
the price for 20 hectares! But you claim that you have paid for it, which is
not true!”

Meanwhile, migrant responses capture the fundamentally different inter-
pretation of the nature of these land transactions. They state that “This is
false, everyone has a paper. We cannot purchase something without receiving
a receipt,”® or “Let you use” is not a term that exists. People often make
distinctions between leasing and selling. Listen, it’s the same term. So when
they say lease a portion of land, it means a purchase’” As one respondent
provocatively noted: ‘Nobody here received a free piece of land from a Guéré.
First of all, Guérés don’t like to give freely. Guérés don’t like to share’®

The above comments are indicative of the polarised perspectives of autoch-
thon and migrant claims over land. The ambiguity around land ownership
further underscores why electoral promises to redistribute or consolidate
groups’ claims to land help shore up political support. One dangerous implica-
tion is that this ambiguity provides a signal to local populations that violent
resistance or pre-emptive attacks may be required to fend off opponents’ efforts
to reclaim contested land.

The uncertainty surrounding land sales and ownership were further height-
ened by the introduction of a new land law (Loi 98-759) in 1998 (cf. Mitchell
2014). In concrete terms, the new land law aimed to identify, recognise and
protect rights acquired through customary transfers while excluding foreigners
from land ownership (Chauveau and Colin 2010: 86). As Chauveau and Colin
(ibid. 86) note, the law ‘bolstered the claims put forward by autochthons that
they are the only legitimate holders of property rights, as the new policy
‘gives priority to customary rights in the process of identifying and certifying
land rights prior to their registration. Despite some potential improvements
proposed by the new law, it was particularly controversial in the far west cocoa
regions. By making national citizenship a prerequisite for land ownership and
by establishing customary rights as the essential source of land rights, the new
land policy established ‘a legal foundation for expropriation of non-indigénes’
acquired land rights in the forest zone’ (Boone 2007: 75). The law served to
undermine Ivorian migrants’ land rights, as it required them to renegotiate
their agreement with their autochthonous tuteur. Thus, notwithstanding its
purported objectives of reducing insecurity and providing greater clarity around
land ownership, the 1998 land law instead exacerbated the land problems. This,
combined with the disputed nature of land sales, provided fertile ground for
the political instrumentalisation of the land question.
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The weakening of chieftaincies The final factor that has served to further
strain host-migrant relations in the far west region is the weakening of chieftain-
cies. In writing about the implications of the absence of a neo-traditional chiefly
elite in the region, Crook et al. (2007: 12) note that land relations ‘have relied
more on social bargaining and informal arrangements which were often overridden
by the state, and that such conditions have ‘provoked politicised ethnic conflict
and perceptions of dispossession amongst host communities. In recent decades,
the Ivorian crisis has further weakened chieftaincies throughout these regions to
the point where local authorities in the Ivorian south rarely occupy positions of
notable power. As one head of a leading NGO suggested: ‘because the chiefs have
been weakened, they are weakened in their ability to play a leading role in their
capacity to resolve conflicts. This, in turn, weakens their credibility in the eyes
of the locals” While the interviewee noted that the weakening of chieftaincies is
not the root cause of the violence in these regions, he argued that it nevertheless
facilitates such violence.>

While the absence of strong traditional authorities may serve to undermine
the ability of local communities to resolve their own disputes over land, the
question that remains is which factors contributed to the recent deterioration
of local authorities. In answering this question, one respondent provided a
particularly insightful account of the downfall and complexities of chieftaincy
rule in the cocoa regions. According to the interviewee:

This started if you go back to the 1990s and you had the cadres coming
back from the city who no longer respected traditional chiefs and started
already eating away at their power, but [it] has been made much worse
by the conflicts. You have a chief who dies and then there’s a struggle

for power. In every community you have the chief of the autochthons,
you have the chief of the allogénes, you have the chief of the allochthons,
then you have the chief of the campements who responds to the chef de
village, and it’s very, very unclear in every community where the real
power lies. And that makes a big difference. If you still have strong
traditional leaders who are respected then they are able to solve conflicts

more easily.”

