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Living with Ethnic Differencein Uganda
Reflections on Realities and Knowledge Gaps with Specific Referenceto Kibaale
District
Jimmy Spire Ssentongo

I ntroduction

Contemporary Uganda is embroiled in a number @friathnic challenges at varying degrees
of intensity and complexity. Kibaale presents aiausg case that is grounded in a complex
history of pre-colonial inter-ethnic rivalry; col@h ethnic manipulation; a colonial legacy of
strained ethnic relations; and contemporary trefdeassive immigration into the area with
attendant immigrant-phobia catalysed by memoridsraign domination and humiliation. In
2002, the ethnic tension in the area peaked wehothtright rejection by the Banyoro of an
‘outsider’ (immigrant) who had been elected to phest of District chairman. While the
Banyoro feel threatened by the rising number arfiience (political and economic) of
immigrants in their area, the immigrants are alssecure about their future in the area
without a political power base. Moreover, it isitheonstitutional right to stand for political
office as legitimate residents of the district.

The above situation raises nagging questions atheupossibility of pluralism in the area.
Within the painful memories (history) of the Bangon relation to domination by the ethnic
other (Baganda), do possibilities remain for livingethnic difference even when the ‘new
other’ becomes politically or/and economically u#htial? It raises a query on how the
different ethnic groups in the area feel and whaytmake out of the situation. This query is
further raised by the observation that the peoplilobaale have harmoniously co-existed at
some points of their history (1960s — 2000) whezytlvent to the same schools, churches,
markets and even intermarried (Schelnberger 200B)s paper particularly focuses on
explaining the realities of living with ethnic diifences that the Kibaale case presents and the
guestions raised by those realities. The questspegifically concern the possibilities of
pluralism in Kibaale and the conclusive suggesisothat these are best answered through a
study that focuses on the perceptions of the pethi@selves. This suggestion is grounded
on the researcher’s constructivist theoretical amktl by which social reality is viewed as
constructed by the people through whose agencyinmgand relations are formed.

The Context of Ethnic Difference and its Challenges

Humanity is grappling with many social issues teaem to have eluded solutions up to
today. One of these key problems facing contemg@aciety is that of co-existing with the
various forms of difference that characterise Rifference animates key conflicts of our
time. Claims about difference breathe life intotgral, ethnic, religious, and values conflict”
(Brigg 2008, p.6). As Sen (2006) observes, amoadk#y developments on account of which
such tensions and conflicts are becoming more pnoced today are the increased global and
national contacts and interactions, and in pawmicaktensive migrations, which have placed
diverse practices of different cultures next toheather.

The diversity from which tension emerges in différesocieties could certainly be
acknowledged as a permanent feature of all humaietses, manifested in different forms
and dynamics over time. According to An-na‘im (2R08is is what makes diversity a very
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important aspect for consideration in human retetjoespecially in view of how people
negotiate their differences for sustainable plsmaliAs An-na‘im notes, pluralism is “... an
ideology and system that accepts diversity as atip®svalue and facilitates constant
negotiations and adjustments among varieties déreéice without seeking or expecting to
terminate any or all of them permanently” (2008225%). The way and extent to which this
ideal is practically possible within a context ofic diversity with strained relations is the
main focus of this investigation.

Among the most notably sensitive differences in Alfiécan context is ethnicity which has
led to social tension and exclusion of some grdup® their full rights as citizens (Ratcliffe
2004). The 1994 genocide in Rwanda, where abouerdhtof the population was
exterminated, was largely a result of ethnic staifel suspicion between the Hutu and Tutsi
(Mamdani 2001; Rukooko 2002; Guest 2004). Accadio Guest, “ethnic or religious
differences have been the pretext for violenceuda®, Nigeria, South Africa, Zimbabwe,
Namibia, Liberia, Cote d’lvoire, Uganda, Somalidhigpia, Eritrea, both Congos — the list
goes on” (Guest 2004, p.110). One of the most teleege scale ethnic clashes in Africa
happened in Kenya in December 2007 where, aftputid presidential elections, forty eight
ethnic groups coalesced into pro-Kikdyand anti-Kikuyu alliances leading to the death of
about one thousand five hundred people (Collie920&/hat we should read into the various
cases of ethnic conflict is that when engagemet wthnic difference goes wrong, the
implications can be severe and, therefore, thatpsm is of much significance. However,
the many cases of ethnic conflict that featurénanAfrican story should not be interpreted to
indicate that ethnic diversity in itself is problatit and/or bound by necessity to result into
conflict. The relations that ensue in multi-etharcounters should be viewed as a function of
the nature of engagement between communities (Maysk005).

Living with Ethnic Difference in Uganda

To illustrate the significance of addressing quesiof living with ethnic difference in the
context of Uganda, let us now turn to the ethnind$cape in the country in general and then
Kibaale, the focus of the paper, in particular.

In its Vision 2025, where it commits itself to the task of carefulfjanaging ethnic diversity
in the country, the Uganda Government acknowlediyggsthough very beautiful in almost all
ways, “Uganda has been, regrettably, really roftem within in terms of ethnic conflicts”
(Republic of Uganda 1998, p.303). To substantibhie $trong statement, among others, it
highlights the following violent ethnic confrontatis in Uganda’s history:

The uprising of the Bamba and Bakonzo against taeddo and the Central
Government in 1962; the 1966 confrontation betwdenBaganda ethnic group
and the Central Government [in which the latteradepl the former’s king by
military force] which was deemed to be Northernifiolination]; the wanton and
brutal massacres of members of the Acholi and Latignic groups during the
Amin regime; the equally wanton and brutal retnbatby these latter groups
against ethnic groups from the West Nile regiondi-Aimin’s home region — after

! The Kikuyu are the biggest ethnic group in Kenjtthough the violent conflict was sparked by thepdited presidential
elections, the tension between the Kikuyu and sother Kenyan ethnic groups (such as the Luo) had beilding over
time.

2 With the theme ‘Prosperous people, harmoniousnatihd beautiful country’, Vision 2025 is the Gaveent of Uganda’s
strategic document that reflects the country’sdnistcore values and aspirations in terms of objestand goals.
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the fall of Idi Amin; the war in the Luwero Triarggland ... the ... civil war in the
north (Republic of Uganda 1998, p.303).

Though based on broader ideological reasons, thehatbrought Museveni into power in
1986 was to an extent perceived as a war of théh8mers against the Northerners who
were known by the derogatory term ‘Anyanya’. Themty-year Northern war that followed
Museveni’'s ascent to power also bore an ethnicttagsa response of the Northerners to
perceived deliberate marginalisation by the ‘SouteeGovernment’.

With over sixty five ethnic groups (Kabananukye dwlagala 2007), Uganda is one of the
African countries that are ethnically very diverstst of the people are Baritspeaking and
the majority of the population lives in the southtbe country. Bantu-speaking people
constitute about 70 per cent of Uganda’s populatwbiie Nilotic groups make up about 25
per cent. The Nilotics are mainly composed of theha@li, the Langi and the Alur ethnic
groups (about 15 per cent) from the north; andtés and Karamojong (about 10 per cent)
from the north eastern part of the country (Mwagilea2009). Of these, the Baganda in the
Buganda Kingdom are the largest, with 17 per cétti@country’s population.

