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Abstract

In Rwanda, between April and July 1994, up to one million people were killed in a planned
public and political campaign. This slaughter was on a scale not seen since the Nazi
extermination program of the Jews. The perpetrators and organisers of this genocide included the
institutions and officials of the former government of Rwanda, and close to one million Rwandan
mainly Hutu citizens. The victims were all Tutsi, and Hutu thought to be Tutsi collaborators. This
mini dissertation is concerned with the causes of this type'bﬁffgenocidc, in which close to one
million Hutu citizens joined their government and committed genocide against their fellow

Rwandan citizens.

The objebtive of the dissertation is to provide a comprehensive and critical interpretationAon the
causes of the violence of the genocide. In so doing, the study will provide an alternative analytical
approach and interpretation to the causes of genocide in Rwanda. In providing this
comprehensive, critical, and alternative interpretation to explain the causes of Rwanda’s 1994 -
genocide, the dissertation will use the analytical framework developed by Theda Skocpol in her
book States and Social Revolutions. The study will argue that the 1994 genocide was the oufcome
of, and caused by, two interrelated social-revolutionary processes in Rwanda — the 1959
revolutionary process created by decolonisation and the revolutionary process provided by the
civil war. These social-revolutionary processes involved the politicisation of the Hutu and Tutsi
difference and the consequent emergence of Hutu and Tutsi as bipolar and adversarial race
identities involved in zero-sum political competition. The study will show that the social-
revolutionary process is the cause of genocide in Rwanda. Therefore, the objective of the study is
not to reveal or present new evidence. Rather, the objective is to see the problem of the causes of
the genocide in a new light, and this argument Wiil be developed by a synthesis of the existing
primary and secondary literature explaining Rwanda’s political history, and the 1994 genocide.

In presenting this argument, the dissertation is divided into five chapters. The first chapter
provides an analysis on Theda Skocpol’s analytical framework. This chapter will discuss how she
defines social revolutions, explains the causes of social revolutions, and how in her case studies
of France, Russia, and China, she explains the nature and functions of political violence in the
social-revolutionary process. The second chapter provides an analysis on the causes of the 1959
revolutionary process in Rwanda, and in so doing, uses Skocpol’s analytical framework. This

chapter first discusses the origins, and racialisation, of the Hutu and Tutsi difference. The chapter



then discusses the decolonisation process, in which the Hutu and Tutsi difference became the
basis of political competition. The chapter then discusses the ensuing social-revolutionary crisis
involving a widespread, and violent, peasant uprising. The third chapter provides an analysis on
the role of political violence in the 1959 revolutionary process, and in so doing, uses Skocpol’s
analytical framework. This chapter will show that the 1964 genocide that emerged was the
outcome, and caused, by the social-revolutionary process. The implication was that the
revolutionary process was incomplete, laying the foundations for the emergence of a second

revolutionary crisis.

The fourth chapter provides an analysis of this second revolutionary crisis, which came in the
form of a civil war. Using Skocpol’s framework, the chapter will show how this revolutionary
crisis bears striking similarities to the 1959 revolutionary crisis. The final chapter provides an
analysis on the 1994 genocide, and will use Skocpol’s framework. The chapter will show how the
1994 genocide was the outcome of the revolutionary process created by the civil war. Therefore,
the causes of this 1994 genocide were the socio-political dynamics of social-revolutionary
- transformation in Rwanda — the two interrelated social-revolutionary processes. Therefore, the

social-revolutionary process was the cause of genocide in Rwanda.

Thus, the study uses the ‘theoretical case-study method’ in providing an analysis on the causes of
genocide in Rwanda. The study will discuss the case of the Rwandan genocide by linking it with
Theda Skocpol’s frame of reference for analysing social-revolutionary transformations in modern
world history. The virtue of this linkage, in highlighting this particular theoretical issue, is that the
problem of the genocide will be approached from a more comprehensive and critical perspective.
Thus, the study will show that Skocpol’s perspective provides for a comprehensive, effective, and
best, interpretation in answering why hundreds of thousands of Rwandans participated in the

genocide.
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Introduction

“When I came out there were no birds. There was sunshine and the stench of death.”

A young Rwandan genocide survivor.

The Rwandan genocide ~ in which close to 1,000,000 Tutsi and fellow Hutu thought to be Tutsi
collaborators were killed from April to July 1994 — will be remembered as one of the seminal
events of the late twentieth century. This Central African holocaust demonstrated that genocide is
still possible five decades after Nuremberg. These mass killings, and the subsequent
destabilisation of the entire Great Lakes region, have understandably attracted enormous
attention.' Indeed, due to the works of scholars, investigative joumalists, and international
commissions sponsored by several western governments and the United Nations, we now know
with some certainty who planned the genocide, how it was executed, what the consequences

were, and until what point international intervention could have stopped the killings.?

However, despite the thousands upon thousands of pages devoted to understanding the Rwandan
genocide, we still do not have a good answer to one difficult and troubling quesﬁon: Why? Why
did hundreds of thousands of Hutu citizens join their government and participate in the genocide
of their fellow Tutsi, and the mass killings of Hutu thought to be Tutsi collaborators? For unlike
the Nazi Holocaust, the genocide in Rwanda was not initiated from a distance, in remote
concentration and industrial killing camps operated by agents. Rather, the genocide was executed
with the slash of machetes rather than the drop of crystals into gas chambers, “with all the
gruesome detail of a street murder rather than the bureaucratic efficiency of mass
extermination.” This technological difference indicates a more significant social difference.
Whereas the technology of the Nazi Holocaust allowed a few to kill many, the machete was
wielded by a single pair of hands requiring many hacks of a machete to kill one person. Thus,
killing with a machete “often required several killers for every victim,” making the genocide “an

intimate affair” carried out by hundreds of thousands, perhaps even more, and witnessed by

! Jeffrey Herbst, “The Unanswered Question: Attempting to Explain the Rwandan Genocide,” Foreign
Affairs, 80, 3 (2001): 123

? Linda Melvern, A People Betrayed: The Role of the West in Rwanda’s Genocide (London: Zed Books,
2000)

} Mahmood Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers: Colonialism, Nativism, and the Genocide in Rwanda

(Oxford: James Currey Ltd, 2001), 5.
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millions.* The troubling question then, is what caused this type of genocide, with over 1,000,000

perpetrators and victims?

This mini dissertation has been written in order to provide an in depth analysis, and
comprehensive answer, to this troubling question on the causes of this type of genocide.
Developed by a synthesis of the existing primary and secondary literature explaining the genocide
in Rwanda, and using the theoretical case-study method, the dissertation will provide a
comprehensive and critical interpretation on the causes of the violence of the genocide. In so
doing, the study will apply an alternative analytical approach on the causes of genocide in
Rwanda. Before discussing the analytical perspective of this study, however, it is important to

discuss the existing perspectives that explain the causes of genocide in Rwanda, and show their

fundamental limitations.
Paradigms in Explaining the Genocide in Rwanda®

From the existing literature, there are three distinct paradigms commonly used to explain the
causes of the genocide. Although many variations exist within each, with authors such as Gérard
Prunier playing on more than one, there is value in presenting them separately. These paradigms
explain the genocide by elzte mampulatton, focusing on political leaders and macro-level trends,
ecologlcal resource scarczty, focusmg on macro-level ecological and demographic trends, and by

the soc:o—psychologtcal features of perpetrators focusing on macro-level socio-psychological

features of Rwandan society.

Elite Manipulation

The elite manipulation paradigm is undoubtedly the most widely used explanation. The argument
usually presented is that the reason for the genocide was the desire.of Rwanda’s Bushiru Hutu
elite, known as the Akazu, to stay in power. Such explanations point to a series of political and
economic factors. These include the economic crisis, followed by the structural adjustment
programs in the late 1980s; the Rwandan Patriotic Front invasion in 1990, and the subsequent

civil war; and the failed internationally sponsored peace negotiations that led to power-sharing

4 -
Ibid., 6.
* For an in depth critical analysis on these paradigms, see Peter Uvin, “Reading the Rwandan Genocide,”

International Studies Review, 3, 3 (2001} 75-99.
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and democratisation agreements.® Taken together, these factors threatened the power and
privileges of Rwanda’s elite. Consequently, the small group of powerful people around President

Juvénal Habyarimana used all means at their disposal, including genocide, to fend off threats to

their survival and privileges.

Although this can be seen as a ‘traditional’ political science analysis, serious divisions exist
within this paradigm. Gérard Prunier, for example, favours factors that are more political. He
argues that “the killings were one of the means used in a broad spectrum of political tools which
included war, bribery, foreign diplomacy, constitutional manipulations and propaganda, in
attempts at political survival.”” Michel Chossudovsky highlights ecomomic factors. He
emphasises the “collapse of the international coffee market and the imposition of sweeping
macroeconomic reforms by the Bretton Woods institutions, exacerbating simmering Hutu-Tutsi
tensions, and accelerating the process of political collapse.”® And Alison Des Forges highlights
ideological factors, focusing on the role of the racist and genocidal ideology, articulated by the

Hutu elite, in mobilising and organising hundreds of thousands of Rwandans to slaughter their

fellow country people.’

