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Introduction

In February and May of 2000, Nigeria witnessed one of worst outbreaks of violence in Kaduna since the 1967-1970 civil war.  The Kaduna metropolis did not have a reputation for frequent susceptibility to violent ethno-religious crises until the early months of 2000.
  Unlike most of its neighboring cities in Northern Nigeria, Kaduna has its peculiarities and unique dimensions.  “Against the exclusive nature of most old cities of Northern Nigeria, such as Zaria, Sokoto, and Kano, where ‘indigenous’ communities are separated from ‘settlers’ lasting inter-penetration across ethnic and religious lines is evident in Kaduna.”
  Despite this distinction, Kaduna shares similarities with other Northern cities on issues such as democratization and the Shariah debate.  On the latter issue, Laitin (1982) has argued that even with the explosive dynamics surrounding the Shariah debate in the late 1970s, the assembly discussion did not lead to violence or national gridlock.
  Laitin cites new coalitions and negotiating partners (Yoruba members) that helped defuse the constitutional debate surrounding Shariah.  Part of this paper will examine how those coalitions may have changed and whether the Shariah debate has been re-framed.  
This paper investigates the following central question:  What were the ethno-political forces in the late 1990s that created background conditions for the deadly Kaduna riots in 2000?  While there are many theories that may attempt to explain the outbreak of violence in Kaduna, the lack of empirical data on violence in Kaduna make generalizations difficult.  Instead of sketching causal sequences, this paper’s more modest endeavor is to construct a historical narrative that describes the ethno-political background of Kaduna before the riots of 2000.  This paper stresses the importance of an institutional framework in analyzing the Kaduna riots and examines four critical factors—the reconfiguration of political (state-level) coalitions, the rise of religious associations, the lack of institutional mediation and the role of the military in defining the ethno-political context in the city of Kaduna.  
Short synopsis of the 2000 Kaduna city riot
On Monday February 21st 2000, the Christian Association Nigeria (CAN) organized a protest against the Kaduna state House of Assemblies consideration for including Shariah into criminal law.  During the course of the protests, violence broke out between demonstrators and bystanders.  While reports indicate that both Muslims and Christians bear responsibility for the clash between demonstrators and bystanders, the conflict spread rapidly to all parts of the city of Kaduna
.  Violent clashes ensued between Muslims and Christians, and entire districts of the city were set on fire.  People were attacked by guns, machetes, swords bows, and arrows.  The city of Kaduna resembled a war zone and the fighting lasted for four days.  The table below outlines key indicators from the conflict.

Table 1:  Summary of key statistics from the Kaduna riots in February-May 2000.
	Riots in the city of Kaduna
	February-May 2000
	Additional details

	Number of deaths

	2000+
	The majority were killed during a four day span in February and a five day span in May 

	Number of injuries

	10,000
	Health infrastructure was unable to meet the emergency demands and had to turn people away from facilities.

	Properties destroyed
 
	1,900-2100
	Over 170 churches and mosques set on fire

	Number of people displaced

	60,000-65,000
	Includes people displaced within the city of Kaduna and surrounding areas.  Over 75% of those displaced were women and children.

	Number of vehicles burnt

	750-800
	

	City districts with intense conflict

	Rigasa, Tudun Wada, Sabon Tasha, Kakuri, Barnawa, Narayi, Hayin Banki, Badarawa, Unguwar Dosa, Abakpa, Kabala Doki, Malali, Unguwar Rimi, Kawo
	Includes districts in the northern and southern part of the city.


According to President Obajsanjo, the crisis was the worst he had seen since the Nigerian civil war.  He commented:

As I went round, and from the briefs of the Deputy Governor, I was speechless and I wondered, ‘how long had people been planning this?’ Was it pre-planned or was it the work of hoodlums who hijacked a peaceful demonstration?  But one thing is clear:  whatever religion we proclaimed, our leaders have failed
.  

