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INTRODUCTION
Kenya 1s a multiethnic and multiracial society. There are
about 40 ethnic groups. The dominant ethnic groups are the
Kikuyu, Luhya, Luo, Kalenjin and Kamba. No one group has a clear
numerical majority in relation to other ethnic groups. Kenya
had until recently been spared the problem of viclent ethnic
conflick. In 1991, however, her image of a country enjoying
political stability was shattered when fighting broke out between
ethnic groups in the Rift Valley province. This outbreak of
viclence occurred at the peak of a movement for economic and
political reform that dates back to the late 1980s. The
democratisation movement was led mainly by the clergy, lawyers
and political leaders who had fallen out of favour with the KANU
government. It was inspired by the collapse of communist states
in Eastern Europe and the attendant shift in the international
political agenda from ideological cold war issues to those
concerning democratisation and respect for human rights.

This paper attempts and early warning indicator
identification, through an examination of the causes and
dynamics of conflict in the Rift Valley and Western parts of
Kenya." One result of this conflict is that politico-ethnic
violence has been factored into Kenyan politics in such a way
that it raises concern over the potential for the current
political struggles between the opposition and the KANU
government to degenerate into outright civil war. The paper

concludes with a brief evaluation of the conflict resolution

This paper focuses only on conflict in the Rift Valley and Western part of Kenya for two reasons. The
conflicts here were more intense, and the region continues to have major political influence on national
politics and is regarded in many ways as a 'barometer’ or Kenyan politics.



mechanisms that should have been activated to prevent outbreak
of conflict or contain it, and an analysis of the potential for

renewed conflict in the region under examination.

CONFLICT IN THE RIFT VALLEY AND WESTERN KENYA

The first outbreak of ethnic conflicts occurred at about the
same time the Consultative Group (CG)? meeting for Kenya took
place in November, 1991. At this meeting, Western Donor
governments and the World Bank made it clear to the Kenya
Government (GoK) that aid disbursements would be dependent on
major economic and political reforms. Even before this meeting
the President had repeatedly warned that multiparty politics was
not compatible with a multi-ethnic Kenya and would lead to war
and chaos, similar to what was happening in neighbouring
countriesg at the time. In October 1991, gangs of young men
supposedly belonging to the Kalenjin ethnic group, armed with
spears and machetes, attacked settlements belonging to members
of the Luo ethnic group in the farming areas of Kericho, Nandi
and Kisumu, in Western Kenya. Non-Kalenjin ethnic groups, mainly
Luc, Luhya and Kikuyu, had established permanent settlements in
the region as far back as 1969. Parts of these areas were
traditionally inhabited by the Kalenjin. Meitei farm in South
Nandi was the first place to be attacked in October 1991. In
this and following attacks, hundreds were forced to flee their

homes, houses were burned down and shops looted.’ Three people

2 The CG includes the World Bank, United Statesg, countries of
the European Community, Sweden, Switzerland, Canada and Japan.
*The Weekly Review (Nairobi), September 25, 1992, p.1ll.
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died, thirty houses wére burned and about four thousand people
were left homeless. In addition, acres of sugar cane plantations
were destroyed by fire in the Miwani, Chemase and Kaptweta areas.
Luo men mobilised to retaliate and after 11 days the fighting
spilled over into the neighbouring Kisumu district, home to the
Luc ethnic group.

Fighting between the Luo and the Kalenjin continued along
the boundaries of the Kisumu and Kericho districts during the
months of November and December 1991. It also spread to the
Uasin Gishu and Nandi districts. By May 1992 as many as 2,000
pecple were killed and 50,000 rendered homeless. The victims of
the attacks now included members of the Kikuyu and the Luhya
ethnic groups who had settled in the Kericho and Nandi areas of
the Rift Valley. The attackers claimed that the Luo and other
ethnic groups had encroached on traditional Kalenjin lands.