This perspective is undoubtedly important, as most genocides are legitimised and organised by
the state. Moreover, explanations of genocide in Rwanda must include the role of local state
officials in the micro-management of genocide.'® This perspective, however, is inadequate, and
there are two main reasons why. Firstly, because the explanation is limited by an exclusive focus
on the workings, and political thinking, of a small group of people, and even though it
acknowledges macro political and economic trends, it fails to take into account the social
structural and historical basis upon which such violent processes rest. These explanations tend to
limit themselves to the planning of the genocide, and the agenda imposed ‘from above’, arriving
at exclusively state-centred explanations. They conveniently exclude tl}ew_ys‘igjiﬁggm’rple of the
large numbers of people who perpetrate the yiolencé, why socxetylsso easily manipulated, and

the social structures, and historical patterns, which attow such processes to be set into-metion,——

¢ Ibid., 79.

7 Gérard Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis: History of a Genocide (London: Hurst & Co., 1995), 141.

% Michel Chossudovsky, The Globalisation of Poverty: Impacts of IMF and World Bank Reforms (London:
Zed Books, 1997, 111,

® Alison Des Forges, “The Ideology of Genocide,” Issue: A4 Journal of Opinion, 23, 2 (1995): 44-47.

' Timothy Longman, “Genocide and Socio-Political Change: Massacres in Two Rwandan Villages,” Issue:

A Journal of Opinion, 23, 2 (1995): 18-21.
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Any._. adequate explanatnon of the genocide must include both state and sociefy-centred
explanatmns and must explam the mass partzczpatton, which Was the k@y‘fé‘é?ure of the Rwandan

S —

gem)cnde This is because the conspiracy of the Hutu elite could _not have succeeded had it not

A e e e R BRI

found resonance and wmmgness ‘from below .and similarly, the vxolence ‘from below’ could

not have spread $0 w:dely w1thout cultivation and direction ‘fmm above.” A complete approach

that mcorporates the role of state and society is needed.

Secondly, Rwanda’s genocide has a history, and the 1994 genocide was a recurrent episode of
genocide. These explanations do not take into account the significance of the first episode of the
genocide, the 1959 “social-revolutionary’ process. The sxgmf icance of this revoluuonary process
was that it was the first episode of violent group conﬂzct in the hlstory of Rwanda where battle
lines were drawn between one group 1dent1ﬁed as Hutu, and the other as Tutsz No other such
episode occurred in Rwandan history. As for acknowledging the 51gmﬁcance of the revolution,

Prunier merely shakes it off with a cynical shrug: “What would later turn out to be a ‘social
revolution’ resembled more of an ethnic transfer of power.”"* A complete approach needs a

historical perspective and must acknowledge the significance of the 1959 revolutionary process.

Ecological Resource Scarcity

This paradigm is popular among specialists in agriculture and the environment, as well as part of
the general press. The broad argument is that “Rwanda’s scarcity of ecological resources — with
the highest population density in Africa for an almost entirely rural country, coupled with one of

Africa’s highest population growth rates — constitutes the root cause of the genocide.”"

There are two types of arguments cbnceming the relationship between social conflict and
ecological resource scarcity in Rwanda.' The first is known as the ‘hard’ Malthusian argument
and basically holds that “overpopulation and land scarcity unavoidably lead to social conflict and

communal violence.” When countries exceed their ‘carrying capacity’, there is no other possible

" Mahmood Mamdani, “Making Sense of Non-Revolutionary Violence: Some Lessons from the Rwandan
Genocide,” Text of talk given at the University of Cape Town, August 2001: 12,

12 Prunier, 50.

B3 Uvin, “Reading the Rwandan Genocide,” 81.

" Valerie Percival and Thomas Homer-Dixon, however, incorporate both these arguments in their study of
Rwanda. See Valerie Percival and Thomas Homer-Dixon, Environmental Scarcity and Violent Conflict:

The Case of Rwanda (Voronto: University of Toronto, 1995).
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outcome than famine and/or conflict “allowing nature to restore ecological equilibrium.”"’

Rwanda is considered an example of this hard Malthusian argument, and the genocide according
to the argument, is the unavoidable outcome of overpopulation and environmental limitations.

Therefore, the millions of Rwandan %ES who fled into the former Zaire after the genocide

“demographic entrame

The ‘soft’ Malthusian argument argues that although conditions of severe ecological resource
scarcity generate severe social tension, “other variables, such as the nature:of the state, the
existence of conflict resolution mechanisms, and broader economic and social dynamics,
determine final outcomes.”'” This ‘softer’ explanation is used by authors who subscribe to the
elite manipulation thesis in an attempt to “fill in’ for the inadequacies in explaining the broader
dynamics of the genocide. Prunier for example writes that “the genocide violence of the spring of
1994 can be partly attributed to the population density. The decision to kill was of cowrse made by
politicians, for political reasons.”"® Similarly, in explaining the significance of poverty stricken
youth in the formation of the armed militia, David Newbury argues that “the ecological
demographic crisis was critically important in creating this context of collective anger, leading to

thousands of youth joining death squads.”"”

However, both the ‘hard’ and ‘soft” Malthusian arguments are inadequate. No matter how
depressing a picture they may point of Rwanda, “there is no necessary connection between a
drastic reduction in resources and deadly human conflict.” As Mamdani points out, in the social
history of natural disasters, be they floods, drought, or hurricanes, countries have suffered a worse
resource crunch than Rwanda during the civil war, “without the population turning on itself, with
one part devouring the other.”*’ Therefore, the connection between “the constraints under which

‘we live and the choices we do make is mediated through how we understand and explain these

constraints, and the resources that we muster to change them.” Thus, as always, “humans shape

'* Uvin, “Reading the Rwandan Genocide”, 82. The only way of avoiding this is through major progress in
containing population growth.

'* Ibid.

"7 Ibid., 83.

'8 Prunier, 4. Prunier, however, briefly introduces it as a variable making no analytical attempt to provide a
further explanation.

'* David Newbury, “Ecology and the Politics of Genocide: Rwanda 1994,” Cultural Survival Quarterly, 22,
4 (1999): 4. Emphasis added.

2 NMamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 198.
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their world based on human consciousness and human capacities.””’ What is needed is an
explanation on how Rwandans understood and explained the resource crunch that came with the
civil war, and given these constraints, why they responded the way they did. The political choices
to commit genocide, and those who made those choices, were not merely outcomes of a natural
disaster. Such choices to commit genocide are informed by broader social, political, and historical
processes. Clearly, what is needed is a historical perspective, and one that takes into account the
consequences of the 1959 revolutionary process i.e. the first genocide, and its relationship to the

civil war that brought about the resource crunch.
Socio-psychological Features of the Perpetrators

The common argument in this paradigm is that the ‘unquestioning’, ‘obedient’ or ‘conformist’
nature of the Rwandan ‘traditional’ mentality made Rwandans to follow orders from above,
including orders to massacre Tutsi.”? The assumption is that Rwandans “crave the sense of order
and security that strict vertical structures of authority have always provided,” and for that reason,
“they killed when told to do so.”” Prunier’s work, once again, is also a good example of this. In
answermg how peasants allow themselves to be manipulated’, he argues that “Rwandese
political tradition is one of systematic, centralised, and unconditional obedience to authority.” H

further writes that “most people were illiterate” and that “given their authoritarian tradition, they

tended to believe what the authorities told them.”**

This paradigm is problematic for two main reasons. Firstly, it conforms to the elzte mampulanon
model as the fundamental assumption is that Rwandans because they are obedlent to authority’,
are easxly mampu]ated’“b?’the pohtxcal leadershnp into comm;ttmg mass‘r ;111;&1' Consequently,
the paradigm falls prey to the problems of the elite manipulation model and also fails to take into
account the social structural and historical basis upon which violent processes and pﬁﬁgﬁs in
Rwanda rest. Undoubtedly, a societal and historical perspective would compliment this paradigm
as previous episodes of violence do leave persistent residues in people’s collective memories and

attitudes.”> Moreover, although it acknowledges the role of society, i.e. that it is obedient and

! Ibid.

2 Uyin, “Reading the Rwandan Genocide,” 84.

¥ Helen Hintjens, “Explaining the 1994 Genocide in Rwanda,” Journal of Modern African Studies, 37, 2
(1999): 270-272.

“ Prunier, 141-142.

¥ Ted Gurr, Minorities at Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflicts (Washington DC: United States

Institute of Peace Press, 1993), 126-127.
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manipulated, it is nevertheless merely a state-centred explanation as the causes of violence are

located within the authorities that manipulate society.

Secondly, as Uvin argues, the explanation “treats obedience as a fixed property of Rwandan
culture, if not Rwandans psychological predisposition’s.”*® There is “an almost robotic quality to
it, as if something traditional is programmed deeply in Rwandans brain circuits, and when
activated, they respond and kill their neighbours.”” Violence is reduced to some ancient

primordial twitch come to life.