The 2002 Uganda National Population and Housings@emeport (the most recent Census)
places other ethnic groups as follows: Banyank®8 fper cent), Basoga (8.6 per cent),
Bakiga (7.0 per cent), Iteso (6.6 per cent), LgBd2 per cent), Acholi (4.8 per cent), Bagisu
(4.7 per cent), Lugbara (4.3 per cent), and otlgarildans from smaller ethnic groups are put
at 30.7 per cent.

In Kibaale District, the Banyoro are the ‘indigesbethnic community. The 2002 Census
Report indicates that there are 24 main ‘tribdising in Kibaale. They are distributed as
indicated in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Distribution of Ethnic Groupsin Kibaale District - 2002

Tribe Banyoro| Bakiga Alur Bagungu Acholi Lugbara Bafunabjr Chope
Population | 193,555| 126,312 3,240 373 326 574 32,241 3,240
Tribe Baruli Bakhonzo| Batoro| Banyankore Banyarwanda Kebl Bagisu Langi
Population | 78 11,742 8,352 9,256 3,331 62 422 119
Tribe Iteso Lendu Baamba Basoga Bahororo Banyore Baganddagwere
Population | 192 85 2,261 637 634 223 4,475 252

Source: Republic of Uganda (2005)

The total population of immigrants (including wtiae Census categorises as ‘small tribes’)
is at 212,327 while the Banyoro are 193,555. Itdfoge indicates the immigrants to be more
than the natives, a phenomenon, as we shall sae Vetich also informs the tension in the
district. However, as shall be discussed laterntimaeric factor is but one among others.

3 The Bantu-speaking people are a group of people sgenk related languages and have relatively sirsitmial
characteristics. They occupy a large part of Zaire southern as well as eastern Africa and aretsdidve originated from
the Congo region of central Africa and spread rgpidithe Southern and eastern Africa. Today, mioa@ bne half of the
population of Uganda are Bantu-speaking (http:/wwgandatravelguide.com/bantu-people.html).

4 Although the word tribe is being abandoned toamgrithropological and sociological circles, largelye to its demeaning
colonial roots, in several parts of Africa, anddganda in particular, it has been sanitised arddillsvidely used to denote
‘ethnic group’ in a non-derogatory sense. Howefa@rthis paper to fit into the wider discourse dhrécity, the word tribe
is avoided except where cited from elsewhere.

3



BOOK CHAPTER from: Cross-Cultural Foundation of dda (2014)Managing Diversity:
Uganda’s Experienc&Kampala: Cross-Cultural Foundation of Uganda.

According to an ‘Inquiry into Bunyoro Issues Rep@Republic of Uganda 2006), the area
also accommodates 3,900 people from other smhakdrincluding: the Babukusu, Bagwe,
Bahehe, Bakenyi, Banyara, Basamia, Jopadhola, KyrBaitnny, Dodoth, Ethur, Teuso, Jie,
Jonam, Kakwa, Karimojong, Kuku, Madi, Mening, MvuaiNapore, Nubi, Nyangia, Pokot,
Tepeth, Vonoma, Babwisi, Banyabindi, Basongora,aBaenda, Batuku, and Batwa. The
report indicates that, as of 2002, Kibaale’s tpi@bulation was 405,882, with a high growth
rate of 5.2 compared to the national rate of 3mBthe next sub-section, the researcher
explains the genesis of the above demographic phenon and its implications to pluralism
in Kibaale District.

The Genesis of Ethnic Tension in Kibaale’s Context

Kibaale District, which is part of Bunyoro KingdSmocated in western Uganda, has been
one of the vivid hotspots of ethnic tension atgteet of the 2% century in Uganda. However,
as with most forms of socio-political organisatiand relations in Africa (Mamdani 2001,
Mamdani 2004), the roots of this tension can beetigback to colonial times, and this helps
us to both contextualise its complexity and medhilhg interrogate the possibilities of
pluralism in the light of all dimensions of the eas

In the 1890s, the British colonialists faced muelsistance in establishing their rule in
Bunyoro Kingdom. Hence, the former resorted toatmrating with the Buganda Kingdom
(who had pre-colonial rivalry with the Banyoro ovtrritory and might) to fight the
Banyoro. This move marked the defeat of Bunyoroatmls the end of the £9Century and,
in appreciation for the support from Buganda andfr strategic reasons, the British
‘donated’ a big and very culturally significant éteon of Bunyoro land (six counti®s- later

to be known as the ‘lost counties’) to Buganda Ehdherger 2005; Espeland 2006).
Kiwanuka (1968) contends that it was more for sfyat reasons than for appreciating
Buganda that the counties were annexed to ther.ldt® argues that, the British having
appreciated the administrative structure of Bugatitkey wanted to take advantage of it in
Bunyoro as well through indirect rule thereby he¢pto curb further resistance to their rule
and reducing administrative costs.

It should be observed that the territory carveanfiunyoro was geographically larger than
the original size of Buganda, too large to be igdoby Bunyoro. In humiliation of the
Banyoro, through the authority of the British cakers, Buganda effectively sent her chiefs
to administrate and embark on ‘Bugandanising’ Buoythrough entrenching Kigantia
language and culture and thereby deculturatingBéeyoro (Kihumuro 1994). By force of
law, Runyoro (the language of the Banyoro) was o#iffely banned from official
communication and all the Banyoro had to adopt Bdganames. Up to today many Banyoro
elders bear Baganda names. This psychological aatithplays into the dynamics of ethnic
relations with the effect of triggering sporadic ments of xenophobia in fear of being

® Bunyoro kingdom is one among many ‘kingdoms’ in UgmnThese kingdoms are constitutionally viewed wsural

institutions and are not allowed to participat@dtiitical affairs.

® The number of counties actually given by the BritistBuganda is still contested. Contrary to the papatcount of six
(or seven) counties, Kiwanuka (1968) and (Lwang@72Gargue that only two counties (Buyaga and Bugargaiere

extended to Buganda, the rest had already been emdjby Buganda. This study does not intend asgbars scope to
verify what the true account is, but what is impattto draw from this is that there was significéetritorial lost by
Bunyoro.

" Adjective in reference to something ‘of the Bagandiure’.
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dominated again. In some cases, it is simply usgdaamobilisation scapegoat by
opportunistic politicians to win favour on grounafsethnicity.

In 1964 (after independence from British rule ir62f as had been recommended by the
colonialists at their departure, a referendum welsl n two of the six ‘lost counties’ —
Buyaga and Bugangaizi - that had been given to Bdgand the vote was in favour of
returning the territories to Bunyoro. Consequenfghelnberger (2005) reports that the
Baganda chiefs and their agents were chased fromydda with spears and machetes. But
they left without giving up their legal ownershiptbe land and kept their official land titles
for over 2,995 square miles (Republic of Uganda620These owners are locally known as
‘absentee landlords’. This situation left the Bamyeffectively as squatters in their native
land, who had to pay feudal dues to the absentgarigk landlords. This caused bitterness
fueling negative memories of domination.

Even though a Land Fund was established by fordbeot.and Act (1998) to, among other
functions, buy out the absentee landlords fromatiea, much land still remains in the latter’s
hands. Its implementation is complicated by theumegnent of the same Act that “... any
compulsory acquisition of land for purposes of iempénting ... shall be at a fair market
valuation assessed on a willing seller willing bupasis”. Some absentee landlords are not
willing to sell their land.