Thus, while traditional chiefs continue to occupy important roles in local
communities, their weakened ability to resolve local disputes over land (and
other issues) enables political elites from the centre to more easily manipulate
the land question. If chiefs had the capacity to peacefully manage and resolve
land conflicts within their jurisdiction, political elites would presumably have
less fodder for their attempts to mobilise supporters on the basis of electoral
promises to revisit groups rights and claims to land. Instead, a weakened
chieftaincy further enables the use of divisive politics around land as a potent
electoral strategy.
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In sum, the weakening of chieftaincies coupled with the lack of integration
of migrant populations, autochthons’ loss of their lands, and the disputed
nature of land sales constitute four interrelated factors that help explain the
contentious politics surrounding land among autochthons and migrants in the
far west cocoa regions. As the following section reveals, these land conflicts
provide a key ingredient for the possibility of the joint production of land-
related electoral violence when local and national interests and motives collide.

Land conflict and electoral violence: the ¢‘joint production of action’

The Ivorian case provides a particularly striking example of the dangerous
consequences of national interventions in local dynamics. McGovern (2011:
69-70) notes that: ‘What sets Cote d’Ivoire apart from its neighbours is the
way in which national politicians have recuperated these local tensions in their
attempts to turn the politics of resentment to their electoral advantage, and to
encourage the use of violence to accede and hold on to power. In the pursuit
of political power at the national level, political elites harnessed autochthons’
grievances by employing a strategic approach - arming autochthons with a
political ideology that promised to restore the balance of power in their favour
and return their lands. The insidious role of political elites in this process is
illustrated in the findings from recent fieldwork in the far west region. Many
interviewees consistently emphasised the deleterious ways in which political
elites instrumentalised local land grievances, and, in so doing, provided the
spark for numerous rounds of host-migrant conflict.

According to one local autochthon chief: ‘Life between the communities
was good in the beginning. When politics invaded the area, everything dete-
riorated. Politics destroyed everything!>*> This sentiment was shared by an
autochthonous youth president from a neighbouring region, who stated: ‘It’s
especially politics that brought all these disagreements. The population was
manipulated by politicians who preached hatred’>® Such interpretations are
corroborated by allochthons, members of NGOs and journalists. In the words
of an allochthon village chief:

This is when things were exacerbated, when they came to power, when
Gbagbo came to power he put into his compatriots’ heads that the Dioulas,
the Malinkés, we will chase them away, we will give you their lands. They’re
Chinese, they’re invaders. So these are the seeds of the conflict, because
they are the ones that put these ideas into people’s heads as otherwise we

lived in harmony.>

The alliance between local and national actors is illustrated through the
comments of a head of an international NGO: “The entirety of these conflicts,
of the political manipulations and tensions at the national level, all reverber-
ated to the local level where they were amplified. If there had only been the
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land disputes, the country would have remained stable. We would have far
fewer problems.> This account was echoed by a renowned Ivorian journalist,
who stated:

Before 1990, a lot of the problems were resolved within the communities

... these conflicts existed before, but they were resolved within a local
system where the village chief and the autochthons or allochthons discussed
matters and came to agreements. But since 1990, politicians exacerbated
these problems and said that strangers had to leave the land ... and the local
politicians pushed or encouraged the youth to expropriate allochthons who
had legally or justly acquired the lands by buying the land with gin or a
little bit of money ... so the principal source of the conflict was due to the
political instrumentalisation.*

In sum, the interaction between local grievances and national politics proved
to be politically explosive.

While elites at the centre and actors on the ground engaged in the joint
production of violence throughout much of the 2000-10 period of political
turmoil in Cote d’Ivoire, the events of 2010-11 clearly capture the intercon-
nections between existing land conflicts and electoral logics. As Kalyvas (2003:
486) explains, the concept of alliance ‘entails a transaction between supralocal
and local actors, whereby the former supply the latter with external muscle,
thus allowing them to win decisive local advantage; in exchange the former rely
on local conflicts to recruit and motivate supporters and obtain local control,
resources, and information’ The notion of alliance has important implications
for understanding the land conflict-electoral violence nexus in the far west
region. Given the electoral geography of the elections” - characterised by
both ethnic cleavages and close regional electoral races — candidates at the
national level strategically used the land issue to try to mobilise support. The
tactical decision to use the land card has deep roots. As Bassett (2011: 471-2)
writes, ‘Gbagbo’s popularity in these forest region departments mainly revolves
around his ethno-nationalist politics regarding land ownership and citizenship
... Gbagbo’s Ivorian Popular Front (FPI) party has consistently supported local
peoples over “foreigners” in forest region land disputes’ Yet while the far west
has historically been a relative electoral stronghold for Gbagbo, the region is
home to large numbers of pro-Ouattara migrant populations. Writing before
the 2010 elections, one leading correspondent presciently noted: “The battle
in the West will be very heated’ (Airault 2010).