The riots paralyzed one of Nigeria’s largest and most influential cities.  The social infrastructure of the city was overwhelmed as hospitals had to turn people away and communities took refuge in police and army barracks.  As the wave of violence slowly spread, ethno-religious tensions in the country escalated and remained at high levels.  
Historical Background of the city of Kaduna
The city of Kaduna, the capital of Kaduna State, is one of the largest cities in northern Nigeria
.  While the north of Nigeria is predominantly Muslim (Hausa/Fulani ethnic groups), the city of Kaduna and Kaduna State have a significant population of Christians.  According to some estimates, close to 40% of the population of the city of Kaduna may be made up of Christians
.  In addition to religious diversity, there are up to thirty ethnic groups based mostly in the south of the state, sometimes referred to as the South Kaduna minority ethnic groups.  
An important aspect of the city of Kaduna springs from its colonial origins.  Many cities in the north, such as Kano, Zaria and Katsina were major towns and the site of emirates in the pre-colonial period
.  In the nineteenth century, these urban conglomerations had populations between 25,000 and 100,000.  They functioned as important trading centers and had well-defined settlement patterns.  Unlike these established cities, Kaduna’s urban center was created by the colonial government.  Previously a small town during the pre-colonial era, Kaduna became the colonial capital of the Protectorate of Northern Nigeria
.  Colonial authorities invested in building major road and rail transport routes, along which the main markets developed.    

A historical examination of Kaduna State reveals that there have been ethnic tensions in the region since the colonial period.  In 1942, the Kaje ethnic group of Zangon Kataf district protested over perceived domination and discrimination by the Native Authority administration
.  Between 1946-1966, there were violent demonstrations by the Katafs and other related groups in Southern Zaria province over certain oppressive features of the emirate system, particularly the headship of the Fulani ruling families over predominantly non-Fulani districts
.  In the 1970s, the peoples of southern Kaduna mobilized over frustrations with the Emirate officials, who until the 1976 local government reform also dominated the system of native administration
.  Rotimi Suberu, a prominent Nigerian scholar, comments that these tensions can be attributed to the underdevelopment of southern Kaduna state which is marked by sparse population and their lack of viable internal sources of revenue
.    
In the 1980s, these tensions in the Kaduna state begin to mobilize distinct religious overtones and the additional dimension of a Muslim versus Christian dichotomy.   The escalation of political violence was witnessed in Kasuwar Magani (1980), Zangon Mataf (1984), Kafanchan (1987) and Zangon Mataf (1992).   While these conflicts mobilized religious sentiment in Kaduna State, besides the spillover of the Zangon Mataf conflict in 1992, city of Kaduna remained relatively insulated from violent ethno-religious crises.  Nigerian scholars attempt to partially explain this anomaly by pointing to the interethnic ties in Kaduna, local demographics and settlement patterns.  
Possible explanations for Ethno-communal violence in the city of Kaduna
Significant literature on ethnic conflict addresses the role of interethnic cooperation in mitigating ethno-communal violence.  Fearon and Laitin (1996) argue that interethnic cooperation may be sustained based on individual expectations of what might happen if they injure someone from another group
.  They cite the importance of information costs and social sanctioning in determining the possibility of escalating violence.  Varshney (2002) distinguishes between different types of interethnic networks—associational (business organizations, labor unions, volunteer associations etc,) and everyday forms of engagement (routine daily interactions)
.  While both forms of engagement can promote interethnic peace, associational forms of engagement provide a stronger mechanism to deal with ethnic tensions than everyday engagement
.  
Although further research needs to be done on the applicability of these theories to the city of Kaduna, there is partial evidence that there were everyday forms of engagement between Kaduna Muslims and Christians.  Compared to other cities in the North, Kaduna seems to have a unique spatial distribution with regard to ethnic groups.  “Kaduna [state] differs from other northern states in that although some areas are dominated by particular ethnic groups, these different groups have also lived side by side in the same areas for many years, especially in Kaduna town”
.   This is partly driven by the fact that Kaduna’s colonial legacy left settlement patterns relatively open to migration shifts.  Kaduna received a large number of immigrants relative to the indigenous population after the federal reorganization in 1976.  While other old cities in the North, such as Sokoto and Kano had large indigenous communities, Kaduna’s growth was spurred by urbanization in the late 1970’s.  A significant number of immigrants from other northern and middle-belt states moved to Kaduna as part of labor migration.  This process of urbanization included young laborers temporarily moving from rural villages and towns during the dry season and eventually permanently settling in Kaduna after finding work in the heavy manufacturing industry.   Over time, this large migration led to nearly indistinguishable lines between ‘settlers’ and ‘the smaller indigenous’ communities.  Also, considerable inter-marriage between the two communities fostered new kinship ties across ethnic and religious lines.  
These demographic developments may partially explain the ability of Kaduna to remain relatively insulated from violent ethno-religious crises since 1976. Yet, they fail to account for the factors that formed the background for the deadly riots in 2000.   While the presence of inter-ethnic ties may make it harder for violent ethnic clashes to spiral into mass killings, other factors must have played influential roles in framing the late 1990’s ethno-religious sentiment in Kaduna.   The most cited of these factors is the political controversy over Shariah courts and the attempt to introduce an Islamic legal system.  However, controversy associated with Shariah is not a new political development in Nigeria.  As David Laitin comments, Shariah has always been a contentious issue in Nigeria’s previous constitution making processes, starting in 1978-1979
.   Despite being a contentious issue in 1978, the Shariah debate did not lead to a mobilization of ethnic clashes, let alone the mass killings as witnessed in Kaduna.   If the Shariah controversy was crucial to forming the ethno-religious background of Kaduna in 2000, this central question must be addressed:  What made the controversy over Shariah in the late 1990s fundamentally different than the Shariah debates of 1978-1979?   To begin answering this question, I first outline the key aspects of Laitin’s argument regarding the peaceful resolution of the 1978 Shariah debate.  
The 1978 Shariah Debate