Therefore, an alternative perspective must take into account the fundamental limitations of these
existing perspectives and provide a historical perspective, explain mass participation i.e.
incorporate a society-centred explanation in addition to the state-centred explanation, and

acknowledge the significance of the 1959 social-revolutionary process.

Concerning the significance of a historical perspective, the 1994 genocide in Rwanda has a
history and a precedent, and it is important to acknowledge the significance of the historical
precedent of genocide, showing its relationship to the 1994 genocide. Although the 1994
genocide is the best known, and indeed the most shocking, it is not the first experience of mass
killing and genocide in Rwanda. Apart from the 1994 genocide, Rwanda experienced three
processes of mass killings and genocide against the Tutsi in its political history. These include the
. killings in 1959 involving a Hutu peasant rebellion, the mass killings and genocide between 1960
and 1964, and the organised massacres during the civil war between 1990-1993. All these
incidences of mass killings are strikingly similar - they all occurred during a social-revolutionary
crisis in Rwanda, which involved political and group competition between Hutu and Tutsi. To
properly understand the 1994 genocide, it is important to contextualise it within these socio-

_political patterns and processes of mass killings.

Conceming the significance of mass participation, the violence of the genocide was not only the
result of planning ‘from above’ as suggested by the elite manipulation and socio-psychological
paradigms. It was also the result of participation ‘from below’, as the agenda imposed ‘from

above’ only became a gruesome reality to the extent that it resonated with perspectives ‘from

*¢ Peter Uvin, Aiding Violence: The Development Enterprise in Rwanda (West Hartford: Kumarian Press,
1998}, 67.
* Ibid.
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below’.”® Rather than accent one or the other side of this state and society relationship, what is
needed is a complete picture of the genocide that takes into account both state-centred and
society-centred explanations. The genocide was neither a mere conspiracy from above that
needed enough time and suitable circumstances to mature, nor was it an uncoordinated popular
revolt. The violence from below could only have spread with cultivation and direction from

above, and sxmllarly, the conspxracy of the Tlny Hutu élite could not have succeeded "had it not

found resonance and wﬂhngness from below The altematlve paradlgm needs to show the

mterrelatmn between state and society in explammg the genocide, showing the significance of the

initiative from below.

Finally, concerning the significance of the 1959 revolutionary process, the patterns of mass

killings and genocide in Rwanda resemble the type of violence found in soczal-revolutxonary

E———— e e e,

crises. The alternative approach needs to acknowledge the significance, and the limitations, of the

B

et P W

1959 revolutmnaxy process, together with its relatlonshxp to thé “violerice of“the 1994 genocide.

The 1959 Revolution ushered in the v1olent landscape called postcolonial Rwanda. Before the
Revolutlon _in both the pre-colonial and colonial era, there was not a smgle episode of violent

et . R 5

»’—-—wm
group conﬂlct where battle lmes were drawn between one group identified as ‘Hutw’, and the
U e M

other, a§ “Tutsi’. % The 1959 Revolution was the first sigtlxﬂcant episode in in Rwanda that violently
pit ‘Hutu’ against ‘Tutsi’, and consequently, Hutu and Tutsi became a bipolar political
adversary.”’ This revolutionary process, out of which emerged the first genocide, reinforced the
Hutu and Tutsi as race identities created by colonialism, transforming them into antagonistic

identities locked in a zero-sum political game.

Thus, an alternative perspective needs to take into account the historical perspective and patterns
of violence in postcolonial Rwanda, the problematic issue of mass participation and incorporate a
_societal explanation, and acknowledge the significance, and limitations, of the 1959 Revolution.
A perspective that provides for a comprehensive and complete explanation on the causes of this

type of violence of the genocide is needed.

8 Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 7.

29 g0
Ibid.
% For more of this see Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 41-72 and “Making Sense of Non-

Revolutionary Violence,” 12-13.
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The Alternative Paradigm: Theda Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions

In providing a comprehensive, critical, and alternative interpretation to explain the causes of
Rwanda’s 1994 genocide, taking into account the historical perspective, mass participation in the
genocide, and the 1959 Revolution, the study will use the analytical framework developed by
Theda Skocpol in her book States and Social Revolutions. The study will show that using
Skocpol’s analytical framework in deciphering the causes of Rwanda’s 1994 genocide provides
for a comprehensive, effective, and the best, interpretation in answering why hundreds of
thousands of Rwandans participated in the genocide. In so doing, the study will argue that the
1994 genocide was the owicome of, and caused by, two interrelated social-revolutionary
processes in Rwanda — the revolutionary process created by decolonisation, and the revolutionary
process created by the civil war. These social-revolutionary processes involved the politicisation
of the Hutu and Tutsi difference, and the consequent emergence of Hutu and Tutsi as bipolar and
adversarial race identities involved in zero«sum‘political competition. Therefore, the study will

show that the social-revolutionary process is the cause of genocide in Rwanda.

Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions can be grouped with Charles and Louise Tilly’s The
Rebellious Century 1830-1930, and Barrington Moore’s Social Origins of Dictatorship and
Democracy. States and Social Revolutions provides a frame of reference for analysing social-
revolutionary transformations in modern history.” It uses political sociology and comparative
history to work out an explanation on the causes and owicomes of the French Revolution (1787~
1800), the Russian Revolution (1917-1921), and the Chinese Revolution (1911-1949). The
analytical framework shows how state structures, class relations, and international forces all

combine to explain the origins and accomplishments of social-revolutionary transformation.

In explaining the contradictions that lead to revolutionary ‘political crises’, Skocpol focuses on
the relationships of state rulers and their staffs to international competitors on the one hand, and
to dominant classes on the other.” In addition, in explaining the structural conditions that lead to
social-revolutionary crises, Skocpol focuses on the relationships between the peasantry and the

dominant class. The social revolution is produced by the fundamental transformation of state and

' Mahmood Mamdani, “When Does Reconciliation Turn into a Denial of Justice?” Text of a talk at the
Human Sciences Research Council, Pretoria, February 18, 1998,
* Ppeter Manicas, review of States and Social Revolutions, by Theda Skocpol, History and Theory 20, 2

(1981)
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class structures (i.e, both state and society change) and emerges via a class upheaval. To explain
revolutionary outcomes, Skocpol highlights the ways in which revolutionary leaderships build

new state organisations in the contexts of class conflict and counter-revolutionary military threats.

Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions is significant and useful as the analytical framework,
when applied to Rwanda, takes into account the three main weaknesses of the existing paradigms
that explain the causes of Rwanda’s genocide. Firstly, Skocpol’s framework takes into account
the historical perspective. Her mode of political analysis is structural and is primarily concerned
with embedded patterns. Since patterns take time to develop, her method of analysis is historical.
She looks for the relationships between things in history such as how the state relates to the
society, how one class relates to others, and how one society relates to others in the international
arena. In applying this approach to the causes of genocide in Rwanda, the method of investigation
will be historical and primarily concerned with identifying the sighiﬁcance of socio-political
processes, in which patterns of violence, leading to genocide, occurred. The study will identify
two such interrelated socio-political processes: the 1959 Revolution, and the 1990-1994 Civil

War — arguing that genocide was the outcome of, and caused by, these two socio-political

processes.

Secondly, Skocpol’s framework successfully deals with the issue of mass participation in such
socio-political processes, and consequently takes into account both the state and society-centred
explanations. She explains social revolutions as involving the transformation of both state and
society. Social revolutions are caused by the simultaneous development of two crises — a state
crisis and crisis-from-below. These two crises serve as her mdependent vanables She explams
social revolutions in a holistic sense, both from a state and ﬁ-om socxetal perspectxve In applymg
this to the case of Rwanda, the study will provxde a complete picture of the genocide, showing
how it was the outcome of the political dynamics of both state and society during the social-
revolutionary processes. The study will show how the agenda imposed from above resonated with

the initiative from below, and vice versa, thus comprehensively dealing with the. initiative from

below that has plagued the existing paradigms.

Thirdly, Skocpol’s study is one of *social revolutions’, and the important assumption in this study

is that the violence of the genocide, together with previous patterns and processes of violence in

*3 Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia, and China
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979)
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Rwanda, resemble that of a social revolution. To use Skocpol’s conception of social revolution,
and apply her framework to the case of Rwanda, is to contextualise the Rwandan genocide within
social-revolutionary transformations, seeing it as an outcome and consequence of such socio-
political processes. As mentioned, genocide in Rwanda has only occurred in two political
processes: during the 1959 Revolution and the 1990-1994 Civil War. In both incidences, Rwanda
experienced profound social-revolutionary crises. More importantly, in both these social-
» revolutionary crises, the social and political dynamics meet Skocpol’s expectations, and
definition, of social revolution, although not perfectly. Therefore, locating the explanation on the
causes of Rwanda’s genocide within Skocpol’s analytical framework in States and Social
Revolutions is of great value. As will be shown by the study, it provides for a complete and
comprehensive answer to the troubling question concerning Rwanda’s genocide: Why so many

Hutu citizens joined their government and committed mass murder.