Soon after the multi-party elections in December, 1992,
fighting erupted once agéin in the Molo, Narok, Pokot, Londiani,
Elburgon and Burnt Forest, areas of the Rift Valley province
The aggressors during this post-election phase of the conflict
included the Maasai and the Pokot, traditional inhabitants of
these areas. Their main targets were the Kikuyu, the main ethnic
group settled in the area. Reports claim that land belonging to
fleeing Kikuyu families was bought up by Kalenjin or confiscated
and the title deeds torn up.® The Rift Valley areas of Molo,
Londiani, Elburgon and Burnt Forest were hit hardest by this

ethnic violence. A common factor in all the areas affected by

‘{Indian Ocean Newsgletter, October 30, 1993; Economist, November
20, 1993.




the violence is that they are inhabited by large numbers
“migrant” ethnic groups (Kikuyu, Luhya, Luo, Kisii), who settled
in these areas immediately after independence. Of these, the
Kikuyu are the largest and also earliest immigrants to the area.
These ethnic groups form the major support base of the different
Oppostion parties in the country.

According to the United States Department of State report
on Kenya Human Rights Practices, in 1993, ethnic violence had by
December of that year, claimed 1,000 lives and displaced between
150,000 to 250,000 people. In its 1994 report on Kenya Human
Rights Practices, the Department noted that renewed fighting
broke out in the Burnt Forest area of the Rift Valley (between
the Kalenjin and Kikuyu) during March 1994, and similarly in the
coastal town of Mombasa (between coastal ethnic groups and the
Luo) and north-western Kenya (between the Turkana and non-Turkana
ethnic groups) during Juné 1994. This time the forcible eviction
of the Kikuyu from Enoosﬁpukia in Narok district (a Maasai area),
attracted the attention of international human rights activists.
The report concluded that, in general, ethnic wviolence had
decreased considerably in 1994 compared to 19%93. On the other
hand, it had spread beyond the Rift Valley to the Coast Province
where the Luo were targets of violence by coastal ethnic groups.
Renewed fighting was reported in January 1995, in the Mai Mahiu
area of Naivasha, a region bordering Maasai territory and
inhabited by Kikuyu farmers. Ten people were reported killed and
several homes destroyed during an attack on a settlement on

January 10, 1995. The attack followed allegations by the



government that guerrilla warfare was being planned.®
State response to the conflict

The conflict drew mixed responses from both the State and
Civil Society. State response ranged from verbal statements to
concrete action on the part of various state actors: cabinet
ministers, administrative officials, security personnel and the
President all acting in the name of the government. Soon after
the outbreak of each conflict, local administration officers and
security personnel mobilised security to prevent further attacks,
but these in general, proved to be ineffective. For instance,
a few days after the first outbreak in October 1991, the General
Service Unit (GSU), a paramilitary force, together with some
Administration Police (AP) were deployed to quell the fighting
but were apparently unable to do so. -Eyewitness accounts from
the Kisumu, Kericho and Nandi areas reveal that the armed police
watched helplessly as people were attacked and homes burned down.
Although a government curfew in February 1992, helped curb the
fighting in these areas, it did not stop the attacks from being
carried out. In the Narok and Molo areas of the Rift Valley,
local residents reported that police were either unable or
unwilling to stop the aggressors. In some cases the police were
within several metres from the scenes of violence but did not
seem bothered about it. Hence, security personnel were actually
deployed, but were more competent 1in arresting those who
retaliated than in preventing further attacks by the aggressors.

This would characterise police response throughout the pre-

*The Standard (Nairobi), January 12, 1995, p.3.




election phase of the donflicts between October 1991 and December
1992, and the first year of the post-1992 General election period
(1283) .