In addition to this historic presence of the Bagaatd the Banyoro people in the area, a
number of other ethnic groups have been settlingiliale over time. Most of these settlers
are from western Uganda (mainly the Bakiga). Soraeehsettled through official state
resettlement schemes. Republic of Uganda (2006¢&tes that about 300 Bakiga families
were resettled in Ruteete — Kagadi in 1965 by thee@ment under an arrangement initiated
by Kigezi leaders in consultation with the OmukaofidBunyoro (Sir Tito Winyi). Another
official resettlement scheme was the Bugangaiztttiesnent scheme of 3,600 families in
Nalweyo — Kisiita in 1993. The resettled group wa®akiga who were previously evicted
from Mpokya Forest Reserve.

Due to the above resettlement schemes and otherdathe largest population of the Bakiga
(126,312) in Bunyoro Kingdom is found in Kibaalesbict (Republic of Uganda 2006, p.38).
The resettlements, together with other voluntargrations into the area, effectively tipped
the demographic figures with the migrants out-nunmigethe indigenous group. This in itself
may not have sparked off tension between the Bangod the migrants but, as shall be later
explained here, it fostered the ‘ethnicisation’ Mfcal politics amidst a numerical
disadvantage on the side of the Banyoro and sedciee for conflict.

In observation of these series of resettlementssMhbende Banyoro Committee, an ethnic
pressure group formed in 1918 to ‘fight’ for Bangaights, feels that, by resettling groups of
people there, Government has turned their regitm ‘i@ dumping ground of refugees and
migrants” (Mubende Banyoro Committee Memorandum BQM- 2005, in Republic of
Uganda 2006, p.213). It can be read from MBC’s Meandum that this feeling is not helped
by the claim that the Banyoro did not consent e@wovernment’'s resettlement schemes.

Some of these new settlers were invited by thevadBanyoro and were given land along
forests in order to shield the Banyoro’s garderairegj vermin and wild animals (Nsamba-
Gayiiya 2003). Some were given land by local chiefdoken payments while others bought
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it from the native Banyoro. Many more people havgrated to the area in search for land
or/and following their relatives. Bunyoro has besertonvenient place for resettling other
Ugandans who were overpopulated in their arease¢eapy Kabale and Kisoro districts)
because the war between the British governmentrenkingdom from 1893 to 1899 and the
diseases that broke out thereafter left the aréa wiitually no population (Kihumuro 1994;
Republic of Uganda 2006).

Initially, the settlers were quite well receivedtime then sparsely populated area and they
mainly served as labourers for the indigenous BemyBut with the increase in numbers of
settlers, financial strength, and the attendantlomatat competition for resources and power,
inter-ethnic conflicts started to emerge in the aval the 21st century (Green 2006). It
should be noted that the migrants are not mere deamyp residents. They are permanent
resident citizens and, as such, have clear stakémipolitical process. This complicates the
ensuing ethnic bargains through ethno-political petition.

Large-scale open violence took place between Feparad May 2002 when a Mukiga was
elected as the District ChairnfariThe sitting Munyoro refused to hand over power to
someone they considered to be a ‘foreigner’ anshels ensued between Banyoro and settlers
in some places. The Banyoro started to claim baoll from non-Banyoro. Violence again
emerged in April 2003 when news spread that lared belonged to Bakiga was being
allocated to the Banyoro by the District Land BodEs$peland 2007). The violence that
followed left three people dead, several othersireg, huts burnt, and livestock killed
(Schelnberger 2005). In 2005, Schelnberger obsetivatdthe situation was calm but the
conflict remained at a stage of high intensity vehér could easily break out into open
violence again.

With a tendency of peaking during elections, thesi@n remains up to today. In the analysis
of the Inquiry into Bunyoro Issues Committee, “tBanyoro think that they are being re-
colonised while the other tribes think that theinsval in the region will be guaranteed only
if they are in charge” (2006, p.45). Such feelisgem to put the two sides on oppositional
directions. To further complicate the case, somesithe Government’s intervention has only
served to aggravate the tension. This is parthabse it is viewed in terms of the side it
would be taking in the Banyoro Bafuruki polar equation. After th&ufuruki (immigrant)
LC5 Chairman had been forced to step down for aptomise replacement in 2002,
Government felt that there was a need to come dip avpolicy to prevent such a scenario
from re-occurring. In a letter tittleGuidance on the Banyoro/Bafuruki Quest{@aly 2009),
the Presidefit- suggestively justifying the Banyoro’s rejectioh non-indigenous leaders -
asks:

i) If the Bafuruki dominate political space in taeea to which they migrated, where
do the indigenous people of the area find anotb&tigal space?

i) If the Bafuruki were more nationalistic, why wld they not find some persons
among the indigenous people and vote for them?

iii) Can some people from indigenous groups sudalbgscompete, politically in
the areas of origin of the Bafuruki? If not, isstimot an unequal relationship?

8 This is the highest position at District level hiit Uganda’s decentralised framework. It is alsferred to as Local
Council Five (LC 5) as the highest of the five logalvernment councils. LC 4 is the County, LC 3 the-8otnty, LC 2 the
Parish while LC 1 is the village.

° Yoweri Kaguta Museveni
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iv) Suppose we were to infuse 100,000 Bafuruki iAtholi or Karamoja [other

Ugandan ethnic communities], what would be the trea2 If the Acholis and

Karamajongs were to react violently, would it mehat they are not Ugandan
enough or would it be that the policy was wrong?

In an apparent condemnation of the migration ofBhkiga [the dominant immigrant group]
into Kibaale, ‘an already enfeebled population floé indigenous Banyoro] on account of
history’, he argued that “horizontal rural migratiby peasants after they have exhausted land
in one area is not a progressive way of creatingmnal integration. The more correct way is
vertical migration, from the farm to the factor¥®n account of the above contentions, as one
of the possible solutions, the President proposeétDayear affirmative action:

1. Ring-fencing the LC V positions in the whole Blinyoro region for the
indigenous people; and also ring-fencing the sulltyleadership except for the
sub-counties around the Kisiita and Luteete arénesrpsettlement schemes].

2. Ring-fencing the positions of Members of Parkautnin the whole of Bunyoro
region for the indigenous people, except for thecsd constituencies created
around Lutete [sic] and Kisiita resettlement scheme

The President’s suggestion was considerably labge¢tie Banyoro. In a response written by
Ford Mirima (September 3, 2009) on behalf of theygmo elders, they said:

The Banyoro, understandably, fully support the iplesgt’s position. They say that
they have been victims of colonial suppressiondenerations, a marginalized
minority, purposely kept backward to satisfy coliisits policies, which polices
[sic, policies] were unfortunately inherited by e@pendent Uganda successive
Governments even after the country attained inddgrere. ... Banyoro’s prayer is
that these proposals reach cabinet, then go t@peaht and are given the force of
law so that they can be implemented.