Understandably, then, Gbagbo strategically used the electoral promise of
land as both a resource and a symbol to build an alliance with actors on
the periphery - in this case, local autochthonous populations in the far west
— in their efforts to seek electoral power at the centre. In this sense, the
transaction between supralocal (i.e. political elites) and local (autochthons)
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involved implicit — and sometimes even explicit - promises to strengthen
autochthons’ access and rights to land in exchange for their crucial electoral
support. Echoing Kalyvas (2003), this enabled the joint production of action
as local communities were given incentives to mobilise and engage in violent
acts in both the pre- and post-electoral periods.

Evidence of the instrumentalisation of local land grievances during the
2010-11 post-electoral crisis has been well documented elsewhere. A United
Nations report on violations of human rights and international humanitarian
law in the far west region notes how, during the lead-up to the elections, pro-
Gbagbo media outlets bombarded both radio listeners and television viewers
with hate messages aimed at migrants. The report similarly documents the
distribution of xenophobic leaflets in the early days of the post-electoral crisis.
Ominously titled “The hour has come for ultimate vengeance, the leaflets urged
the autochthonous sons and daughters of the far west to chase away and kill
both Ivorian and foreign migrants (ONUCI 2011: 4-6). Moreover, additional
accounts highlight how autochthons threatened to expropriate migrants’ land
in the event that Gbagbo were to lose the elections (Airault 2010).

These examples are by no means isolated incidents of local actors engaging in
opportunistic ploys to secure increased access to and control over land. Instead,
they are the product of strategies employed by political actors at the highest
echelons of government, who have consistently embraced the exclusionary
language of autochthony to divide populations in their pursuit of electoral
power. As one news source reported, in the run-up to the elections even
Gbagbo himself was quoted on countless occasions as saying that there were
‘two types of candidates ... a candidate for Cote d’Ivoire and a candidate for
foreigners’ (Jeune Afrique 2010). Such comments have deep connections with
the enduring tensions surrounding land, as they were ultimately employed to
signal Gbagbo’s commitment to support autochthons’ efforts to regain their
control over land from allochthons (i.e. non-indigenous people). The condoning
- and even encouragement — of the use of violence by Gbagbo was on full
display in the days after the first round of elections. Speaking again about
his rival, Alassane Quattara, he declared that ‘the snake is not yet dead; you
must not put down your stick’ (ibid.).

The precarious nature of host-migrant relations and the explosiveness of
the land question provide a critical background for understanding why the
far west region experienced such high levels of violence at the height of the
post-electoral crisis. While Abidjan was in many respects the epicentre of
the violence, the western parts of Cote d’Ivoire experienced similarly high
levels of violence — by one estimate accounting for nearly half of those killed
during the crisis (CNE 2012). What, then, is the connection between electoral
violence along the macro-level cleavages of the post-electoral crisis and the
ubiquitous conflicts over land? Certainly, a multiplicity of political, military
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and strategic factors helps explain the more direct or proximate causes of the
electoral violence in the far west region (Straus 2011).® And yet below the
surface the contentious politics around land in the far west and the use of
exclusionary and hostile discourses by the country’s political elites served to
create fertile conditions for the eruption of electoral violence at the micro-level.
In this way, to paraphrase Kalyvas (2003), the interaction between local and
master cleavages proved to be particularly explosive in Cote d’Ivoire’s far west
region, given the overlapping interests and motives of actors at the centre
and the periphery. In short, the ontology of electoral violence here cannot be
understood without integrating the land dynamics and electoral logics unique
to the far west region.

While the case of Cote d’Ivoire sheds light on the explosive ways in which
land grievances can be mobilised during elections (cf. Klaus and Mitchell
2015), it further underscores the perils of employing nativist discourses as
an electoral strategy. The use of the concept of autochthony represents an
alarming trend as it provides a powerful weapon in the arsenal of political
entrepreneurs. While scholars have noted the slippery and fluid nature of this
identity category (e.g. Geschiere 2009), the basic essence of autochthony is
that one is either from the soil or not of the soil. As such, the autochthony
category is particularly amenable to political mobilisation as it can serve
to entrench notions of groups’ status as strangers to the land. This in turn
can give rise to burning questions about their rightful place in the country’s
polity. As the troubled electoral history of Cote d’Ivoire reveals, the use of
this concept has been a central motif in the political and electoral tactics of
the country’s elites for decades. To what extent, then, have this concept and
the enduring challenges regarding land continued to undermine prospects for
peace in Cote d’Ivoire?