Organisation of the Study

The study is divided into five chapters. The first chapter provides an analysis on the analytical
framework used in the study to explain the causes of the genocide — Skocpol’s States and Social
Revolutions. The second chapter provides an explanation on the causes of Rwanda’s 1959
Revolution, and the third chapter provides an analysis on the role of political violence in the
social-revolutionary process. The fourth chapter provides an explanation on Rwanda’s second
social-revolutionary crisis, which came in the form of a civil war. The fifth chapter provides an

analysis on the 1994 genocide, and will show how it was the outcome of that second social-

revolutionary process.



I
Analytical Framework

‘States and Social Revolutions’

“The basic question of every Revolution is that of state power.”

V.1 Lenin

The aim of this chapter is to provide an analysis of Skocpol’s analytical framework in ‘States and
Social Revolutions’. This chapter consists of four sections. The first section discusses Skocpol’s
definition of the ‘social revolution’. The second section provides an analysis on the causes of
social revolutions, and in so doing discusses Skocpol’s two independent variables: the state crisis
and crisis-from-below. The third section provides an analysis on the instrumental role of political
violence in the social-revolutionary process, and in so doing, examines Skocpol’s explanations of
her case studies of France, Russia, and China. The concluding section briefly illustrates how this

framework applies to the case of Rwanda.

1.1, Defining Social Revolutions

In modern world history, social revolutions have been rare and momentous occurrences and have
fundamentally transformed the state, class, and social structures of nations.' They have given

birth to nations “whose power and autonomy markedly surpassed their own pre-revolutionary

»2 Revolutionary France, for

pasts and outstripped other countries in similar circumstances.
example, became “a conquering power in Continental Europe, and the Russian Revolution
generated an industrial and military superpower.” In Mexico, the Revolution gave the country
the political tools and strength to become one of the most industrialised postcolonial nations in
the world. And the social revolutions of Cuba and Vietnam enabled these countries, for a while,

to “break the chains of dependency.”

In other countries, however, social revolutions have not brought such fortunes and have led to

tragic consequences. The 1975 social revolution in Cambodia is one such case. Deséribed by

' Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia and China.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 3
2 Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions, 3.
3 M
Ibid.



many political commentators and scholars as one of the fiercest and most consuming revolutions
of the twentieth century, the social-revolutionary zeal spearheaded by Democratic Kampuchea
resulted in over one million Cambodians dying from warfare, starvation, overwork and execution.
Over half a million more were exiled in Thailand and other neighbouring countries.” Democratic
Kampuchea had ambitiously, and without mercy, pursued a utopian program of total and rapid
social transformation that included abolishing money, evacuating cities and towns, prohibiting
religious practices, suspending formal education, newspapers, and postal services, and
collectivising eating.® In addition, the revolutionary vanguards not only abolished class
distinctions but also transformed the population into a labour army of unpaid agricultural

workers, subsequently transforming Cambodia into a gigantic prison farm.’

Thus, social revolutions have, for better or for worse, led to the fundamental social and political
structural transformation within the societies they have occurred and have had extraordinary
significance for the histories of nations and the world. However, the significance of social
revolutions in this dissertation lies not only within the context of their national or historic

significance, but more importantly, in their distinctive pattern of socio-political change.

Theda Skocpol defines the ‘social revolution’ as the rapid and basic transformation of a society’s
state and class structures that is accompanied and in part carried through by class-based revolts
from below.® Skocpol points out that a social revolution is the coming together of two
coincidences: “the coincidence of societal structural change with class upheaval; and the
coincidence of political with social transformation.”” She distinguishes a social revolution from
three types of conflicts and transformative processes: political revolutions, rebellions, and the
processes of industrialisation. Political revolutions involve the transformation of state but not
social structures. In addition, they are not accomplished through class conflict. Rebellions,
10

although they involve the revolt of subordinate classes, “do not eventuate in structural change.

By contrast, industrialisation is a process that can transform social structures “without necessarily

* Ibid. ,
5 David Chandler, The Tragedy of Cambodian History: Politics, War, and Revolution since 1945 (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1991), 1.
® Chandler, 1 ‘
" Ibid., 239.
® Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions, 4.
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bringing about, or resulting from, sudden political upheavals or basic political-structural

changes.”"!

Therefore, what makes a social revolution such a unique and rare occurrence is that the basic and
fundamental change in social and political structure occurs simultaneously through intensive
socio-political conflict in which class struggle is an essential factor. In explaining social
revolutions, Skocpol employs three mutually complementary principles of analysis: a structural

perspective; attention to international contexts; and the notion of the state as an autonomous

organisation,
The Structural Perspective

In explaining the causes and processes of social revolution, Skocpol adopts a structural
perspective. This approach has two important assumptions. Firstly, concerning the causes of
social revolutions, the assumption is that a revolutionary situation develops due to the emergence
of a ‘state crisis’. The argument is that “no successful social revolution has ever been ‘made’ by a
5312

mass-mobilising avowedly revolutionary movement... Revolutions are not made, they come.

Thus, revolutions emerge from the political crisis of state power.

Secondly, with regard to the processes and outcomes of social revolutions, the assumption is that
the revolutionary process is shaped and limited by the prevailing socio-economic and
international conditions, and its procession depends on how the revolutionary situation emerges.
Any one class or group does not control the logic of the revolutionary conflict, and it can give rise

to outcomes neither fully foreseen nor intended by any particular group involved.

In the light of these two assumptions, to explain a social revolution from a structural perspective,
one must find problematic “the emergence (not ‘making’) of a revolutionary situation within an
old regime.”"” Then one must be able to identify “objectively conditioned and complex
intermeshing of the various actions of diversely situated groups — an intermeshing that shapes the
revolutionary process and gives rise to the new regime.”™* The argument is that one can only

\ begin to make sense of such complexity by “focusing simultaneously upon the institutionally

" Ibid.
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determined situations and relations of groups within society and upon the interrelations of
societies within world-historically developing international structures.”'’ Such an impersonal and

non-subjective viewpoint, emphasising patterns of relations among groups and societies, is a

structural perspective.
The International Context

Since adopting a structural perspective implies focusing on relationships, international relations
. must also be included. This is because international relations and contexts “contribute to the
emergence of social-revolutionary crises and invariably shape revolutionary struggles and
outcomes.”'® What is of particular importance are developments in the international state system
such as defeats in wars, threats of invasion and political struggles over colonial controls, as they
directly contribute to virtually all outbreaks of revolutionary crises and their development.'” In
Skocpol’s three cases of France, Russia and China, such international developments helped
“undermine existing political authorities and state controls, opening the way for basic conflicts
and structural transformations.”'® In addition, the outcomes of these revolutions were conditioned

by international constraints and opportunities faced by the emergent regimes.

The Role of the State

According to Skocpol, -the historical reality of social revolutions suggests the need to
acknowledge the significant role of the state. She argues that the political crises, which caused the
social revolutions, were direct expressions of the contradictions located in the structures of the
old-regime states. Moreover, the political-conflict groups involved in the revolutionary struggles
formed as interest groups within and fought about the forms of state structures.”” The class
upheavals and socio-economic transformations that have characterised social revolutions “have

been closely intertwined with the collapse of the state organisations of the old regimes and with

5 Ibid.
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the consolidation and functioning of the state organisations of the new regimes.”” For Skocpol,

the major emphasis is reserved for the significant role of the state.!

Therefore, the state, according to Skocpol, is autonomous and ‘Janus-faced’, with an
“intrinsically dual anchorage in class-divided socio-economic structures and an international
system of states.”™ She focuses on the points of intersection between international conditions and
pressures, on the one hand, and class-structured economies and politically organised interests, on
the other hand. The political contradictions that launch social revolutions, and the political forces
that shape the rebuilding of state organisations within social-revolutionary crises, are located

within these points of intersection.”®

Thus, Skocpol defines social revolutions as “rapid, basic transformations of a society’s state and
class structures... accompanied and in part carried through by class-based revolts from below.”**
She points out that social revolutions are rare occurrences. Political revolutions, involving the
change of state structures, are perhaps more common, but the fundamental and simultaneous
structural transformation of state and society occurs very rarely. In explaining the causes of social
revolutions, she employs three principles of analysis. She adopts a structural perspective, pays
attention to international contexts, and processes, and approaches the state as a potentially

autonomous organisation located at the interface of class structures and international situations.

1.2. The Causes of Social Revolutions

In the three cases Skocpol examines, both state and society are in a specific condition of
structural inequality within and beyond the country. Within the country, the state is relatively
bureaucratised and awtonomous from the interests of the dominant classes. Society is
predominantly agrarian and contains at least three important classes: rural landowners, the
peasantry, and the middle class clustered around the towns. The state relies on the political

support of the rural landowners, as well as the agrarian economic resources produced by the

peasantry.
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Beyond the country, in the international arena, other sets of structural inequality exist as the
agrarian bureaucracy encounters international pressure. The pressure comes from countries that
are more powerful in economic and military relations.” In this situation of structural inequality
within and beyond the country, two crises develop — a stfate crisis and a crisis-from-below. Given
that social revolutions involve the fundamental and simultaneous transformation of both state and
society, the two crises effectively serve as Skocpol’s independent variables in explaining the

causes of social revolutions.