In “the Shari’ah Debate and the Origins of Nigeria’s Second Republic”, David Laitin argues that Shariah controversy in 1978 had necessary the elements of a potentially incendiary conflict.  Laitin comments that “this issue, not surprisingly, had all the ingredients associated with a symbolic crusade about which no party can compromise.  The politics of religion, where there is no room for flexibility, can rock a political system to its very foundations”
.  Laitin emphasizes that the Shariah controversy had the potential of exacerbating tensions between the north and south of Nigeria, where prejudices surrounded perceptions of greater socio-economic leverage (south) and bureaucratic political power (north).   The language around the Shariah debates elevated religious dialogue to new heights.  Laitin cites a prominent Christian scholar from the north, Rev. Wambutda, as reflecting the feelings of many non-Muslims when he criticizes “the religious fanatics in the Constituent Assembly who were engaged in a neo-jihad in disguise”
.  Likewise, an equally well-known scholar, I.A.B Balgun, defended the inclusion of Sharia appeals by arguing that “Christianity had influenced the thinking, mentality and belief of our constitution makers at present and in the past”
.  Balgun would conclude that “any guarantee of religious freedom to a Muslim will never have any degree of authenticity unless he is governed by the Shariah law”
.  Laitin asserts that “this language—‘neo-jihad’ versus ‘Christianization’—is the stuff for symbolic crusades which have led to blood-baths elsewhere in the world”
.  Nigerian observers made frequent comparisons to the religious violence Lebanon and Northern Ireland. The Shariah debate offered political entrepreneurs an ideal opportunity to mobilize individuals along religious lines.  

Despite these fears and the favorable conditions for ethno-religious violence, Laitin outlines how regional politics and coalitions helped defuse the Sharia controversy.  Laitin examines the role and positional stances of members of the constituent assembly (MCA).  In particular, Laitin documents the moderating role played by Yoruba members from the Kwara and West state delegations.  While many Kwara MCA’s had justification to perceive northern Hausa/Fulani (Muslim) rule as foreign and oppressive, they did not extend these views to join other Christian delegation members in opposing the Federal Sharia Court of Appeal (F.S.C.A)
.   Laitin observes that Yoruba MCA members served as the crucial ‘swing’ votes in the Federal Shariah debate.  He explains their role in this process as emanating from their exceptional religious toleration. “Consistently in my interviews—and confirmed by the speeches of the M.C.A’s—Yoruba Christians and Muslims gratuitously considered the needs of both religious communities”
.   Laitin continues by asserting that “throughout the history of Nigeria, the Yorubas have always played the ‘game of politics’ with verve and a keen understanding of the difficulties of compromise”
.  The Yoruba MCA members played a key role at the Constitutional drafting and Constituent Assembly without exacting a transactional ‘price’ from Northern members in return for their support.                                                                                                                                                                                                                