However, some Banyoro, represented by the LC 5r@aa of Masindi District (also within
Bunyoro), felt that the suggested affirmative attwas an insufficient concession. Instead,
they suggested that: "For anybody to contest fgrlaadership position from Parish level to
Member of Parliament, that person's paternal grarep should have lived in Bunyoro by
1926" (Gyezaho 2009. This requirement would certainly disqualify mo$the Bafuruki

On the other hand, the President’s suggestion wetsaith resistance and contempt from a
wide section of the non-Banyoro within and outdBleyoro. At the center of the reactions
was a fundamental concern that such a measurensassistent with the procedural rules
that constitute democracy. Commenting on the Peesil proposal in thébu Mayanja
Memorial Lecture — August 7, 200@amdani felt that in such a suggestion:

The real shift is in the definition of citizenshidationalists defined citizenship as
Ugandan, regardless of origin; Amin defined it éack Ugandan. But, today, it is
proposed that the core rights of citizenship -rtgbt to political representation - be
defined on a tribal basis. The NRMis the first government in the history of
independent Uganda to propose a dilution of natiomiaenship in favor of a tribal

10 http://allafrica.com/stories/200909180968.hwigwed on August 252011
11 National Resistance Movement, which is the ruliagy
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citizenship. My argument is that if we adopt thisgmsal, we shall be returning to
an arrangement resembling colonial téle

In re-emphasis of his thesis of contemporary Afrigalitics as more of a colonial legacy,
Mamdani interprets the President’s proposal asuth&l reference to the colonial book in
‘times of crisis’. Mamdani’'s view should be appweged from the implication of the
President’s suggestion that indigenous groups atélegl to a wider set of rights than
legitimate migrant groups/ individuals. Such a vigaes contrary to a fundamental tenet of
the Ugandan constitutional provision that “... @drsons are equal before and under the law
in all spheres of political, economic, social andtural life and in every other respect and
shall enjoy equal protection of the law” (Sectidn Art. 1).

On the other hand, the President’s suggestion doghe assessed as well from the angle of a
response to ethnic bargains based on historicayinaization despite ‘indigenousness’.
Viewed as an affirmative action, if it is indeeddrthat the Banyoro are marginalised, the
President’s suggestion passes as just/ fair imeed&l sense. But this needs to be handled
delicately to avoid giving the impression that tgfand privileges are extended to some
sections of society by the state on the basishofiety.

In another move to resolve the tension, in 2010 Rinesident passed a directive to the
Attorney General and Minister of Local Governmenb tcreate two new
counties/constituencies. He said, “we need to &lifyaga with a new constituency centred
around the former Lutete [Ruteete] refugee camgater for the Bafuruki, and also to split
Bugangaizi, to create a county/constituency ardgisdta [resettlement scheme] to cater for
the Bafuruki there” (Lumu 2010). Though the moveswajected by Bunyoro Kingdom, it
was ultimately implemented. The idea seems to Hmeen to ensure that each group gets
representation of their own at parliamentary arfiteofocal government levéfs Whether
this can help in bringing about short and long tér@nmony remains a lingering question.
The 2011 elections were generally peaceful, buttheic calculations were not completely
out of the picture. There were strategic alliamme®thnic lines and, in some cases, deliberate
moves to share out constituency representatioriliament by ethnicity. The sustainability
of such an arrangement is debatable.

Still in a bid to sort out Bunyoro’s issues andliaplay of their significance, in 2011 a fully
fledged Ministry for Bunyoro Affairs was createché minister appointed to head the above
ministry (Saleh Kamba) was neither from the area amdMunyoro. In response to this
development, the Prime Minister of Bunyoro Kingd¢viabeezi Kiiza) said: “We thank the
President for creating a ministry for us but thea@ptment of a minister who is not a
Munyoro is a big concern for us. We have severapfgefrom Bunyoro who qualify to head
it [the ministry]*. Eventually a Munyoro was appointed Minister io\Wember 2012.

Even in appreciation of the Banyoro’s history ofrgiaalisation, the above response to the
appointment of a non-Munyoro minister for Bunyortiadts together with the rejection of a
non-Munyoro LC5 Chairman in Kibaale in 2002 seemamt to a nativist feeling among the
Banyoro that issues of Bunyoro ought to be, fired foremost, their business to determine.

12 http://abumayanja.org/news.php?prog_id¥i&wed on August 25, 2011.

13 The creation of a constituency goes with the @eatf other sub-units thereunder such as LC I#adership of these is
also through elections.

14 http://mobile.monitor.co.ug/News/-/691252/1172186tmat/xhtml/-/mg7veb/-/index.htmfiewd on August 112011
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But this is contested by some non-Banyoro andsegquestions on its implications to wider
society if, after official endorsement, it spilisto other areas in Uganda such as Karamoja
and Luwero which have special ministries on theugdbof affirmative action. Should they
also ask for ministers from their areas? That copllsy against the spirit of national
integration. It was also particularly curious tishbrtly after the President’s letter proposing
ring-fencing was published, the Buganda Kingdomoamced that they were planning to
count all their people and their origiisMore importantly, the contestations also raise
guestions over the possibilities of co-existencélahthe ethnic differences in Kibaale.

An earlier study in the Pluralism Knowledge Prognaenin Kibaale (ND) indicates that the
Banyoro are not happy with what they call the aarage of the Bakiga and their refusal to
adopt Banyoro culture, respect their king (Omukama] learn their language (Runyoro).
MBC also claimed that “due to arrogance the setth@ve failed to be assimilated or learn the
ways of the people who hosted them” (Republic ofatitp 2006, p.192). It is not well-
received among a wide section of the Banyoro thatirber of Bakiga still practice their
culture and speak their languages and that theg baen renamed some of the places in
Kibaale giving them Rukidd names.

On the other hand, in an open memo to the presiftent 36 ‘Leaders from the Non-
Banyoro Community living in Kibaale District’, thegrgued that “We believe that non-
Banyoro living in Bunyoro do not have to deny theulture and identity in order to be
considered respectful. We also believe that redpe®ne community’s culture cannot be a
one way street”The Observerl0 August 2009). In the same communiqué, the imemigr
also felt that it is their constitutional right stand for any electoral position in the area,
practice their culture, and legally settle wherytiwvish.

These sentiments and line of events highlighted@lserve to demonstrate the complexity of
the current ethnic sensitivity of Kibaale and ¢aflinquiry into the possibility of pluralism in
the area through people’s own perceptions. As thmve account indicates, Kibaale was
specifically selected on account of the fact thdtas been one of the predominant spots of
ethnic tension/conflict in contemporary Uganda @asapd 2007 and Nkurunziza 2011).
Boulding’s classical definition of conflict as “&rgggle over values, claims to scarce status,
power and resources” (cited in Jeong 2008) is jleaxemplified by the Kibaale case. It
further becomes a case for academic interest dués toomplexity and entanglement in
ethnic, historic, economic, cultural and polititattors.

One would say that what we see here is a failuraciomowledge and negotiate difference.
However, as argued by An-na‘im (2008), such faildoes not have to be final or conclusive.
“Since every failure holds a new possibility of sess in the future, the question should
always be what people can do to achieve the tremsfiton of the permanent realities of
difference into sustainable pluralism” (An-na‘imQ8) p.225). This is also in consideration
of a very important observation that the peopl&Kiaale have co-existed peacefully from
the 1960s to 2000. “Together they built communityictures such as health centres, they
sent their children to the same schools, worshipgiethe same churches and they also
intermarried” (Schelnberger 2005, p.30). Schelgées observation points to the possibility
that the people of Kibaale could be having imagomest - based on their past and present

15 See Gyezaho and Mwanje (05 August 2009). ‘Bafunitdback at President Museveni, Mengo to issuettDall
Baganda’ Fronfttp://www.mail-archive.com/ugandanet@kym.net/m&iZBhtmlViewed on 13th march 2012.
18 Rukiga is the language for the Bakiga.
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experiences — on how ethnic pluralism could be &@nagain in their community. The
rationale for a focus on people’s own perceptianghe Kibaale complexity is explained
further in the theoretical perspectives on whidk gaper and its suggestions are grounded.