1.2.1. The State Crisis

The social-revolutionary crisis, according to Skocpol, emerges from a political crisis located in
both the domestic structure and the international situation of the pre-revolution regime. The crisis
develops when the pre-revolution regime fails to respond to the challenges it encounters in the
international arena — the state is subject to security threatening international pressure. The failure
to respond to such challenges is because the regime is constrained by its own internal institutional
socio-political relationships: “the institutionalised relationships of the autocratic state
organisations to the landed upper class and the agrarian economies.””® Caught in “cross-
pressures” between constraining domestic social and political structures, and threatening
international pressures, the regime and its armed forces breakdown “opening the way for social-

revolutionary transformations spearheaded by revolts from below.”’

In order to adequately understand the causes of the political crisis that launches the social
revolution, it is important to understand the structures of the pre-revolution regime and the
conflicts to which they are prone, before the revolution. This necessitates a brief analysis on the

nature of the state, the dominant class relations, and the unsuccessful response to international

pressure.
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The State

The pre-revolution state has two important features. Firstly, the state is bureaucratised and
administered on an autocratic basis. In Skocpol’s cases, pre-revolution France, Russia and China
were countries held together by “autocratic monarchies.”®® Second, the state is relatively
autonomous from society. In Skocpol’s cases, “none was as fully centralised or powerful in
society as a modern nation-state would be.”” The state, therefore, is not in a position to directly
control or organise local agrarian socio-economic relations. The state is limited to the functions it
has been built up to perform. This includes “waging war abroad, supervising society at home to
maintain some semblance of general order, and appropriating socio-economic resources through

military recruitment, and through taxes on land, population, or trade.”’

Dominant Class Relations

The pre-revolution state stands astride an agrarian economy, which is structurally (and unequally)
divided between a mass of peasant families, and a landed upper class. The most important
dominant class is the landed upper class. The conflicting class relations relevant for the

emergence of a state crisis are that between the autocratic state and the landed upper class.”

Despite the partnership that exists® between the state and the landed upper class, they are also
competitors in that they control the manpower of the peasantry and appropriate surpluses from the
agrarian economy.’® In the cases of France, Russia and China, the monarchs “were interested in
appropriating increased resources from society and channelling them efficiently into military
aggrandizement or state sponsored and centrally controlled economic development.” Thus, the
economic interests of the landed upper class are obstacles to the state. The landed classes are
interested “either in preventing increased state appropriations or in using state offices to siphon

off revenues in ways that would reinforce the domestic socio-economic status quo.”>

7 Ibid.
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Thus, to the extent that members of the landed upper class gain the capacity for “self-conscious
collective organisation within higher levels of the existing state structures”, they might be in a
position to become obstacles and thus obstruct state interests that run counter to their economic
interests.’® Such obstruction could “culminate in deliberate challenges to autocratic political
authority — and, at the same time, it could have the quite unintended effect of destroying the

administrative and military integrity of the state itself.””’
From International Pressure to Revolutionary Crisis

Given that the landed upper class possesses such important advantage, one would expect that the
monarchs of the autocratic state would never attempt to pursue policies fundamentally at variance
with the economic interests of the dominant class. However, this changes significantly when the
state is subject to threatening international pressure. This is because, international pressure, such
as threats of war, war itself, or competition over economic goods, stretch to breakpoint the
capacities of an agrarian bureaucracy. Success in meeting this external pressure depends upon the
ability of the state to “mobilise extraordinary resources from the society and to implement in the
process reforms requiring structural transformations.” To improve international
competitiveness, the state needs to increase production and the state’s share of this production.
Moreover, the state, from self-interested standpoint, needs more resources to fight wars and

protect global economic assets.”

However, it faces an agrarian society unable to “deliver swift leaps in production.”™’ The state
thus initiates a process of structural reforms: for example, “new methods of land cultivation are
encouraged, previous patterns of land ownership are revised, and taxation increases the burden on
both landowners and peasants.”’ The state may succeed in its reformist efforts; Skocpol cites the
examples of Prussia and Japan where the state did mobilise to meet foreign competition in the

nineteenth century.

The revolutionary crisis occurs when the state fails to implement sufficiently basic reforms or to

promote rapid enough economic development to meet and weather the particular intensity of
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military threats. Thus, it is “precisely because of the unsuccessful attempts to cope with foreign
pressures.”? Why do state’s fail in these efforts? Firstly, the economic reforms of the state could
be (in financial terms) simply insufficient to improve the threatened international position.*
Secondly, the landed upper classes are threatened by reforms, as these are policies at variance
with their economic interests. The landed upper class has a “vested interest in preserving existing
methods of cultivation, holding on to large tracts of land and paying as little tax as possible.”*
Thus, the landed upper class resists the state’s reformist actions, blocks economic schemes, and

expresses its opinion in more hostile political action.

The state crisis thus emerges from the insufficiency of financial resources, and the loss of existing
political support, both consequences of the state’s reformist policies in the face of international
pressure. Consequently, the autocratic state is “either dissolved through the impact of defeat in
total war with more developed powers (Russia) or deposed at home through the reaction of
politically powerful landed upper classes against monarchical attempts to mobilise resources or
impose reforms (France and China).”*® The result is the disintegration of the central
administrative machine that had provided the sole unified bulwark of social and political order.*®
No longer reinforced by the prestige and coercive power of autocratic rule, the existing class
relations become vulnerable to assaults from below. However, a social revolution sees the

simultaneous development of a state crisis and a crisis-from-below.

1.2.2. The Crisis-From-Below

In the countryside, peasanis are at the heart of the crisis-from-below. According to Skocpol,
social-revolutionary transformation occurs because widespread peasant revolts coincide with, and
take advantage of, the hiatus of governmental supervision and sanctions.” Thus, the peasant
revolt ultimately provides “the dynamite to bring down the old building.”*® In Skocpol’s cases,
peasant revolts “destroyed the old agrarian class relations and undermined the political and

military supports for liberalism or counterrevolution.” Moreover, they “opened the way for

4 Ibid., 234-235.
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marginal political elites, perhaps supported by urban popular movements, to consolidate the

Revolutions on the basis of centralised and mass-incorporating state organisations.””

The peasant revolt against the landowners (the landed upper class) is a crucial insurrectionary
ingredient for a successful social revolution. The social-revolutionary impact of a peasant revolt
depends on two important aspects. Firstly, it depends on whether it is widespread, and secondly,
whether directed particularly against landowners. If a peasant revolt is widespread, it can achieve
an impact transcending the localities to which peasant organisations remain confined. In addition,
by striking especially against the property and powers of the landed upper class, it can weaken the
foundations of the social and political order of the old regime.” Thus, what came about in the
French, Russian and Chinese Revolutions was a widespread direct assault on landlords that

destroyed the old agrarian class relations.

Given the significance of the peasant revolt in the structural transformation of class relations, it is
important to identify the conditions necessary for peasant insurrections. Skocpol downplays the
role of 1deology argumg that ‘peasants partxcnpate in revolutlons *without being converted to

radncal visions of a desired new society, and thhout becomlng a natlonally orgamsed class-for-

themselves.”* They struggled for concrete goals that involved access to more land and freedom

from claims on their surpluses.

Furthermore, she arpues against approaches that turn the constant feature of the peasant
condition, exploitation, into an explanatory variable. This is because, by definition, “peasants are
invariably subjected to nonreciprocal claims on their production.”® Given that they “are primary
agricultural cultivators who must bear the burden of varying combinations of taxes, rents, corvée,
and discriminatory prices, they always have grounds for rebellion against landlords, state agents,

and merchants who exploit them.” Therefore, the important uestlon is not only what the
p \po q

peasantxy into a collectwe force capab]e of stnkmg out agamst its oppressors.”’
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The decisive factor in making possible a peasant rebellion is whether peasants have ‘internal
leverage’ i.e. “some organised capacity for collective action against their exploitative
superiors.”*® The extent, to which peasants have internal leverage, particularly in a state crisis, is
determined by two factors. The first is the structural conditions of the peasantry, particularly the
degrees of solidarity in peasant communities, and the degrees of peasant autonomy from
supervision and control by landlords. The second is the impact of state crises, which results in the

relaxation of the state coercive instruments.