In addition to the mediating role of Yorubas, two institutional factors conditioned the need for new coalitions.  New parties in the Constituent Assembly had incentives to build new coalitions beyond the scope of old regions.  The need for a new party to form inter-regional coalitions to capture political control gave incentives to MCA’s to compromise in the Constituent Assembly.  The second incentive dealt with the stance of Christian and Muslim members of the Supreme military council, who were adamant at finding a negotiable solution to the Shariah question.  Their persuasion and informal pressure added incentives for MCA’s to tone down their rhetoric on Shariah controversy and to find a suitable solution.  

Laitin outlines the combination of institutionally driven factors for new coalitions and the role of Yorubas in diffusing the 1978 Shariah debate.  These series of questions emerge from Laitin’s Shariah perspective:  In what ways did the 1999 Shariah debate differ?  What types of institutional factors were in place?  What type of federal and state-level coalitions formed around the Shariah debate?   What role, if any, did the Yorubas play as mediators?  In this next section, I outline the importance of new state-level coalitions (through federal state expansion) and the rise of religious associations in the 1999 Shariah controversy.  
Federalism and the Shariah Debate in Kaduna

One key development between the 1978 and 1999 Shariah debate was the federal expansion of states, and strong incentives for additional state expansion.  Nigeria’s political structure expanded from 19 states in 1976 to 30 states in 1991 and finally 36 states in 1996
.  This state expansion was a major structural blow to the regional basis of Nigerian politics, especially for the northern fraction of the bourgeoisie, also known as the ‘northern oligarchy’
.  The state expansion also provided new incentives for the religious debate to move from the federal to state level.  Rotimi Suberu comments, that “despite periodic controversies over the status of Shariah law, religion was never explicitly recognized as a politically salient element of Nigeria’s federal character until relatively recently”
.  Suberu argues that the early state structure of Nigeria made it difficult for a Muslim-Christian cleavage to emerge and capture the intensity of Nigeria’s other diversities, including ethnic, linguistic and regional differences.  Suberu also notes that Nigeria’s political leaders appeared to consciously deemphasize the religious aspect of Nigeria’s plurality to avoid the devastating experiences of religious polarization.   
The configurations of the states led to a decline in regionalism and a reconfiguration of state-level coalitions.   The ruling classes, whose power and wealth had been based on exploiting regionalist politics, would have to find new ways to mobilize support.  In “the Politics of religion in Nigeria”, Jibrin Ibrahim comments that “since the Sharia debate of 1978, the northern oligarchy has increasingly come to use religion as a tool to forge a new hegemonic coalition”
.  For example, as early as the mid-1980s northern intellectuals such as Justice Mamman Nasir, Justice Bashir Sambo and Professor Abubakar Aliyu had joined in launching the Gamji memorial club
.  The club was named after gamji (red canal tree), which is the largest shade tree in the Sahel and symbolizes pan-northern protection and unity.  The club sponsored forums expressing the idea of the north as a family unit, and the basis of religious solidarity.  With smaller ethnic groups (which are predominantly Christian) emerging as more significant political actors during state expansion, groups such as the Gamji memorial club attempted to forge new state-level coalitions around religious identity.   This mobilization and elevation of religious rhetoric was made in an effort to recreate a notion of a ‘One-North’ and to maintain existing patronage linkages.  
Another dimension that influenced state-level coalitions in Kaduna state was a threat of separatist forces in the South.   Christians dominate southern Kaduna and are often referred to as the Southern Kaduna minority tribes.  As noted earlier, there have been long-standing tensions between the Christian southern Kaduna minority tribes and the Muslim Hausa Fulani.   Suberu asserts that many Southern Kaduna Christians perceive the Muslim north as in “total control of government machinery and resources in the state”
.   The possible threat of a breakaway state in the Southern part of Kaduna has been legitimized by the increase in institutional incentives for state expansion since 1978.  Ethnic groups expressing frustration with the majority now had politically viable options of changing state jurisdiction.  The possible introduction of Shariah was linked by groups such as the Christian Association of Nigeria, to the political and economic marginalization of the state’s Christians.   These groups have mobilized support for the separatist state movement by arguing that the extension of Shariah law will relegate them to the status of ‘second-class’ citizens.  While Kaduna city had been relatively insulated from these debates in the 1970’s, the renewed state House Assembly debates and the presence of representative interest groups in the capital have highlighted a new politically charged environment.  
Rise of Religious Associations