Primordialism and Constructivism as Theoretical Per spectives on Ethnic Conflict

The two most dominant theoretical frameworks whmbcial scientists have used to
understand and explain the existence and dynamicand between ethnic groups are
primordialism and constructivism (Hale 2008). Tluaper is largely inclined towards a
constructivist approach but, there are aspectsiofgpdial theory which will be brought into
consideration. As such, the conceptual frames ti boeories will be explored. A synthetic
outlook is adopted where, through a critique ofheafcthe two theoretical lenses, a synthesis
is developed which deems to offer a stronger adcofihow and why some ethnic conflicts
persist and the circumstances under which pluraismade possible in a multi-ethnic
context.

Primordialism

The key argument of the primordialists (Shils 196&ertz 1963; Huntington 1996) is that
ethnic conflicts are renewals of age old antagosiand hatreds.

Primordial conceptions of ethnicity focus on shagedlities such as a common language, a
collective name, a common myth of descent, a shaistdry and allegedly inherited physical
or/and behavioural characteristics common to mesbgthe group (Narrol cited in Poluha
1998). These are considered to be ‘givens’. Inlthes Geertz specifically defines primordial
attachment as:

One that stems from the ‘givens’ of existence orangrecisely, as culture is
inevitably involved in such matters, the assumeckg of social existence;
immediate contiguity and live connection mainly, t bobeyond them the
givenness that stems from being born into a pdatcteligious community,
speaking a particular language, or even a dialket language, and following
particular social practices. These continuitieblobd, speech, custom and so on
are seen to have an ineffable, and at times ovexpogvcoerciveness in and of
themselves. One is bound to one’s kinsman, oneighbeur, one’s fellow
believer ipso factoas the result not merely of personal attractiomtidal
necessity, common interest or incurred moral obibga but at least in great part
by virtue of some unaccountable absolute imporibatted to the very tie itself
(cited in Rex 2002, p.90)

Accordingly, most primordialists think “ethnic conumities are persistent, resilient, robust,
and capable of eliciting deep loyalty, intense ctaent and strong motivation, and, in
consequence, are particularly resistant to chan@drowitz cited in Coetzee 2009).
Contemporary ethnic conflicts are thus viewed &srénewal of age old antagonisms (Roe
2005) — ones that antedate the formation of naiates.

This theory could partially serve to analyse ethoanflict and exclusion in Uganda

especially in relation to emotional ethnic ties atiégiance to perceived common ancestry,
which exists among most ethnic groups in Ugandaodgnthe Baganda, for example, one
way of expressing one’s Baganda identity is bytimegiancestry (a list of ancestors). It is also

10



BOOK CHAPTER from: Cross-Cultural Foundation of dda (2014)Managing Diversity:
Uganda’s Experienc&Kampala: Cross-Cultural Foundation of Uganda.

used as a means of identifying (and sometimes @xay non-Baganda. And, in emphasis of
common ancestry, the Baganda also identify themselsbazzukulu ba Kintugrand
children of Kintu — the mythical first Muganda). should however be noted that, just as
many other ethnic groups in Uganda, the Bagandapghas over time assimilated several
other peoples into its fold yet they are also idiett as Baganda. Therefore, at best, the
primordial explanation of ethnicity by common arcgss largely mythical. It is mainly for
this reason that such ancestral accounts ofterrambat the known biological and social
history of an ethnic community. We would ratherusadhat the boundary of ethnicity tends
to shift, narrowing or broadening in accordancehwihe specific needs of political
mobilisation at different times. It is for this s that descent as an ethnic marker is often
selectively cited or may matter on some occasiokdssametimes not.

In his famous bookThe Clash of Civilisation§1993), Huntington views different ethnic and

religious groups as civilisations defined by thmittural differences. He identifies differences
in language, ethnicity, family, nation, religiogmamon traditions and history, which he says
are “not only real; they are basic” (p.22). Cortflmetween different civilisations is thus

mainly based on cultural differences, which he aers less mutable and therefore less
easily compromised and resolved than political asdnomic ones. In prediction of the

‘return of traditional rivalries’, he argues thaw waves of conflict across the globe in the
21% century will be a direct result of competing ethitlentities.

Without considering the arguably influential factayf economic competition and political
manipulation often entangled within ethnic tensidie argues that the differences of
language, ethnicity, culture, and history do noteheexacerbate conflict, they are the cause.
He predicts that with the world becoming a smaldace, increased interaction, will
“intensify civilization consciousness” and enhamggeup “awareness of differences between
civilizations and commonalities within civilizatieri The civilisation consciousness in turn
invigorates differences and animosities stretchirg thought to stretch - back deep into
history.

Casting doubt on Huntington’s primordial analys&ge remarks that “while Huntington’s
thesis seeks to propound a systematic explanatiorviblence and war, his conclusions
appear every bit as deterministic as those whofg@rancient hatred explanations” (2005,
p.27). And its weakness precisely lies in its deieistic reductionism in explanation of
conflicts, some of which may not be rooted in hig® of hatred. Reinforcing Roe’s
criticism, Sen adds that within Huntington’s detamsm:

Modern conflicts, which cannot be adequately arslysvithout going into
contemporary events and machinations, are thenpneted as ancient feuds
which allegedly place today’s players in preorddin®les in an allegedly
ancestral play. As a result, the ‘civilisationgbpsoach to contemporary conflicts
(in grander or lesser versions) serves as a majellactual barrier to focusing
more fully on prevailing politics and to investigag the processes and dynamics
of contemporary incitements to violence (2006, p.43

Moreover, to add to Roe and Sen’s critique, asl dielseen later, whereas the history of
ethnic relations in Kibaale, for example, playke in contemporary tension in the area, that
may not lead us to the reductionist conclusion éhtexates it at the expense of contemporary
political manoeuvres/manipulations and other rai¢explanations.
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In The Clash within CivilisationsSenghaas further criticises Huntington’s thesidaisg
essentialistic. “... he [Huntington] regards cidltions as not adaptable and changeable over
centuries. Deep down, they remain constant, ang tdred to process external influences so
as to guarantee continuity” (2002, p.73). Moreowueihis monistic identification of cultures
as singular civilisations, Huntington ignores tHarality of identities ‘within’ (Sen 2006)
and, by extension, the clashes within. He igndneseitent of the internal diversittésvithin

his civilisational categories and the interactiopafosity of the civilisational borders that he
presents as though they were rigid boxes frozeimie.

Senghaas argues that “holistic statements have heen analytically useful and cannot be
justified today in the face of growing cultural ¢loects within civilisations” (p.74). In the
same line of critique, in her study entitlétde Clash Within: Democracy, Religious Violence
and India’s FutureNussbaum argues that “thinking in terms of a ‘claéltivilisations’ ...
leads us to ignore both the heterogeneity of abivkm civilisations and the inter-penetration
and mutual influence among cultures that is a da¢tuman history” (2007, p.7). We should
not ignore both ‘internal diversity’ and ‘culturabrrowing’.