Not until September, 1993, and after two years of continued
ethnic fighting in wvarious parts of the country did the
government make any serious efforts to curb violence in the
affected regions. The President invoked the Preservation of

Public Securities Act and declared the hardest hit areas, Molo,

Elburgon, Londiani, and Burnt Forest, "security =zones."
Consequently, a number of measures were undertaken. A ban was
imposed on possession of weapons, movement of livestock at

night, and publication of information on conflict in the
“security zones” without government consent. Opposition Members
of Parliament, human rights activists and journalists were
prevented from entering these areas. Security personnel were
given wide ranging powerslwhich included authorization to shoot
to kill, requisition of private vehicles, search and arrest, and
also prohibition of movement of residents.® Before this Act was
invoked, several persons were arrested in connection with the
violence but no mention is made of their prosecution. This is
surprising considering the numerous incidence of violence and the
nature of destruction. It begs the guestion of how genuine
government security measures were. It also marked the beginning
of the people’s loss of confidence in the ability of state
institutions to protect their lives and property and also ensure

security.

fU.8. Department of State, Kenya Human Right Practices, 1993,
Washington, January 31, 1993, sec.1l(g).




Responses of the flocal administration included the posting
of additional District Officers (DOs) and security personnel to
oversee resettlement of the displaced, organise reconciliation
meetings of elders from the affected ethnic groups and ensure
security at the local levels. In most cases these initiatives
were carried out following a Presidential directive. ©No plans
were made to compensate families of victims for damage done by
the aggressors. During the pre-election phase of the conflict,
government statements issued by senior government officers and
speeches made by the President refer to the attacks ’land
disputes’ or ‘land clashes’.’

Cabinet Ministers and Members of Parliament

Meanwhile the outbreak drew varied responses from Cabinet
Ministers and Members of Parliament (MPs). These included calls
for cessation of conflicts, expressions of concern at the
outbreak and outright condemnation of the attacks. It was one
of the rare times that KANU members disagreed with each other
passionately. At first a group of KANU Members of Parliament
from Kericho and Nandi districts (in the Rift Valley) condemned
the attacks but in a surprising change of mind, Kalenjin MPs
claimed, at a meeting in early 1992, that the clashes were
calculated to alienate and tarnish the Kalenjin community. The
Hon. Nicholas K. Biwott in particular, told a pre-dominantly
Kalenjin audience that the clashes were an attempt to destabilise
semi-arid lands and parts of Northern Kenya by outsiders. MPs

whose communities were victims of the Rift Valley attacks brought

7The Weekly Review (Nairobi), November 15, 1991, p.13.




the matter up in Parliament for discussion as an issue of
national importance, insisting that these attacks were
politically motivated and inspired by the ‘majimbo’® rallies
organised by the Rift Valley KANU MPs in the period preceding the
cdenflict. It is significant that the Speaker of the National
Assembly at the time, Prof. Jonathan Ng’eno resisted debate on
the issue four times, before a freelance motion initiated by the
MP for Vihiga (Western Kenya), Mr. Bahati Semo and calling for
the appointment of a committee to probe the conflict, was
passed.’ Soon after, Parliament approved the establishment of
the Parliamentary Select Committee to Investigate Ethnic Clashes
in Western and Other Parts of Kenya. This committee conducted
investigations in the affected areas and compiled a report which
incriminated a number of MPs, Cabinet- Ministers (most of whom
were from the Rift Valley and close associates of the President),
administrators, security officers and ordinary people.'” Debate
on the report was suddenly suspended and it was subsequently
rejected.

After the elections in 1992, members of parliament from KANU
and the opposition accused each other in turn, for inciting
ethnic attacks. President Mci, and a number of Cabinet Ministers
and KANU MPs blamed the opposition parties for the violence and

frequently referred to the incidents as proof of how multiparty

8 This term and the rallies are explained in a latter section.
°The Weekly Review (Nairobi), op.cit, p.3. When the motion was
passed the Speaker was absent. See p.8.

lpeport of the Parliamentary Select Committee to Investigate
Ethnic Clashes in Western and Other Partsg of Kenva, 13992, The
National Assembly, Republic of Kenya, Nairobi,

Kenya, September, 19%92.
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politics was incompatible with a multi-ethnic Kenya. This self-
fulfilling prophecy was repeated at rallies on his many tours of
the country, and in government statements issued from the State
House. In one such statement released after angry public
reaction to the governments’ insensitive response to renewed
ethnic fighting in Naivasha on January 10 1995 (see section on
outbreak of conflict), senior clergymen, opposition politicians
and Jjournalists are blamed for the insecurity prevailing at at
that tim.**