Building on these institutional factors, another development that significantly influenced the Shariah debate of 1999 (as opposed to 1978) has been the rise of religious associations and their ability to gain institutional access.  The rise of religious organizations, such as the Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN), Jamatu Nasril Islam (JNI), and the Muslim Students Society (MSS), seems to be spurred by the creation of new and smaller political spaces through state expansion.  National umbrella organizations with strong local networks could take advantage of the new political environment to lobby state governments, reorganize state level coalitions and influence local elections.  Suberu notes that ‘allegations and counterallegations of religious or ethnoreligious domination have probably been more turbulent in some of the states than at the federal level”
.   These allegations were facilitated by the rise of several prominent religious organizations.  
The Christian Association of Nigeria emerged in the early 1980’s as an umbrella Christian missionary organization that combined protestant and catholic Nigerian churches.  CAN set up a strong national network of local missionary organizations and aimed at increasing Christian activism and combating the threat of ‘radical’ Islam.  “CAN represents Christian unity not in a theological or even ecumenical sense but in a clear political sense: to defend the place Christianity occupies in Nigerian society”
.  The organization played in a critical role in setting up new popular evangelical churches such as the Deeper Life Church and The Church of Cherubim and Seraphim, setting up national Christian newspapers, radio and T.V broadcasts as well as organizing national conferences on Christian unity.   

CAN has been able to articulate a religious dimension of the Nigerian federal character principle, calling for interreligious balance in the composition of public agencies throughout the federation.  For example, Ambassador Jolly Yusuf of CAN outlines this strategy by stating, “if a Muslim was appointed Minister of External Affairs, a Christian should be made Minister of Petroleum Resources, and if the President was a Muslim, a Christian should be the Minister of Defense”
.  CAN has also been influential in joining forces with other Christian organizations in protecting Christian rights.  “Christian groups in the northern states, including the northern branch of CAN and the Northern Christian Elders, have inveighed against political domination of many of these states by Muslims”
.    CAN emerged as a representative voice for Christian political concerns, and the organization gained government legitimacy by aiding federal commissions after major riots (such as Kafanchan 1987).  