On the whole, primordialist theories would not adkgigly explain the non-historical aspects
of Uganda’s ethnic rivalries. For example, primaldim does not account for the ethnic
conflicts in Uganda that originate from politicabmpulation of the ‘ethnic card’ (Kigongo
1995; Muhereza and Otim 1998; Storey 2002; Mam#@@#; Nsamba et al. 2007). This is in
reference to ethnic conflicts that are fuelled ljitcians as they pit ethnic groups against
each other for political scores. Guest observes tha

Most of Africa’s ethnic strife has its roots in thenipulation of tribal loyalties by
the colonial authorities [and some post-independédkfacan leaders]. And most of
today’s conflicts owe their persistence to modeotfitigs, not primordial passions
(2004, p.111).

Citing the example of Rwanda’s 1994 genocide, Gaegtes that a primordial ‘ancient
hatreds’ explanation of the violence cannot sufflzest as Mamdani (2001), he admits that it
is true that the Hutus always hated the Tutsisvécglversa but that:

Hutus and Tutsis have only thrown themselves ah @gleer’'s throats since their
political leaders started urging them to. The gamevas carefully planned by a
small clique of criminals, to maintain their grip power. They were not forced to
carry it out by passions beyond their control, grthe irresistible tide of history
(pp- 112-113).

The history of the Hutu-Tutsi relations, especiatiythe light of colonial favouritism for the
Tutsi (Mamdani 2001), was of course connected ¢oginocide but not a sufficient reason
for it. Besides, even history is constructed thioagcio-political dynamics, not a ‘given’.

Primordialism also fails to explain the conflictsnerging from perceived and actual
discrimination, especially in the distribution obwer and other resources (Smith 1994).

17 Sen (2006) highlights divisions between the ridld ghe poor, between members of different classesaacupations,
between people of different politics (political ibéftion), and between language groups. Divisiohsetigion, gender, and
age group could be added to Sen'’s list.
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Moreover, as remarked by Okuku (2002), primordahaeptions look at ethnicity from a
static and negative stance with a tacit suggeshanethnic rivalries can never be addressed,
as though ethnic pluralism is an impossibility. Bthnicity is never static since new forms or
characteristics are perpetually created because¢ iwltmnsidered to be significant changes
over time (Bacova 1998, Paloha 1998, and Gunarat?@@3). “This flexibility makes it
possible for members of ethnic groups to commuaigheir ethnicity in different ways”
(Poluha 1998, p.33). In Gunaratman’s view, ethpiigtnot an objective, stable, homogenous
category but is produced and animated by changiaomplicated and uneven interactions
between social processes and individual experiaachall be explained by the constructivist
theory.

More importantly for this paper, an exclusive prindialist account also fails to explain why
there are long periods of peaceful coexistenceftd@rdnt ethnic groups such as in Kibaale,
or why these waves of ethnic consciousness andoteriake place at particular times
(Coetzee 2009). It also fails to explain why ethgioups seemingly appear, disappear, and
sometimes re-appear throughout history. A congtrgtutlook critically addresses some of
primordialism’s presuppositions.

Constructivism

Constructivists emphasise that, just like ethnicityelf, ethnic conflicts are socially
constructed through the agency of those competingdsitions of advantage in the modern
state (Mamdani 2004). The competition could bejdbis, political positions, and economic
interests. As such, it is the competitive threagsl(or imagined) that bring people together
(Weber 1922, Barth 1969, Smith 1994 and Coetze8)2M0 the social constructivist thesis,
it is the level of threat from the ‘out-group/s’canature of political mobilisation that will
determine the emergence or non-emergence of itiiareeconflict.

One of the explanations central to the construsttithe of analysis is theational choice
theory® according to which, people calculate the costskmemkfits of any action (including
ethnic attachment) before engaging in it (Scott@®Yittain 2006). It is these calculations
that determine/ construct the shape and direchiandthnicity takes.

Scholars such as Epstein (1958) and Gluckman (19&@d that in some situations, such as
in labour relations, appeals to class solidarityno@te appeals to ethnic identity; in other
settings, such as during elections, appeals toicetimberests dominate those to class
solidarity. These findings were later confirmed studies by Wolpe (1970) and Melson

(1971) and gave rise to the notion of ‘situatioselection’. This notion implies the idea that

ethnicity is invoked according to circumstancesisitcontext-related (Forster et al. 2000).
They provided a point of entry for rational choiteory to approach the study of cultural

politics.

Rational choice theories hold that individuals masticipate the outcomes of alternative
courses of action and calculate that which willblest for them. Rational individuals choose
the alternative that is likely to give them the aest satisfaction (Coleman 1973; Heath
1976: 3; Carling 1992: 27). As such, “a particudat of preferences within a fixed array of
possible choices shapes the expectations of aatmyat the outcome in a search for the
greatest benefits” (Jeong 2008, pp.66-67). In Hémpeew, “individuals will consciously

self-identify on the basis of ethnicity when ethmembership to one or another group is

18 To be explored later.
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perceived to be instrumental in accessing valuestigjp(cited in Coetzee 2009). Choices of
ethnic affiliation are based on rational awareneescloseness, but the need for protection of
common (and sometimes selfish) interests.

As such, it is the competitive threat that bringegle together. Such threats could be real or
imagined/perceived. In some cases, “it is not #adity of competition that counts; it is a
perception that the out-group wishes to increasshtre of valued resources and statuses at
the expense of the in-group” (Bobo and Hatchingsddn Sniderman and Hagendoorn 2007,
p.80). The competition around which calculations arade could be about jobs, political
positions, and economic interests. It is importaribok out for and examine these dynamics
in the context of Kibaale, especially because theran indication that the tension rotates
around political positions, socio-economic statug] land.

The individual understands the community as arruns¢ént for achieving his goals. These
bonds of an individual to a community are charamter as cool-headed, formal, intentional,
purposeful, requiring conscious loyalty and fornmedthe basis of choice, but also as vague,
temporary, intermittent and routine (Bacova 19983p

Thus, with regard to ethnicity, ethnic identificatiwould be based on the perceived benefits
and costs. This manifests ethnicity as a resourde tmobilised, or an instrument to be used,
by particular groups and individuals in pursuittbé&ir political and economic ends (Smith
1994; Coetzee 2009). As in the social contract rihgto be seen later in this section),
members of an ethnic group tacitly consent to kgltunthe group in anticipation of some
benefit. These benefits are weighed against lifiside the group. In such an arrangement,
allegiance to an ethnic group is on condition thatreasons for belonging to the group are
respected. Short of that the membership loses mgamd some other sort of re-organisation
would have to be sought.

Through ‘situational selection’, people organiseittperceptions and choices depending on
how an issue is framed. Ethnic identities are moted but rather retained; supplemented
with new identities, such as that of a worker; andsome settings, activated (Posner 2004).
When class solidarity is valuable, ethnic differem@re set aside; when competing for the
spoils of office, they are re-affirmed. Viewed frdims perspective, ethnicity can be seen as a
choice or a strategy (Smith 1994), the instrumerdale of which varies with the situation.

In this situational context of ethnicity, it is irogiant to note the behaviour of leaders/elites
who seek to mobilise collective action or suppdws. Posner (2004) demonstrates, such
leaders tend to choose purposefully, assessingetatve advantages of ethnic mobilisation
against other means of recruiting political supp8uch Machiavelliali elites sometimes
manipulate otherwise peaceful, cooperative popriatinto ‘ethnic frenzies’ or less intense
forms of ethnic conflict when they have the desine the opportunity to do so (Hale 2008).
In such cases, as observed by Mamdani (2001) aedtG2004) in the case of the Rwanda
genocide, ethnic tension cannot be said to be dabgeethnic passions per se. Rather,
ethnicity is simply “a discourse that guilty elites/oke to obscure the real, venal causes of
violence that they incite” (Brass cited in Hale 80(.25). In studying ethnic tension
therefore, it is important to pay keen attentioth® role of elites in shaping ethnic relations,
especially in the political dynamics of the contbging studied.