Structural Conditions

Peasant solidarity and autonomy must be investigated through an analysis of the agrarian
structures of the pre-revolution regime. Both class structures and local political structures are
significant as the location of peasant solidarity and autonomy in agrarian class structures depend

upon the exact institutional form that these class relations take. *’

Based on research that investigates the effects of institutionalised agrarian class relations on
peasant insurrectionary capacity, Skocpol reaches three conclusions on the relationship between
types of agrarian socio-political systems and the potential for peasant rebellion. One the one hand,
agrarian regimes that feature large estates worked by serfs or landless labourers “tend to by
inimical to spontaneous, self-organised peasant rebellions.””® This is because the serfs and
labourers are “divided from each other and subject to close and constant supervision and
discipline by landlords.” By contrast, rentier agrarian systems where “smallholder peasant
families possess and work the land on their own, are notoriously more susceptible to peasant
revolts (particularly if socio-economically based community relations tie individual families

together in opposition to landlords).”*

Skocpol however points out that even if large-estate agriculture is absent, an agrarian order may
stifl be immune to a peasant insurrection if landlords directly control the administrative and
military machine at the local level. Thus, those agrarian orders most vulnerable to sudden

autonomous peasant rebellion are those that not only have class relations favourable to peasant

% Ibid.
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solidarity and autonomy. They also have “sanctioning machineries that are centrally and

bureaucratically controlled, even as peasant communities enjoy considerable local political

autonomy.”®!
The Impact of the State Crisis

The structural situation of the peasantry in local class and political structures, by itself, is not a
sufficient cause of a peasant rebellion. It is the interaction between the state crisis, and the
structurally given insurrectionary potential of the peasantry, that produces a full-blown social-
revolutionary situation.*? The breakdown of the repressive capacny of a prev:ously umﬁed and
centrallsed state creates the condxtxons ultxmately favourable for a w1despread and 1rrevers1ble
peasant revolt agamst the Iandlords Therefore ‘as soon as — and only when — that class [the
dominant class] under international pressure, had backed itself into a revolutionary political
crisis, did the peasantry become able to achieve long-implicit insurrectionary goals.”® The result

is a social revolution.

Therefore, before a social revolution can occur, the administrative and military power of the pre-
revolutnon state has to break down The revolutxonary crisis, culminating in administrative and
military breakdown, emerges because the pre-revolution state gets squeezed in cross-pressures
~ between threatening international pressure and constraints imposed on state responses by the
prevailing domestic socio-political structures. This state crisis facilitates for the emergence of a
crisis-from-below that takes the form of a peasant revolt, directly attacking the property and
privileges of the dominant class, thus accomplishing changes in class relations that otherwise

wouldn’t have happened.
1.3. The Socisi-Revolutionary Process: The Mobilisation for Political Violence

The social-revolutionary crisis that breaks down the pre-revolution regime sets into motion
political and class struggles that culminate into fundamental social and political structural
changes. Skocpol identifies three important patterns of change. Firstly, the broken down
autocratic state gives way for the emergence of a strengthened, centralised and mass-

incorporating nation-state, which is more potent and powerful in society. Secondly, the
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widespread peasant revolt directed against landlords leads to the structural transformation of
agrarian class relations. The landed upper class loses its special role in controlling the peasantry
and appropriating agrarian surplus - they become no longf:r exclusively privileged in society and
politics. Thirdly, a new revolutionary political leadership emerges to consolidate the
revolutionary process. This emergent political leadership encounters internal disunity and
counter-revolutionary attempts in building new state organisations to consolidate the revolution.
Their success in meeting the challenges of political consolidation depends on their ability to
mobilise the lower class groups formally excluded from natlonal politics (the peasantry or the

working classes).*

There is also an important characteristic of the social-revolutionary process: political violence
characterised by mass mobilisation and mass participation. This type of political violence serves
an important function in the transformation of the society’s class and state structures, and in the
consolidation and defence of the revolution. The violence has two important functions in the
revolutionary process. Firstly, it is instrumental in the crisis-from-below and emerges at the
societal level as a widespread peasant revolt. Secondly, it is instrumental in the process of
consolidating and defending the revolution in the face of a counter-revolution — it is an instrument
in the mass mobilisation of society against internal and external counter-revolutionary threats.
The following subsection will illustrate the ‘popular’ nature and dual functions of political
violence in the social-revolutionary process, and in so doing, will briefly examine Skocpol’s

explanations of revolutionary violence in France, Russia and China.
1.3.1. The Peasant Insurrection: The Class Upheaval

The political violence involved in the peasant revolt takes the form of a successful, widespread
and direct assault against the landlords. The insurrection is a class upheaval characterised by mass
participation and mass mobilisation. The stmcturai conditions necessary for the msurrectlon and
the political vacuum created by the state cnsns nge the revolt a w:despread and mass character.

These structural conditions refer to agrarian socio-economic and political structures. Widespread
peasant revolts are more susceptible in rentier agrarian systems with considerable degrees of
peasant solidarity and autonomy, where “smallholder peasant families possess and work the land

on their own [and particularly] where community relations tie the individual families together in
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opposition to landlords.”® The vacuum of the state crisis refers to the impact of the political crisis
as it weakens the coercive apparatus of the state, facilitating a ‘widespread’ rebellion. In
Skocpol’s cases, the rentier agrarian systems had class relations favourable to peasant solidarity
and autonomy, and political crises weakened the coercive instruments of the state. This facilitated
widespread revolts. These two factors ensured mass participation in the political violence. The

peasant revolts in France, Russia, and China exhibit these factors.

France

In France, the peasantry owned a substantial portion of the land. At least one-third of the land was
held by millions of peasant farmers in small pieces that “could be managed, bought and sold, and
passed to heirs, subject to seigniorial claims.”® In addition, “because very few large landowners
directly cultivated their own holdings, roughly another two-fifths of the land was rented to
peasant tenants and sharecroppers in mostly small pieces.” Therefore, peasants controlled the

use of most of the land involved in agricultural production.

However, their control of the land was “subject to heavy rental claims on what they produced.”®®
The “ground rent — royal, seigniorial, tithe and proprietorial — [was] the driving force of the realm
and its social system. Rent-payers [were] the ruled, receivers of rent and their agents the rulers.”®
The rental claims were normally burdensome, but in times of crises of production or marketing,
“they loomed as an almost insupportable drain on the margin of livelihood or subsistence.””®
Nonetheless, peasants enjoyed a substantial degree of self-government. With the aid of the local
priest, they handled their local affairs. Furthermore, there were village assemblies of the heads of
households of the community that “met after mass on Sundays to handle a wide range of
community affairs.””' These assemblies functioned as vital arenas for the discussion of local

affairs by all family heads, and their decisions controlled important aspects of village life.
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The domestic catalyst that led to the rural uprising was an economic crisis: the grain harvest
failed. Subsequently, rural incomes fell and agricultural unemployment increased.”” As markets
for industrial products contracted, “more labourers were thrown out of work.”” Meanwhile, the

price of bread rapidly increased and millions of poor peasants and urban workers faced acute

want.

Consequently, there were popular responses to the rising bread prices in 1789 and these followed
established forms — the rural and urban poor responded with bread riots. Before 1789, in response
to rising bread prices, peasant communities would “seize grain being transported for sale outside
their communities” and sell it for a ‘just price’ to local consumers.” Urban consumers responded
similarly by seizing bakers’ stocks and handling them the same way. The royal government
would then intervene through compromise and restoring order — “combination of supplying grain

to the needy and repressing demonstrations.””

Much of what happened in 1789 was a replay of this pattern of popular unrest but with one
important difference: it coincided with a state crisis that produced a political revolution — the
‘Municipal Revolution’. Thus, when the peasants began to go beyond bread riots to attack the
entire seigniorial system (the targets usually being the landlords), the propertied class was in a
poor position to repress the rural disturbances. The early revolts were particularly widespread but
with the coming of the summer, “unrest intensified and spread over most of the country.””® Thus,
the disorganisation of the upper classes, the result of a state crisis, facilitated the spread of revolts
from 1789. In the end, the revolts attacked the existing class structure, eliminated the existing

maode of surplus appropriation, and subsequently abolished the seigniorial system and many of the

institutions of the old regime.

Thus, the reasons for mass participation in the peasant revolt of the French Revolution are
twofold. Firstly, there was a pre-existing potential in French agrarian socio-political structure for
anti-seigniorial peasant revolts. The peasants possessed considerable property, community

autonomy, and anti-seigniorial solidarity. And secondly, the economic and state crisis of 1789
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that culminated into a political revolution enhanced peasant solidarity and consciousness,

weakening dominant class defences in ways that could release the revolutionary potential.”

Russia

In the case of Russia, there are similar factors explaining mass participation in political violence:
a rentier agrarian system, autonomy and solidarity in peasant community structures, and the
impact of a state crisis. The important difference, however, is that the Russian couniryside had
undergone an important transition from serfdom to a rentier agricultural system — a process of
‘Emancipation’ from serfdom to peasantry. However, despite this freedom from serfdom, the
peasantry had more obligations to meet than they had experienced under serfdom.” Therefore, as
a whole, “liberation from serfdom had little but bitterly ironic consequences for the peasants

[and] although the Emancipation allotted the peasants over one-half of the land, it left them

economically worse off.””