Jamatu Nasril Islam (JNI) became a major force in the mid-1980s as the largest umbrella Islamic organization in Nigeria.  The organization features several prominent Nigerian imams (religious leaders) as well as a network of activists across mosques in the North.  JNI was one of the first Islamic organizations to politically lobby for the restoration of Shariah code in Northern states
.  Similar to CAN, JNI organizes national conferences and lobbies the federal government to appoint additional Muslims as advisors and ministers in the President’s cabinet.   
Related to the rise of JNI, is the university based Muslim Students Society (MSS).  The MSS started in Lagos and established a national network with branches at most schools by 1983
.  The MSS began its political mobilization by running campaigns against alcohol on university campuses, which extended in some cases to burning student union bars.  The MSS was bolstered after the 1979 Iranian revolution, as Iranians sponsored members of the MSS to travel to Iran for training and religious teachings.  
Universities have played an important role in fomenting religious fanaticism and recruiting young students for religious associations such as JNI and CAN.  Universities have also been the focal points of conflict, such as the Kafanchan College riots of 1987.  Kafanchan College, which is located in Kaduna state, was the site of a tense conflict between students of the Fellowship of Christian students and the MSS.  The arguments between students spiraled out of control with each group defaming the other group’s University-based house of worship.  The conflict expanded to the city of Kafanchan and lasted over four days.  Dozens of people were killed, and hundreds of buildings were destroyed and damaged including over 158 churches and mosques
.   
One of the most important dimensions of the rise of religious associations has been there ability to mobilize Nigerian youths.   This ‘religiousization’ of youth culture has taken advantage of the socioeconomic demographics of Nigerians under the age of 25.  A majority of youths are unemployed and have become disaffected at the prospects of gaining employment even after gaining university diplomas.  In “Political Economy of Ethnicity”, Paul Collier emphasizes the importance of individual opportunity costs in joining resistance movements.   “At very low levels of income, people, and especially the teenage males who man most rebellions, have little to lose from joining rebel armies”
.  A similar trend is evident in the incentives for teenage male youth to join religious associations.  Faced with bleak alternatives, religious associations offer youths a strong support network and possible material benefits, such as housing etc,.   Religious associations, such as CAN, JNI and MSS, have been able to build their volunteer organizational base around Nigerian youths.  
While it is unlikely that religious associations encouraged their youth base to physically attack civilians or other religious groups, the rhetoric used by these associations reached incendiary levels.  CAN made frequent reference to the Muslims ‘holy war’ surrounding the introduction of Shariah, while JNI accused opposing forces of pursuing a ‘Christian agenda’ and a systematic relegation of Muslims within government establishments.   The escalating rhetoric influenced the way Kaduna city residents perceived each religious organization.  One Muslim resident claimed that “they [CAN] held a series of meetings in the church and planted people in various locations of Kaduna.  Their intention was to annihilate Muslims completely”
.  Other Christian residents claimed that Muslims were intolerant and that “after they demonstrated [with JNI] for several weeks without any harassment they refused to allow us to do our own [CAN protest] peacefully”
.  Religious organizations played a key role in perpetuating these perceptions.  This rhetoric ‘armed’ youth with strong opinions of other religious groups, bordering on distrust and in some cases hatred.  It comes as no surprise that Nigerian youth were at the forefront of religious protests and in the riot situations. In reports from the independent judicial commission on the riots, many of the atrocities and destruction of property committed in the 2000 Kaduna riots were by Nigerian youth.  
Analyzing the sequence of events leading to the 2000 riots 

The combination of new-state coalitions and the rise of religious associations were given new expression during the Nigerian inauguration of civil rule in May of 1999.   The quest for Shariah can be located in the context of these new institutional demands and associational contestations.   Overt agitation for the introduction of Shariah started in Zamfara state.  In October of 1999, Shariah criminal law was introduced in Gusau, the capital of Zamfara state, by the Executive State Governor Alhaji Ahmed Sani
.  Established in 1996, Zamfara state had been carved out from the old Sokoto state.  With a new jurisdiction and an overwhelming Hausa/Fulani population, Alhaji Sani sought to consolidate the state level coalitions and minimize Muslim opposition by introducing Shariah law.  Sani also wanted to appease Islamic organizations and the Muslim public, who had become increasingly weary of rising unemployment and the state government’s ineffective social spending on infrastructure (water, electricity), and education.  The passage of the Shariah criminal law ignited a series of debates for and against the introduction of Shariah around the nation.  

The 1999 Shariah controversy, however, was much deeper than the debates in 1978.  While the debates of 1978 dealt with the establishment of Federal level court of appeals, individual states moved to introduce Shariah into existing legal codes.  1999 was the first time a state House assembly legislated to introduce Shariah into the body of the criminal law
.  While the Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) condemned the Zamfara state government for the implementation of Shariah, the government received new massive support from Islamic organizations such as the Jamatu Nasril Islam (JNI) and the Muslim public
.  Following the example of Zamfara, many states in the North also began to introduce Shariah.  

Amidst this controversy, the ratification of Shariah moved to Kaduna state.  This indicated a fresh challenge and movement away from states with clear Muslim predominance like Zamfara, Niger and Kano to places with strong Christian populations, like Kaduna.  In December of 1999, the Kaduna State House of Assembly constituted an eleven person committee to examine the applicability of Shariah criminal law in Kaduna.  This action polarized the House of Assembly along religious lines
.  The Christian members of the Assembly argued that the motion was not properly passed, and accused the Muslim member of having a hidden agenda.  The Muslims, in turn, argued that Shariah was purely a Muslim affair that had nothing to do with Christians.  They also maintained that there was nothing wrong with the way the motion was passed, pointing out that two Christian members had been nominated to the committee.  