19 For Machiavellians, the end justifies the meareius achieve it.
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Hale observes that the ‘elite manipulation’ argutmeegs some very important questions.
The first is:“If ethnicity has no inherent meaning for individeawhy do followers follow the
elites’ calls to ethnic battle?{p.25). To this he points out explanations thatehbeen put
forward by various scholars. Citing SnydeFPsom Voting to Violenc€2000), one of the
possible explanations he gives is that becauseseignd to control/dominate mass media,
they can very easily control how people think.sltaiso possible that, in the event of inter-
ethnic violence, the masses expect to benefit somelihis could be through opportunities
to loot, revenge on a neighbour who happens toirfalhe category of the enemy, exercise
greater power personally or/ and to reap materiglotitical benefits through massive ethnic
patronage networks led by the elite.

The second question isSince the ways people can be categorized are nagdihjte, why is

it that elites so often invoke ethnic themes a# tway of rallying or coordinating the
masses?(Ibid. p.27). Why would ethnicity be the ‘master narratiamidst several possible
others? This question suggests that there coutbivething emotive about ethnic identity or
that there could be some sort of utility that peogiérive from merely belonging to an ethnic
group. However, as argued by Mamdani (2001), tgeifstance of ethnicity is historically
constructed and, often, legally and institutionakyproduced as opposed to being instantly
available for manipulation. Hale is also not rightnsinuating that elites ‘more often’ invoke
ethnic themes as their way of rallying the mas¥és.note that the identity along which to
mobilise is often situationally selected. In Indiay example, it is more along the lines of
religion and caste (Nussbaum 2007), and in othetesdts it could be on economic class lines
— depending on the circumstances and what hashstamnically or at the moment shaped to
be the important social identity.

However, social constructivism through the rationhbice approach bears one important
weakness that this study is keen to isolate frencanstructivist foundation. It underrates the
role of the affective element in ethnic ties. Sopeople identify with and pay strong
allegiance to their ethnic groups even when thezena political or/and economic benefits in
sight. “Choice cannot be reduced summarily to masiirg utility, but may be influenced by
habit, custom, a sense of duty, emotional attachneget’ (Brittain 2006, p. 158). It can still
be argued that such disinterested ethnic attachimeotially constructed but not necessarily
around calculated interests.

In extension and reinforcement of the social camsivist theory, this study widely draws
from Shoup’s (2008}heory of conflict and cooperation in counterbaladcstateswvhich
more specifically engages with the concepts anatiogls that we focus omlthough his
explanation mainly attempts to explain inter-ethretations at state level, as we illustrate
here, we also find it instrumental in understandogl levels such as in Kibaale. We tailor
Shoup’s theory with Mamdani’'s analysis of post-owdd ethnic dynamics irCitizen and
Subject(2004) and inWhen Victims Become Kille(R001) where he explains ethnic conflict
in the context of the Rwandan genocide of 1994.

Shoup defines a counterbalanced society as oneewtme ethnic community demands

political priority on the basis of ethnic myths iofligenousness while another ethnic group

that is ‘not indigenous’ controls the majority dfeteconomic assets. Myths signify beliefs

held in common and often regurgitated as truismanidani 2001) by a large group of

people that can give action and events a partiom@aning. These would therefore also

include real historical events that have capaatgdnerate a particular effect on the practices
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and worldview of individuals. In the context of liale, the Banyoro would constitute the
indigenous category while the immigranBafurukj represent the economic group that have
strongly established themselves in business ardk.trBut this is not to claim that all
immigrants are expected to be in an economicalgnger position than all the Banyoro.
Rather, it is only to generically indicate the caraiive economic salience of the immigrants
as a group in relation to the Banyoro. This catisgtion forms the springboard for
operationally positioning the two groups but with@ssuming that there is uniformity of
perception, motivation and action within each of tiroups. The possibility of intra-group
diversity is acknowledged.

Shoup argues that the state of counterbalance tnarlopportunities for political extremists
and/or opportunists to exploit both the economig gatween the groups and, perhaps more
importantly, possible fears of ethnic dominatioronder to achieve their political objectives.
As argued by the rational choice theorists aboweh political exploitation nests serious risks
of ethnic conflict, even violence. But is politicadanipulation always bound to succeed in
clashing ethnic groups for political scores?

It is here hypothesised that ethnic conflict is ‘a. function of both the latent social
dissatisfaction necessary to influence individual®thnically mobilise and the institutional
incentives that are sufficient to allow ethnic extists to exploit such mobilisation” (Shoup
2008, p.15). Mobilisation along ethnic lines fingstile grounds in the presence of a shared
sense of anger or indignity brought about by défees in group status. In the tension that
might ensue, individual people rally behind theniity of the group whose interests they
identify with, hence increasing ethnic consciousng&oeters 2005). This reactive cohesion
within the group tends to be in direct relatiortie growing sense of animosity between the
groups in tension. However, as Mamdani (2001) agtlee connection between threats to
group interests/ constraints and conflict is nateaessary one. The choice people make in
response is rather mediated through how they utadhetsand explain these constraints and
the resources they can garner to change them.ti&isfore calls for a careful analysis in
approaching explanations for conflict based on cefitipn for resources. It is imperative to
examine the intricate circumstances and dynamicsmnpetition that determine the nature of
outcome in inter-group relations.

The indigenous group will most likely seek politicantrol as a way of maintaining both a
sense of group dignity and ethnic survival. Thigwven much more likely in a post-colonial
setting characterised by a colonial legacy of jiéiing indigeneity as a basis for rights and a
mode of citizenship that denies full citizenship residents it brands as ethnic strangers
(Mamdani 2001).Conflict is bound to result when such political toh sought by the
indigenous group is either put or perceived by ittteggenous community to be at risk of
being usurped by the immigrant group (‘ethnic gjeas’). More importantly, whatever the
threat, it does not have to be real or pressingtwesignificant is how it is perceived. Thus
we are reminded to pay special attention to peraept

The immigrants on the other hand are bound to gepkotect their property rights and other
entitlements from being violated by the indigengusup. To this effect, in the event of a
‘threat’ (real or imagined), they will also seek $olve their problems through political

mobilisation so as to acquire sufficient politicttength to address the threat. But this will
come with the effect of equipping the indigenousugr (or factions of them) with ‘evidence’

that their fears of being dominated are justifieal,aprobably, result into conflict. Soeters
(2005) predicts that under such a situation, grougling becomes stronger on either side
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implying an explicit antithesis between ‘us’ antiétn’, often with attendant stereotypes
being solidified and given more social significandeto-stereotypes (about a group as seen
by themselves) tend to put the group in a selfiegrpositive light while hetero-stereotypes
(about the other group) will contain negative cdations, even when the behaviour is the
same.