Conclusions: the politics of land in the 2015 elections and beyond

On 25 October 2015, Ivorians voted in the first presidential elections since
the post-electoral crisis of 2010-11. With nearly 84 per cent of the overall
vote, the incumbent Alassane Ouattara easily secured the presidency. The
sizeable margin of victory was in no small measure due to the divided and
dysfunctional nature of the opposition, and the impressive economic recovery
that the country has experienced over the last few years under the tenure of
President Quattara (World Bank 2015).

To what extent (if any) did the land question play a role in destabilising the
presidential vote? While pre-electoral protests in the months leading up to the
elections resulted in the loss of lives and injury, such protests hinged more on
the lingering debates surrounding the incumbent’s eligibility as a presidential
candidate (Broadhurst 2015). The short answer is that the politics of land failed
to emerge as a major electoral cleavage issue.” Given the fractured state of
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the opposition and the lack of electoral incentive on the part of Quattara to
play the land card, the absence of large-scale land-related electoral violence
should not come as a surprise. The overwhelming victory of the Ouattara
side undoubtedly provided a further disincentive to the incumbent’s political
opponents to attempt to instrumentalise the issue of land for electoral purposes.
Simply put, why run the risk of trying to mobilise violence around the land
issue when the likelihood of successfully contesting the electoral outcome is
so low (cf. Klaus and Mitchell 2015)? Such a conclusion echoes earlier work
on the triggers of electoral violence which argue that violence is much less
likely to occur in the absence of close elections with narrow vote margins
(Wilkinson 2004).

The joint production of action therefore did not materialise, as there was
a lack of political appetite to try to harness the power of land. In the current
political context, actors on the periphery in the far west region were equally
unlikely to resort to violence, as the non-indigenous population retains the
balance of power in the region (Coté and Mitchell 2016). Given the security
stranglehold of the incumbent in the area (cf. Human Rights Watch 2015)
and the contemporary electoral dynamics in the country, it was not politically
expedient - and possibly even dangerous - for Ouattara’s (autochthonous)
opponents to vocalise their grievances over land through electoral channels.
In short, the unresolved land conflicts at the local level thus failed to emerge
as a master cleavage among the country’s competing political elites and failed
to mobilise actors at the local level.

Beyond the 2015 elections, this could prove to be a different story. Numerous
reports have highlighted the enduring challenges for resolving the land ques-
tion (Human Rights Watch 2013; ICG 2014; Mitchell 2014). Despite the recent
changes to the highly controversial land tenure and nationality laws, there have
as yet been no meaningful efforts to implement and enforce such reforms.
As Pritchard (2016: 271-3) highlights, there is a multiplicity of practical chal-
lenges facing the application and adoption of the country’s land law. One such
challenge relates to the lack of awareness of the legal framework governing
land tenure. The following quotation is illustrative of this challenge. When
asked by a reporter whether the land conflicts have been resolved, the Special
Representative and Head of the United Nations Operation in Cote d’Ivoire
stated: ‘No. The conflicts linked with land continue, but I think that the law
of 1998 modified in 2014 provides conditions for resolving them. The problem
is that it has not been sufficiently explained so that populations know how to
act when they are confronted with these sorts of problems’ (Duhem 2015).3°

The slow progress on the implementation of the new land reforms has been
further complicated by the problem of displacement (Pritchard 2016). The
huge numbers of the displaced during the civil war of the early 2000s were
compounded by the renewed hostilities of 2010-11. While there has been some
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progress in allowing some people to return to their lands, a recent estimate
suggests that there may be as many as 300,000 who are still displaced (Internal
Displacement Monitoring Centre 2015). It is therefore hard to imagine how
the contentious politics around land can be meaningfully resolved given the
state of flux surrounding groups’ access to and control over land.