The Christian Association of Nigeria (Kaduna State branch) vehemently protested to the House on the Sharia issue.  “They [CAN] expressed their heightened fears concerning what they perceived as an attempt to ‘Islamize’ Kaduna State and the possibility of such action generating crisis in Kaduna”
.  The CAN organized a series of rallies mobilizing local Christian churches and associations.  Similarly, organizations like JNI pledged strong support behind the State Assembly, urging the Muslim public to use every opportunity to express their solidarity with the House. 

On January 29 of 2000, CAN held a state-wide conference at the central Hekan church Kaduna city, aimed at “enlightening Christians on the implications of adopting Shariah on Christians and Christianity”
.  Christian House of Assembly members and nationally recognized scholars were invited to give lectures at the seminar.  Two weeks later the national body of JNI organized a Shariah conference in the city of Kaduna invited many Muslim and Christian scholars to speak on the possible inclusion of Shariah into criminal law.  Both CAN and JNI used their Kaduna city worship centers to pass commentaries on Shariah and deliver organizational leaflets/newspapers outlining the latest details on the House of Assembly debate.  

On February 21, two days after the public hearing of the committee of the State House Assembly, CAN organized another public protest against what they termed “the planned introduction of Shariah in the state”
.   The peaceful protest in the city of Kaduna later turned violent and led to the mass killings of people.  While this riot was under investigation, another one broke out between May 22-24, 2000.  
While the reconfiguration of state-level coalitions and rise of religious associations were key factors in the lead-up to the riots, the sequencing of events in January-February of 2000 and the subsequent events in May 2000 prompt a series of important questions.   As CAN and JNI organized new protests and with religious mobilization heightened, were there attempts to mitigate and mediate the escalating tensions in February of 2000?  Additionally, why did violence break out again in May of 2000, when the state and federal government had forewarning of potential violence?  In this next section, this paper’s outlines two additional factors, the lack of institutional mediation and the role of the military, in molding a religiously charged environment that may have contributed to spiraling ethno-communal violence in the city of Kaduna.
The lack of institutional mediation


An important part of Laitin’s 1978 Sharia argument concerns the role of Yorubas as mediators, as they defused Shariah tensions, supported compromises, and preserved Nigerian unity.  In 1999, were there similar mediators that were positioned to mitigate the religious controversy surrounding Shariah?   While the Kaduna state demographics did not have a politically viable ethnic group that spanned different religions (such as the Yorubas), it is important to look at the political and religious leaders that could have mediated the crisis.  One important figure that had considerable legitimacy was the Kaduna State governor, Ahmed Mohammed Makarfi.  Governor Makarfi had gained legitimacy on both sides of the religious debate.  While personally a Muslim and with the title ‘Al-Haji’ (one who has performed the holy pilgrimage to Mecca), Makarfi had resonance within the Muslim community.  At the same time, Makarfi was sympathetic to the needs of southern Kaduna Christians.  In fact, Makarfi has sometimes been labeled as ‘Reverand Makarfi’ for his pro-Christian leanings
.  
First, a key development during the Kaduna crisis in February (2000) was that Makarfi was not in the country during the initial riots.  When the riot situation degenerated on February 21st, the anti-Shariah demonstrators headed for Government House where they overwhelmed armed security agents to gain access. The demonstrators also gained entry into the official residential apartment and office of Governor Ahmed Mohammed Makarfi, where inscriptions were written on the walls
.  It is possible that had Makarfi been present at the Governor residence, he could have calmed the angry protestors and addressed their concerns.  Instead, Acting governor Shekari issued a statement emphasizing that the government had no comment and had not made a decision on the Shariah issue.  This decision seems to have satisfied neither side.  
Secondly, within the Kaduna state the lack of incentives in the government machinery to encourage inter-religious coalitions created a politically tense atmosphere.  While in 1978, the Federal Constituent assembly had incentives for inter-regional coalitions, the Kaduna state House of Assembly operates on a simple-majority rule.  Thus, the ability to introduce Shariah legislation in 2000 was aided because Muslims had a majority in the legislature with 21 representatives to 13 Christians.  As opposed to previous states that introduced Shariah, this member ratio heightened tensions because Kaduna state did not have an overwhelming Muslim majority.   With no clauses for a super-majority consensus or incentives for inter-ethnic negotiation (compared to the 1978 Federal Constituent Assembly), Muslim representatives had little incentive to negotiate with Christian members for common ground on the Shariah debate.   
State responsibility and intervention