What is significant about the strong government accusation
of the opposition, is that it contrasts greatly with government
silence, indeed non-censuring, of inflammatory remarks made by
KANU Ministers and leaders from the Rift Valley. For instance,
Mr. William Ole Ntimama, the Minister for Local Government, had,
since August 1990, made frequent anti-Kikuyu remarks in public.
While replying to critiéisms of Maasai attacks on Kikuyu in
Enocosupukia area of the Rift Valley, Ntimama maintained that
"The Maasai in Enoosupukia were fighting for their rights and I
have no regrets about what happened there. We had to say enough
is enough. I had to lead the Maasai in protecting our
rightsg, "2 President Moi let this and other similar remarks
by KANU politicians pass without comment, despite calls from
Members of Parliament and other public leaders for Mr. William
Ole Ntimama'’s resignation. Such inflammatory remarks dating as
far back as September, 1991 preceded outbreaks of outbreaks of

conflict and cannot be dismissed as having had no influence on

The Standard (Nairobi), February 4, 1995, p.l and 11.
2gynday Nation (Nairobi), January 15, 1995, p.7.
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the wviolence.® They set the stage, even 1if only
psychologically, for political violence. The governments’
silence strongly suggests either involvement in, or tacit support
of the conflicts.

Increasing international donor pressure forced a reluctant
government to work with the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) on a resettlement and rehabilitation programme for
displaced persons beginning early 1994. As a result of this a
number of NGOs contracted by the UNDP to implement wvarious
projects, were allowed into the “security =zones”. Later on
diplomats and Jjournalists were granted some access to these
areas. In September, 1994, the UNDP published a report by Prof.
John Rogge, on the status of the internally displaced in Kenya.
It covered UNDP resgettlement programmes 1in Nandi, Nakuru,
Kericho, Kisumu, Bungoma, Trans Nzoia, and Uasin Gishu districts.
According to the report, about 42,500 families representing
250,000 people were affected by the clashes. By August 1994,
10,000 to 20,000 persons were displaced in camps. 30% of those
displaced by the ethnic conflict were resettled to their
villages, 50% were in the process of returning and 20% remained
in camps set up in market centres.

In two areas, Maela (Naivasha) and Thessalia Catholic
mission (Kericho), the Government frustrated UNDP efforts to
resettle the displaced. As far as the government was concerned,
the displaced in these camps were not victims of clashes but

squatters on land designated as 1livestock holding area.

Raphael Kahaso, "The main cause of the ethnic clashes, "The
Standard (Nairobi), March 23, 1992, p.l6-17.
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Government frustrationd of resettlement efforts was not limited
to the UNDP. Legal/human rights groups offering assistance to
the displaced were harassed, some legitimate land claims made by
the displaced were rejected, insecurity was allowed to persist
and pro-KANU government ethnic groups were not prevented from
taking over farms owned by the displaced. The Rogge report
mentions some harassment and intimidation of returnees which was,
apparently, more severe in the case of displaced Kikuyu.™
Civil society response to the conflict

The attacks took victims by surprise. Most fled from their
farms and sought refuge in neighbouring towns, market places,
trading centres or church compounds where several makeshift camps
were set up. Local administration officials appealed to
residents to return to their homes and assured them of their
safety but very few of the displaced were convinced and remained
at the camps. Instead some would go back to their farms during
the day to cultivate but would return to the camps at night for
fear of being attacked. A significant action on the part of the
displaced was the exchange of land along district borders. 1In
a kind of ’self-imposed ethnic cleansing’ the Kikuyu, for
instance exchanged land with the Kipsigis (a Kalenjin group)
along the Nakuru/Kisumu district boundary, and along the
Kakamega/Uasin Gishu district boundary, the Luhya on the Uasin
Gishu side exchanged land with the Kalenjin who had been in
Kakamega district.' One other revealing as aspect of the