The foregoing theoretical explanations suggesinterd to make a keen interrogation of the
history of the ethnic relations in the context ab&ale. In this, there is a need: to understand
the dynamics that have both led to co-existencetarmmnflict over the past; the claims and
counter-claims in the narratives of both groupsg &éme different players and how their
agency shapes the ethnic relations. Since appawhdt mainly shapes the relations are the
perceptions of the people in the context and timsitrumentalisation, we suggest that any
meaningful study into ethnic relations should stdth accessing these as the building blocks
for further analysis.

One important question remains unexplained by th@/@ projections. That is, what then
determines inter-ethnic co-existence and cooperatibhe case of Kibaale indicates that
there are periods when the different groups haeaegfally co-existed (Schelnberger 2005).
What circumstances enable this phenomenon?

In some ways, both the indigenous and the immiggamiips need each other. Shoup argues
that this utilitarian consideration offers some mmal incentives for cooperation. The
indigenous group will make claims to political dovance which necessitate the immigrant
group to take a politically subordinate role buvéa free rein in the economy. In such a
setting, the immigrant group will count on proteatiof their property rights and a conducive
environment for prosperity. On their side, the getious group will realise a development
boost, increased tax revenues, and welfare bempebtiuced by a well-functioning economy.
For such relations to hold, there should be noatisren the picture which would equip and
send either side (especially their extremists) mtbilising along ethnic lines.However, the
above circumstances for cooperation seem very atelicespecially within a democratic
arrangement. The assumption that the immigrantmvall accept to stay out of politics once
they get assurance of their economic interestppar@ntly overstretched/ asking too much
and requiring more investigation. There is alsmaspbility that the indigenous group could
use its political position to marginalise the imnaigts despite the economic gains from them.
Nevertheless, in investigating the possibilities pturalism in Kibaale, the viability of the
arrangement suggested above needs to be inquieedtirs indicated above that immigrants
are already active in the politics of Kibaale ahattthis has resulted into bouts of tension and
violence. It thus seems relevant to study how immamg groups motivate their pursuit of
political positions. Is it simply out of an urge participate in the administration of the area
like others, or/and a move to counter perceivedanctal threats to their well-being as a
group? And, whatever the motivation, it is also aripnt to establish how the immigrants’
entry into politics is perceived by the indigenausup, the influence of such perceptions on
inter-ethnic relations, and, if in any way, how ti® groups are engaging with such realities
for co-existence.

Shoup idealises that, to reinforce and sustain e@tjon, there should be both state and non-
state mechanisms to prevent problems associatdd opportunism. Among the non-state
mechanisms, intergroup cooperation would be enlthrog the expectation/ correct
assumption that guilty parties will be punishedrbgmbers of their own ethnicity. Fearon
and Laitin (1996) refer to this as ‘in-group patigi. In such an arrangement, through their
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social networks, groups are supposed to monitor sarttion their own members. This
suggests that, to ascertain the spaces for ploraliswould also be essential to investigate
the presence or absence of in-group policing masires) the circumstances under which
they arise or not, and their effectiveness for xistence.

However, in-group policing must go together witleingroup engagement for conflict to be
avoided. Varshney argues that “... if communities @ganised only along intraethnic lines
and the interconnections with other communities \ag/ weak or even non-existent, then
ethnic violence is quite likely” (2001, p.363). Thehas to be inter-ethnic civic engagement
both in associational formsand everyday forms Associational forms include business
associations, religious clubs, NGOs, sports clatzgle unions, professional organisations,
and cadre-based political parties while everydagngoconsist of simple, routine interactions
of life such as families of different ethnic grouysiting each other, eating together, and
children being allowed to play together in the héigurhood.

Varshney views associational forms to be of greiattwence that everyday forms (although
the latter are often crucial for the emergence haf tormer), especially in facing up to
political manipulation of ethnicity. It makes it fgafor politicians to polarise ethnicity. Such
forms of organisation are vital in policing neighibboods, killing rumours, providing
information to local administration, and facilitagi communication between communities in
times of tension. We therefore find it necessarwal to study the role of civic life (in both
associational and everyday forms) in Kibaale inlitating inter-ethnic engagement for co-
existence. Civic life is investigated in the famitgligious, political, business, and education
spheres which are identified as the key aspedtsisocial life of the people of Kibaale.

At state level of conflict prevention, Shoup poatak that political institutions that insulate
the political authority of the indigenous group hatt fully alienating the economically
dominant group tend to produce more stable long utcomes than institutions that allow
the economically dominant group to ‘encroach’ oa plolitical sphere. This would indeed be
a difficult balance to strike, especially becausgoes counter to republican democratic ideals
on which Uganda’s system is based. In Shoup’s siggethere is an implication that the
rules of democracy are insufficient to enforce tfegms underlying inter-ethnic bargains.
Mamdani puts it even more categorically that “Iself, majority rule provides no guarantee
for [numerical] minorities that fear majority donaiton ... Majority rule can be turned into a
bedrock for the domination over fragile minorities — a democratic despotism ” (2001,
p.281). Shoup thus emphasises the need for affirenaiction policies for the indigenous
group to minimise the utility of ethnic manipulatidoy extremists. Such policies would
include: Expansion of higher education opportusjtianguage policies that favour the
language of the indigenous group, economic inceatihat promote economic ventures by
the indigenous group, openings for government gotzbstate economic enterprises.

Even though Uganda operates under a decentrabseduse, it would be very challenging to

grant differential citizenship rights to differegtoups in different areas of the country.
Whereas the above suggestions could be of signde#o pluralism, at face value they raise
guestions as to whether they may not spark othbealmmces/ injustices with the effect of
narrowing spaces for pluralism. The assumption thatnumerically dominant economic/

immigrant group will simply look on as the indigersogroup is given unconstitutional

favours seems to hope for too much. There is bdonde a feeling on the side of the
immigrant group that they are being discriminatgdiast, and this will most likely breed

tension and limit negotiation possibilities.

18



BOOK CHAPTER from: Cross-Cultural Foundation of dda (2014)Managing Diversity:
Uganda’s Experienc&Kampala: Cross-Cultural Foundation of Uganda.

The above explanations and assumptions providasaghitful starting point for interrogating
the dynamics of cooperation/pluralism and conflican ethnic context, especially in view of
the players, processes, and possibilities. Moreisgaly, some of these claims need to be
examined on the basis of empirical data from Kiedziktrict.

Conclusion

In this paper | have argued that Uganda is chaiaett by a complex ethnic landscape.
Taking the case of Kibaale District | have dematsti how the current ethnic relations
between the native Banyoro and immigrants frommplagts of Uganda are mediated through
Kibaale’s history of marginalisation by both thetBh and the Baganda and manipulation by
opportunists (especially politicians) from bothesdf the ‘ethnic divide’. | have also argued
that the tension in Kibaale is allowed to persigtGovernment’'s weak and sometimes ill-
thought out interventions.

However, the complexity is not meant to indicatat tto-existence is impossible in the area.
It is manifest that there have been periods of baraus living in Kibaale for over thirty
years. This observation provides the hope thataptm is possible despite the angularities
that may come with ethnic difference. Since it ig oontention that social realities are
constructed through people’s engagement with e#lodr,ol recommend that to understand
the possibilities of pluralism in Kibaale reseasttould be done starting from people’s own
perspectives as they are the meaning makersirtigertant to know what allowed them to
co-exist in the period of over thirty years so @asuhderstand what triggers the tension and
how it can be meaningfully addressed. We can goteyheir meaning and ideals but cannot
ignore them as the fundamental starting point fyagement.
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