In sum, until the land question is resolved, it will continue to pose a serious
threat for future rounds of elections. A different electoral context — one in
which Ouattara (or his successor) and his supporters no longer enjoy such
a fragmented political opposition — could incite political elites to once again
instrumentalise the issue of land.* If or when this occurs, the joint production
of action could again unite elites at the centre and actors on the periphery in
their quest to pursue their objectives, whether they be motivated by the desire
to seek greater private gains or to rectify perceived injustices of the past. As
Cote d’'Ivoire’s history has shown, under this scenario the instrumentalisation
of land could once again be a trigger for electoral violence.

What policy implications can be drawn from this micro-level analysis of the
links between land conflict and electoral violence? Balcells and Justino (2014:
1346) underscore the need to establish a better theoretical understanding of the
link between macro-level political processes and local conflict dynamics, as they
rightly note that such an understanding is critical for the development of poli-
cies designed to break vicious cycles of violence, war and underdevelopment.
Yet despite the centrality and causal significance of the micro-foundations of
conflict, ‘most programmes of conflict resolution, prevention and mediation are
typically driven by regional, national and international perspectives’ (Verwimp,
Justino and Briick 2009: 308). This echoes the core finding in this chapter:
namely, that any approach to mitigate future land-related electoral violence
must consider the ways in which national and local forces and factors collide
to produce the joint production of action. In so doing, we must therefore
‘explore the social production of violent conflict, and how land becomes part
of larger patterns of violent contestation’ — notably in the context of elections
(Van Leeuwen and Van der Haar 2016: 95).

In concrete terms, it is clear that more needs to be done to support and
strengthen the development of reforms aimed at improving the governance
of land. As recent research shows, the insecure and unenforceable nature
of property rights regimes is a leading contributory factor to host-migrant
conflicts over land (Co6té and Mitchell 2017). Given the propensity of political
elites at both the national and the local level to try to mobilise electoral
violence by using the land card, one obvious safeguard against this is to create
more certainty and enforcement in the area of property rights. While this may
prove to be a tall order in places such as Cote d’'Ivoire, the stakes are high
as land-related electoral violence shows no sign of abating.
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Notes

1 The CNE (2012) report provides
a detailed account and a geographical
breakdown of the different forms of
violence committed during the electoral
period. As the report shows, there was
a wide range of causes of death, such as
executions committed for political or
ethnic reasons by both security forces
and citizens, torture, and violent acts
committed during detention.

2 Recent exceptions include Boone
(2014), Boone and Kriger (2012), Coté
and Mitchell (2016) and Klaus and
Mitchell (2015).

3 ‘Autochthons’ refers to those who,
literally, emerged directly from the soil.
See Geschiere (2009) for a detailed
analysis of the concept of autochthony.

4 According to one estimate, Cote
d’Ivoire’s civil war resulted in the internal
displacement of more than 1 million
people, with approximately 8o per cent of
these taking up residence in Abidjan (see
Chirot 2006: 72).

s Author interview, local autochthon
village chief in Haut Sassandra Region, 5
May 2012. Note that all interviews were
conducted in French and translated by
the author unless otherwise stated.

6 Author interview, senior figure
in Rassemblement des Républicains
party in Abidjan, 2 May 2012. Although
northerners (both Ivorian and foreigners)
have been the target of more violence
than the Baoulé (who are originally from
central Cote d’Ivoire), the latter seem to
receive greater criticism for their lack of
integration.

7 Author interview, local autochthon
village chief in Bas Sassandra Region,

12 May 2012. The term ‘tuteur’ can be
translated as ‘guardian. The tutorat system
is an informal institution for regulating
relations between first-comers (i.e.
guardians) and newcomers (i.e. tuteurs).

8 Author interview (in English),
foreign journalist in Abidjan, 2 May 2012.

9 Ibid.

10 Author interview, autochthon
president of local youth association in

Moyen Cavally Region, 9 May 2012.

11 Author interview, local autochthon
village chief in Bas Sassandra Region, 12
May 2012.

12 On the role of youth in fuelling
autochthony discourses, see Chauveau
and Bobo (2003) and Marshall-Fratani
(2006).

13 Author interview, local autochthon
chief of lands in Moyen Cavally Region,
9 May 2012.

14 Author interview, local autochthon
village chief in Haut Sassandra Region, 5
May 2012.

15 Author interview, local autochthon
village chief in Bas Sassandra Region, 12
May 2012.

16 Author interview, assistant leader
of local dozo contingent in Moyen
Cavally Region, 8 May 2012.

17 Author interview, Bur