victims’ response is the fact that it did not develop into a

% Gee The Weekly Review (Nairobi), January 13, 1995.
15 Ibid., p.9-11.
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systematically organised and violent retaliation such as arming
to attack members belonging to the Kalenjin, Maasai, Pokot or
Sabaot ethnic groups. This is not to say that no retaliation
took place, indeed during the first attack in October 1991, Luo
men mobilised to retaliate. Most probably other affected non-
Kalenjin ethnic groups did the same. Two factors may account for
this. In the first place, as mentioned earlier, gsecurity
personnel responded much faster to prevent attempts by victims
to mobilise against the aggressors than to attacks by the
aggressors. Secondly, victims used other channels such as the
media, the church, non-government organisations, and local
leaders to appeal to the government to prevent the attacks and
restore peace.

The National Council of Churches- of Kenya (NCCK),'® the
Catholic Church, the Kenya Red Cross, Catholic Relief Services,
the Church of the Province of Kenya (CPK) and ACTIONAID were
among the first to provide food and shelter to the displaced.
In addition, several statements wmade by church leaders,
politicians in the opposition and human xrights activists

repeatedly condemned the ethnic violence throughout its duration,

®The National Council of Churches of Kenya (NCCK) is an
umbrella organisation bringing together Protestant Churches in
Kenya. Of these the Church of the Province of Kenya (CPK)
which is Anglican, the Presbyterian Church in East Africa
(PCEA), the African Inland Church (AIC) and the Methodist
Church are the churches with the largest membership. The AIC
pulled out of the NCCK after disagreeing with NCCK's
involvement in the democratisation movement prior to the 1992
General elections. The NCCK runs implements various socio-
development and training programmes in partnership with member
churches. The Catholic Church is not a member of the NCCK but
through its Justice and Peace Commission implements a number
of socio-development programmes in various parishes, and
speaks out on social issues of the day.
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and called on the' government to initiate peace and
reconciliation. The NCCK and the Roman Catholic Bishops carried
out a number of fact finding missions which came out with
reports!’ and several pastoral letters which were published
throughout the two phases of the conflict. These were strongly
critical of government response to the conflict and called for
peace and reconciliation.'® The pastoral letters from the Roman
Catholic Bishops, which were read at Catholic Churches
nationwide, maintained that the ethnic clashes were neither land
disputes nor a product of multiparty party politics. The Bishops
also observed that the clashes were not ‘tribal’ but rather, part
of a wider political strategy, and 1involved well trained
arsonists and bandits transported to the scene. The Bishops
noted the selective protection of certain ethnic groups, in
particular the Kalenjin who remained largely unharmed compared
to the non-Kalenjin groups. The Churches nonethelegs, did
support, albeit cautiously, the government decision to establish
‘security zones’ in the hope that this would help curb fighting.

Whereas the Churches (Catholic and Protestant) came out

'NCCK, The Cursed Arrow: Organised Violence Againgt Democracy
in Kenya, April 1992. This report concludes that the ethnic
clashes were politically motivated and aimed at achieving
through violence what was not achieved in the political
platform. See also the Inter-Parties Symposium I Task Force
Report, June 11, 1992 released by a taskforce comprising the
NCCK, political opposition parties, the International
Commission of Jurists (ICJ-Kenya), the Law Society of Kenya
(LSK), the University of Nairobi, and the Women's Lobby Group.

®Mutegi Njau, "Bishops Confront Moi over Clashes," The Daily
Nation (Nairobi), May 5, 1992, p.1l,2. In this particular
statement, read to the President at State House, Nairobi, the
NCCK and Catholic Bishops condemned the clashes and criticised
the President’s response.
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strongly against the ethnic violence at the national level, this
was not the case at the local level in some areas. In the Mt.
Elgon area in 1990, a religious dispute in the CPK Nambale
Diocese created tension between the Teso and Bukusu members and
resulted in the former calling for the formation of their own
diocese. The ethnic tensions created by church politics at the
local 1level added to those created by the local Ileaders
‘ethnicised’ interpretation of multi-party elections. 1In this
and other cases, the behaviour of local church leaders did more
to encourage ethnic hostility rather than prevent it.