As for the institutional basis for Emancipation, the ownership of land allotted to peasants
followed traditional patterns. This meant that the predominant form of land tenure was a system
of collective ownership called the obshchina. The obshchina “was a village commune that
controlled property in land and distributed access to it among individual households.”®® The
nobility and the state reinforced it primarily because it provided a useful mechanism for the
collective guarantee of peasant obligations. Thus, it became virtually impossible for an individual
peasant to break his ties to the obshchina and individualist agricultural practices were

discouraged. The overall objective was to keep the bulk of the peasants on the land and at work in

the old ways.*

Most of the agricultural lands of Russia were in the hands of nobles and the controls of the
obshchina over peasant property and cultivation were particularly strong and universally present.
Within the obshchina framework, the nobility and its estate managers freed the peasant

community in most respects from political control. The peasants “were given rights of self-

7 Ibid., 125.
"% Ibid., 129,
 Ibid.
8 Ihid.

* Ibid., 130.
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government under the supervision of bureaucratic agents of the Imperial State.”™ The village
assembly became the centre of formal political authority. In addition to the economic functions of
allocating land and regulating crop cycle, the assembly had the responsibility of “community
obligations for taxes and redemption payments as well as the regulation of movements of
peasants from the village.”® Therefore, the overall effect of the post-Emancipation agrarian
system increased the peasants’ collective handling of their own political affairs and thus rendered

the villages more autonomous and solidarity against outsiders.

The deep impulses for agrarian revolts came from the obshchinas. Life for peasants who lived in
obshchinas was a continuous struggle for survival in the face of deepening poverty. This was the
result of “the coincidence of stagnant technology, poor market opportunities, and rising
population — all in addition to the heavy exaction imposed upon peasant incomes by the landlord
and the state.”™ Thus, the basic reason for revolt was economic hardship and the state crisis
provided the opportunity. And the traditional ideas and forms of community solidarity, in the
form of obshchinas, shaped the struggle: “The organisational basis of the peasant revolution was,

29835

50 to speak, ‘ready made’ in the villages.

In the wake of the February Revolution against tsardom in the cities, “the peasant movement
against the local estates commenced in the spring with encroachments upon landlords’ properties
and the withholding of rent or labour services.”® The conflict then gradually accelerated and
deepened into direct, violent attacks on landlords and seizures of estate lands to be redistributed
among peasants, climaxing in autumn 1917, and was officially sanctioned with the Bolshevik
ascension to power. What provided the opportunity was the situation of the army - the army that
had been mobilised to fight a total European war disintegrated. This relaxed the coercive

capabilities of the state.

Like France, the agrarian structural conditions of the peasantry, and the impact of the political

crisis, creating opportunities for the revolt to spread explain mass participation in the Russian

peasant revolts.

82 Ibid., 132.
® Ihid.
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8 thid., 135.
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China

In China, a peasant revolution against landlords also occurred. In contrast to France and Russia, -
the peasantry lacked the structural conditions of solidarity and autonomy that allowed the
agrarian revolutions in France and Russia to emerge relatively spontaneously.” Rather, the
Chinese agrarian revolution was more protracted and required for its consummation “the
establishment through military conquest of secure ‘base areas’, within which collective
organisation and freedom from direct landlord control could be created for the peasants.”” Thus,
the considerable degrees of peasant autonomy and solidarity, coupled with a state crisis, explain

why the peasant revolt is characterised by mass participation.
1.3.2. The Mobilisation for Consolidating and Defending the Revolution

The process of consolidating and defending the revolution is the most violent part of the social
revolution. The political violence involved in this period of the revolution is instrumental in
defending and consolidating the revolutionary process. The violence is characterised by the mass
mobilisation of society by the revolutionary leadership to defend and consolidate the revolution in
the face of a counter-revolution. Skocpol makes the point that in social-revolutionary processes,
“emergent political leaderships were challenged by disunity and counter-revolutionary attempts at
home, and by military invasions from abroad, to build new state organisations to consolidate the
Revolutions.” Moreover, “success in meeting the challenges of political consolidation {in the face
of internal and external counter-revolutionaries] was possible in large part because revolutionary

leaderships could mobilise lower-class groups formerly excluded from national politics, either

urban workers or the peasantry.”

Therefore, what characterises social-revolutionary processes is the politico-military mobilisation
of popular support in wars against domestic counter-revolutionaries and competitors, and against
foreign invaders.*”® The successful consolidation and defence of a social revolution depends on the
ability of the revolutionary leadership to mobilise the society to defend the revolution, iﬁ the face
of a counter-revolution. In the social-revolutionary interregnum following the state and societal

crisis, a political dynamic is discernible. A process of polarisation in the society between two

% Ibid., 148.
% Thid.
* Ibid., 161.

* Ibid., 283.
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political extremes i.e. counter-revolutionary forces and radical revolutionaries, leads to the
radicalisation of society facilitating the emergence of a radical revolutionary leadership. Political
violence, instrumental in revolutionary defence, occurs in the mass mobilisation of society to
consolidate the revolution in the face of counter-revolutionary forces. The cases of France, Russia

and China exhibit this pattern.

France

After the revolutionary state crisis of 1789, a political dynamic of polarisation emerged. This
political dynamic, on the one hand, “inexorably strengthened the extreme of full-scale
aristocratic-monarchical revival”, and on the other hand, “intensified distrust of the king and fear
of counter-revolution leading ultimately to radical republicanism.”®' These tensions immobilised
and finally, under wartime conditions, tore apart the united liberal revolutionary government (that
launched the political revolution) of 1789-92. Subsequently, this provided the opening for “urban
mass mobilisation by radical political elites, men who were marginal to the old landed-

commercial dominant class and primarily orientated to self and national advancement through

state-building activities.””

The end of the liberal phase occurred when France declared war on Austria in April 1792. This
act “set in motion the processes of government centralisation and popular political mobilisation
that were to culminate first in the Montagnard Terror of 1793-4, and then in the Napoleonic
dictatorship.”®® In declaring war, the liberal revolutionary government had hoped to unify France
and propel it to easy victories. However, the war only exacerbated internal political polarisation
as the armies performed poorly, deliberated by the emigration or disaffection of many officers.>
In a worsening political and military crisis, and the subsequent decline in economic conditions,
the discontent of the urban population was aroused as radical politicians emerged. Moreover, as
the situation deteriorated, political awareness and participation among the urban masses
increased, and they eventually threw their support to radical political elites. As the threat of

armed counter-revolution grew, they began to organise “their own political and military

! 1bid., 185.
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participation in neighbourhood sections, urban communes, in committees of surveillance, and in

armed bands of self-appointed defenders of the Revolution.”*

Soon, by the end of 1792, radical revolutionaries removed the liberal revolutionary government.
However, by early 1793, as foreign enemies pressed anew, and spurred by the threat of
conscription to the new army, the peasants rose against the new revolutionary government.
Subsequently, more disaffected politicians went into opposition and this led to numerous counter-
revolutionary revolts,; providing favourable opportunities for counter-revolution.

What emerged to meet this crisis of defending the revolution from its armed enemies internally
and externally was a “dictatorial and arbitrary system of government.”* These were radical
leaders of the Montagnard Jacobins and they began to mobilise the urban population. They began
to establish themselves in Committees of ‘Public Safety’ and ‘General Security’, and through a
network of Jacobin clubs, the Commitiees imposed tight central co-ordination over national
politics.”” Subsequently, “draconian and summary judicial measures, known as the Terror, were
adopted to imprison and execute enemies of the Revplution.”” Urged by popular supporters of
the Montagnard government, these measures “struck nobles, refractory priests, and rich
bourgeoisie, but in absolute numbers, many more peasants and urban poor were affected, most of
them from rebellious areas.”” Moreover, the overall pattern of the political violence was one of

political defence employed to crush rebellion and opposition to the revolution.

Subsequently, the Montagnard dictatorship, through a process of mass mobilisation by the
Committees, expanded, invigorated, and supplied the armies of France. Under the rule of the
Committee on Public Safety, “the armies of revolutionary France turned from demoralisation and
defeats to frequent victories and by early 1794 had mastered every major internal and external
military threat to the Republic.”'® However, disaffection soon grew among the supporters of the

Montagnards and by mid-1794, leaders of the radical revolutionaries were dispatched to the

guillotine,
% Ibid., 188.
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Thus, the overall pattern of political violence suggests that the primary function was political
defence of the revolution. Mass participation in this political violence was determined by the
social and political dynamics of radicalisation and polarisation in the society between two
extremes (radical revolutionaries and counter-revolutionaries) under wartime conditions. In
addition, success in defending and consolidating the revolution depended on the mass
mobilisation of the sdciety into Committees on Public Safety and General Security to defend the
revolution from internal and external counter-revolutionaries. These instruments, the Committees
on Public Safety and General Security, ensured mass participation in political violence.

i

Russia

Like France, a political dynamic ;)f polarisation and radicalisation also occurred in Russia after
the February 1917 revolutionary crisis and under wartime conditions. But unlike France, it didn’t
occur within the context of a transition from a liberal to radical regime — “in Russia, there was
never any viable liberal regime to be overthrown by anyone.”'® Rather, what set into motion a
process of polarisation and increasing radicalism, culminating into intense political violence to

consolidate the revolution, was the Bolshevik seizure of power through a coup d’état.