Lastly, what additionally shaped the conditions for the 2000 Kaduna riots is the role of state, namely the military and the police branches.  In Federalism and Ethnic Conflict, Nigerian scholar Rotimi Suberu refers to the concept of ‘military federalism’
.   While the Nigerian military made important strides in balancing Nigeria’s federation after the First republic, ‘military federalism’ addresses the paradoxical incentives Nigeria’s military administration have pursued since the early 1980s—such as supporting and facilitating state expansion, while further centralizing military operations and fiscal distribution mechanisms.  “Far from promoting national integration, the military’s centralist reforms and reorganizations of the federal system severely eroded the viability and legitimacy of the Nigerian federation”
.   The ramifications of ‘military federalism’ are apparent in the Kaduna riot situation.


After the protests turned violent in Kaduna, the inability of the military and police branches to contain or mitigate the crisis was clearly evident.  The heavily centralization of the military and its chain of command hurt its ability to work in tandem with local police units.  In many ethno-communal conflicts in Nigeria, the federal military is often pitted against the state/local police in a fight over jurisdictional control.  In the Kaduna situation, the significant operational disagreements between the military and the police postponed joint action by these agencies at a point when the crisis could have been contained and the loss of lives minimized.  The following is an excerpt from the Kaduna state police command on February 21, 2000:

At about 1900 hours, the GOC [head military officer] came to the state Police Headquarters where he met the Assistant Inspector General of Police (AIG) in charge of zone one, Mr. Tafa A. Balgun, and they tried to explain to the AIG that the situation was beyond the joint operation and suggested the police hand over to the military as the normal procedure does not call for joint operation.   The AIG tried to explain to the GOC the need to sustain and continue with the joint operation but the GOC and his officers disagreed.  In the end, the GOC told the AIG that he was withdrawing his two platoons from the operation which he earlier promised to deploy.  The Kaduna police command that evening was left to battle with the rioters with the assistance of a few Air force men
.  
As a result of this disagreement between centralized military protocol and police operations, many places in Kaduna city such as Tudun Wada, Rigasa, Sabon Tasha and a host of others, were left without the intervention of law enforcement agents for days.   This situation provided rioters with few constraints in looting, destroying buildings and attacking civilians.   Documents from the Independent judicial commission cited that many youths were disguised as military personnel to launch attacks on other people perceived to be their enemies
.  In addition, the commission confirmed widespread reports that military and police personnel turned away victims and displaced persons away form seeking refuge in the barracks.  
Conclusion
The 2000 riots in Nigeria shook the foundations of a nation undergoing democratization and a transition from military rule.  Incentives for state expansion, the rise in religious associations, the lack of mediation and the role of the military helped shape the Shariah debate and the ethno-political forces in the late 1990s.  While this paper touches upon the key issues in the political development of Kaduna, further research needs to be conducted on the historical narrative of the city of Kaduna and the possible causal mechanisms for ethno-communal violence in 2000.   Conducting key interviews with Kaduna residents, policymakers and religious leaders and collecting additional data on the number of deaths, injuries and the spatial demographics of the conflict will help in sequencing events and generating potential hypotheses on religious conflict.  
Tied to these issues is the need to explore additional factors such as the larger economic context in the city of Kaduna.  These include tensions over work, market pricing, devaluation of the currency/inflation and access to local government and state governments.   These characteristics touch upon the opportunity costs of individuals in Kaduna and might shed light on the spatial dimensions of the conflict (high density-low density population areas, socio-economic segregation) and why a disproportionate number of unemployed youth were involved in the conflict.  Lastly, future research is needed to analyze Laitin’s hypothesis regarding Yoruba religious toleration and to examine the experience of individual Yorubas (Muslim and Christian) in Kaduna in the late 1990s and during the 2000 riots.    These research agendas could prove extremely fruitful in uncovering the conditions for ethno-communal violence in Kaduna and generating ideas on religious conflict that may apply to other places in the world.  
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