Like the Churches, The Forum for Restoration of Democracy
(FORD) accused the Kenya African National Union (KANU) government
for inciting the attackers and wondered why the government could
not mobilise security.® At the time of the first outbreaks
of wviolence, the FORD, a loose «coalition of opposition
politicians, representedlthe opposition. The FORD repeatedly
rejected claims by KANU ministers and members of Parliament that
opposition politicians were responsible for the violence. The
Forum blamed the government for using violence to weaken popular
support for the transition to democratic government and also
pointed out that the conflict was planned so as to fulfil
President Moi’s prediction that multiparty politics would result
in civil war. The opposition was thus pushed into defending
itself against unwarranted claims.

One would expect that both the increasing incidence of

'ethnicized’ violence and evidence of government complicity,

1° Britigh Summary of World Broadcasts, The British
Broadcasting Corporation, December 31, 1991.
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would serve to unite the opposition politicians and other civil
rights groups against the regime. Instead, as Frank Holmquist
and Michael Ford observe, the clashes set in motion a withdrawal
into ethnic sentiment for protection.?® This is clearly evident
with regard to the opposition movement. By mid 1992, the FORD
had split into two parties the FORD-Kenya and FORD-Asili
(Original). A third major party, the Democratic Party had been
formed soon after the repeal of the one-party clause in the
constitution to allow for the re-establishement of multiparty
politics, 1in late 1991. The fracturing of the opposition
movement into several disunited parties weakened the movements
ability to respond effectively to the now ethnicized violence.
It also provided the Rift Valley KANU politicians with evidence
for their argument that multiparty politics would only heighten
ethnic animosity and lead to war. Desgpite this fracturing of the
opposition, a number of opposition politicians, especially from
the FORD-Asili, and FORD-K parties did visit the affected areas
but were either prevented from meeting victims, or arrested and
charged for inciting locals to violence. Continued government
harrasment and intimidation by security personnel blocked any
opportunities the opposition may have had to organise for a
peaceful transition to multi-party politics.
International Community response

Donor response varied from cautious and discrete pressure

on the government to institute reforms to outright criticism of

2Frank Holmguist and Michael Ford, “Kenya: State and Civil
Society the First Year after the Election,” In AfricaToday,
4th Quarter, 1995, p.13.
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* Denmark, Germany, and the United States

government inaction.
of America put greatest pressure on the Kenya Government to
institute economic and political reforms. In 1993, Denmark
announced further cuts in aid to Kenya, one of the reason being
the government’s inability to end the ethnic clashes. By 1995,
Denmark and Germany were still not happy with the government
performance. Germany cut its aid by two thirds while the Denmark
made it clear that they would not disburse aid pledged because
of setbacks in political and economic reforms, one of which
included the forced transfer of the displaced from Maela camp in
early 1995. American pressure came from the then American
Ambassador’s strong criticisms of the KANU government for its
reluctance in carrying out reform, and his open support of the
Opposition parties. These were given very high media publicity
and drew the KANU government’'s anger at what was seen as US
interference in internal affairs. Although well meant, Smith
Hempstone’s criticisms served more to put the government on the
defensive rather than open a way for dialogue, much as they did
contribute to strengthening the voice of the opposition. Other
donor governments (such as the British) preferred to use a more
discrete way of pressurising the GoK on aid. The use of aid
conditionality did not bring about immediate results before the
elections, except for the decision by the November 1991
Consultative Group meeting in Paris to tie aid disbursements to
political and economic reform. This decision influenced the
KANU government’s repeal of the constitutional amendment (Section
2(A)) legalizing one party rule in Kenya, and by so doing

facilitated a return to multiparty politics but it did not
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influence cessation of conflict in the Rift Valley and Western
Kenya, neither did it result in negotiations over a democratic
Kenya. Interestingly, ethnic attacks did not feature on the CG
meeting agenda and yet the meeting took place a month after the
first outbreak. With regard to donor community responses, Stef
Vandenginste observes that political conditionality did not
result in the curbing of ethnic clashes but provided the occasion
for the ethnic clashes.?* Political conditionality was imposed
without a careful consideration of how it would be used to
justify KANU’s political strategy, for instance KANU's
interpretation of conditionality as foreign support for the
opposition.

The most vocal external critics of the government policy
towards the wviolence were the international human and civic
rights organisations, the most prominent being the Robert F.
Kennedy Memorial Centre for Human Rights whose Director Ms Kerry
Kennedy-Cuomo visited affected areas. Her statements on the
clashes drew harsh criticism of her vigit from the government.
Apart from international NGOs , Dutch Parliamentarians tried to
visit the affected areas but were denied entrance to the affected
areas. A number of British Parliamentarians who wvisited the
country at the invitation of prominent members of the opposition
criticised the government for the clashes. Other civic and human
rights organisations that published reports strongly implicating

government complicity were the Kenya Human Rights Commission

2’gtef Vandeginste, "Development Co-operation: A Tool for the
Promotion of Human Rights and Democracy? A case study of
Kenya," Draft version of a research report, University of
Antwerp, November 1994, p.22.
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(KHR) , Human Rights Watch/Africa, the ©National Elections

Monitoring Group, the Commonwealth Observer Group and the Robert
F. Kennedy Memorial Centre. Any attempts by individuals or human
rights groups to lobby for the rights of the displaced were
frustrated or obstructed by the government

To summarize, responses to the conflict reveal a strong
government involvement in the conflict, even though its exact
nature is not clearly evident. Although the opposition and
various groups in civil society were highly critical of the
conflict, and conducted investigations that corroborated reports
of government complicity, some of the rhetoric, especially that
of the opposition and a section of the independent press,
indicates that they too fell prey to the same ethnic sentiments
and biases they blamed the KANU government for. The conflict
thus heightened ethnic hostility and facilitated the
interpretation of literally everything in ethnic terms. As a
political strategy, the Qiolence interfered with the electoral
process by preventing those over 18 (from the targetted ethnic
groups) from obtaining national identity cards which are a
requirement for voter registration, registering to vote, or even

returning to vote where they had registered.

CONFLICT EARLY WARNING

Conflict early warning is the early identification of
conflict potential in individual societies, with the aim of
preventing an outbreak of violent conflict through various third
party interventions. It involves the identification of certain

actions of parties to the conflict that indicate a potential for
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violent conflict in % particular society. Early warning
indicators ae identified through an analysis of both the
background conditions that make a society prone to conflict and
the conjuctural factors that lead to the outbreak, escalation and
destructive management of conflict.?? The background
conditiong examined include structural factors (entitlements,
territory and social cleavage); psycho-cultural aspects (cultrual
identity, myths, memories and social cleavages); institutional

legitimacy and mobilisation; role of third parties (external

actors). From an analysis of the dynamics of a conflict certain
indicators can be i1dentified, for instance, eontlict
accelerators (events which fuel Thorizontal and vertical

escalation of conflicts); signal flares (statements and actions
of parties that warn of increasing confrontation); conflict
triggers (decisions or actions that undermine the stability and
constructive management of conflict). Their interaction reveals
the conflict-proneness of a society or the nature of an existing
cemflick . This section examines the background conditions to
the conflict in the Rift Valley and Western part of Kenya and
identifies indicators of the conflict proneness of this area.

The background conditions examined are democratisation and
institutional legitimacy; land ownership as a key structural
factor in a mainly rural area; psycho-cultural factor of ethnic

hostility.

*For an elaboration and discussion of early warning indicators see Janie
Leatherman and Raimo Vayrynen, "“Structure, Culture, and Territory: Three
sets of Early Warning Indicators,” Paper presented at the International
Studies Association (ISA)Convention, Chicago, 21-25 February, 1995.