In the deepening chaos in Russia after the February Revolution, the Provisional Government was
unwilling and unable to abandon the war, and unable to sanction or stop agrarian revolts,
Consequently, political conflict in society deepened and the disorder spread into the cities, the
war fronts, and the countryside. Amidst this chaos, the Bolshevik Party, originally the tiniest and
the most extremist of the socialist parties, “manoeuvred successfully to develop increased tactical

effectiveness and to gain strategically local popular support.™'*

In the Russian Revolution, ‘October’ was the moment when the “Provisional Government, whose
power and authority had been completely undermined by popular revolts, was finally pushed
aside through the Bolshevik bid for state sovereignty.”'” In the capital, the Bolsheviks brganised
a military coup through the Petrograd garrison “under the authority of the Military Revolutionary
Committee of the Petrograd Soviet, and made in the name of the Soviets of workers’, peasants’,

and soldiers’ deputies.”’™ The Bolshevik Party, presenting itself as the leader and representative

1% 1hid., 207,
102 yhid., 212,
193 Ibid., 213.
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of the proletariat, “undertook to preserve and extend its rule and thereby consolidate and defend

the Russian Revolution.”'*”

For a while after the coup, the Bolsheviks continued to sanction anarchist forms of popular
insurrection. However, given the circumstances of their ascension to state power, they began to
rebuild administrative and military organisations, enforcing ever more centralised discipline
within the party. However, with the social and economic crises deepening, and the armies in the

process of dissolving, the Bolsheviks were in a worse position to govern.'®

The turning point came when Russia negotiated surrender in March 1918, and was subsequently
defeated. As a result, counter-revolutionary forces based on armies led by former tsarist officers
sprung up, and “Western expeditionary forces scattered around the periphery of European and
Asian Russia were initiating attempts at foreign intervention.”'”” To meet these difficulties of
military threats and counter-revolution, the Bolsheviks quickly turned to a strategy of organised
coercion to defend the revolution. In addition, the Bolsheviks used organised coercion to restore

order and discipline to Russian society and the government.

Two important instruments were used in the mobilisation of society to defend the revolution. The
first was the Cheka, the political police, which was a special, autonomous administrative agency,
charged with combating counter-revolutionary subversion by any means deemed necessary.'®®
They were only subject to the authority of Party leaders and were used primarily to restore order
and discipline internally. The Cheka “carried out searches, arrests, shootings, afterwards making a
report to the Council of People’s Commissars and the Soviet Central Executive Committee.”'”
Their most important activity was the “summary arrest and imprisonment or execution of actual

or suspected party and class enemies of the Soviet regime.”''

The second instrument was a centralised, professional, and disciplined Red Army created to
defend against the emerging counter-revolutionary armies. Mass mobilisation was key to the
success against counter-revolutionary armies. Conscription was decreed and soon, the Red Army

was made up of loyal industrial workers and the peasants — in the end, peasants came to constitute
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over four-fifths of the Red Army, which grew to over five million men by 1921."" The Red Army
eventually defeated the counter-revolutionary armies and their success depended on their ability

to mobilise the peasantry and urban workers in wars against counter-revolutionaries.

China

In the Chinese Revolution, the peasants ended up providing both the revolutionary
insurrectionary force and the organised popular basis for the consolidation of revolutionary state
power. The Chinese revolution only completed when the revolutionary leaders tapped into the

enormous rebellious, productive, and political energies of the peasant majority.'”

Unlike the French Revolution, which had the Jacobins, or the Russian Revolution, which had the
Bolsheviks, the Chinese Revolution had two parallel revolutionary movements that aimed at and
achieved considerable success in consolidating state power. One, the Kuomintang, “based itself
primarily upon urban support and resources”; the other, the Chinese Communist Party, “based
itself after 1927 primarily upon peasant support and rural resources.”'" The ultimate success of
the Chinese Communists “depended upon their ability to penetrate rural communities, displace
the remnant gentry, and mobilise peasant participation to a degree unprecedented.”’™ The
Chinese Communists successfully mobilised the peasantry for guerrilla war and land revolution
and that was central to the success of the Chinese Revolution. Thus, like the cases of France and
Russia, there was a significant relationship between mass mobilisation for revolutionary

consolidation and revolutionary success.

Therefore, what characterises social-revolutionary processes is the politico-military mobilisation
of popular support in wars against domestic counter-revolutionaries and competitors, and against
foreign invaders.'”” In France, the Jacobins mobilised urban popular forces to revitalise the
national army and defend the revolution. In Russia, the Bolshevik Party, through the Cheka and
Red Army, mobilised the industrial proletariat against counter-revolution. Moreover, in China,
the Communist Party mobilised the peasants for guerrilla war and land revolution. Political

violence, characterised by mass mobilisation, was instrumental in the revolutionary interregnum.
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The violence has two important functions. Firstly, it is instrumental in the crisis-from-below and
emerges as a peasant revolt. Secondly, it is instrumental in defending the revolution in the face of

a counter-revolution, and is characterised by the mass mobilisation and participation of society.

Summing Up

Skocpol defines social revolutions as rapid and basic transformations of a society’s state and class
structures, accompanied and carried through by class-based revoits from below.''® Her
explanation of social revolutions employs three principles of analysis. She approaches social
revolutions from a structural perspective, pays attention to international contexts and pressures,
and approaches the state as an autonomous organisation. Social revolutions originate from the
simultaneous development of two crises: a state crisis and a crisis-from-below. The state crisis
emerges from international pressure put on the state, and the failure of the state to respond to it.
The state crisis facilitates for the emergence of a crisis-from-below. This takes the form of a
widespread peasant revolt. The peasant revolt, however, also emerges from the structural

conditions of rural socio-political and economic structures. Its social-revolutionary impact is

facilitated by the state crisis.

The revolutionary process is characterised by the fundamental transformation of the society’s
state and class structures. The interregnum is characterised by the mass mobilisation and
participation of society in political violence. This violence has two important functions in the
revolutionary process. Firstly it is the instrument of the crisis-from-below and takes the form of a
peasant revolt. Secondly, it is the instrument of defending and consolidating the revolution in the
face of counter-revolutionary forces. The outcome of the social revolution is a strengthened state
that is more centralised, bureaucratic, and autonomous domestically and internationally. There is

much greater popular incorporation into the state-run affairs of the nation and the state is more

potent and powerful within society.

U3 1hid., 283
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1.4. The Analysis to Come: The Case of Rwanda

The ‘class analysis’ i.e. the analysis of ‘class relations’, ‘class conflict’, and ‘changes in class
relations’, is an essential analytical tool Skocpol uses in explaining the process of state and
societal structural transformation in social revolutions.'"” Social revolutions, from Skocpol’s
perspective, are ‘class-based’ movements emerging from the structural contradictions of agrarian
rentier systems where peasants are the lower major producing class, and landlords are the
dominant surplus appropriating upper class. The social-revolutionary process is characterised by
‘class conflict’ between the peasantry, in solidarity with a rising revolutionary class, and
landlords. The outcome of the revolution is the structural ‘transformation of class relations’ where
the landed upper class loses out to the benefit of lower class groups, and the hegemony of the

newly triumphant revolutionary class.

The rest of the study will apply this analytical framework to the Rwandan Revolution. waever,
in deciphering the logic of the Rwandan Revolution one additional variable must be included —
the role of ‘political identities’ and their ‘racialisation’ i.e. race identities. This is because in
Rwanda, the definitive feature of Belgian Colonialism was the generation of ‘race’ identity in the
form of ‘Hutu’ and ‘Tutsi’ that became synonymous with ‘native’ and ‘settler’ respectively.''®
Thus, whereas in Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions the distinctions between social groups,
and the potential source of social and political conflicts, were based on ‘class relations’, in the
Rwandan Revolution, ‘race idéntity’ was an additional factor in class relations. The implication
of race identity as an additional variable in class and socio-political relations is that social group
distinctions in Rwanda were politicised and reinforced. Consequently, social differences
coincided with economic differences, which coincided with political differences, which coincided
with racial differences. Thus, the peasant identity became a ‘subservient” Hutu racial identity, and
the landlord/dominant class identity became a ‘superior’ Tutsi racial identity. The implication of
race identity as an additional variable in class and socio-political conflict is that, despite the
transformation of colonial class relations between Hutu and Tutsi'*®, the polarised and conflicting

race relations between Hutu and Tutsi were institutionalised and reinforced, leaving them

unchanged.

"7 Skocpol relies extensively on the Marxist conception of class relations as a theoretical tool.

"% It is important to note that the social categories ‘Hutu’ and ‘Tutsi’ predate Belgian Colonialism. It was
under Belgian Colonialism that the distinction between the two was made a racial one. )

"'® With the Tutsi landowners losing out to the benefit of a newly triumphant Hutu revolutionary class.
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Rwanda’s 1959»‘Social Revolution’

“How long shall we have to wait wtil our injustices are redressed?’ * Until the Hutu no longer has the soul
of a serf. For that, he must be reborn.’”

Hutu characters in Naigiziki’s play, L 'Optimiste.

This chépter provides an analysis on Rwanda’s 1959 ‘Social Revolution’. In providing this
analysis, the chapter uses the independent variables developed in Skocpol’s States and Social
Revolutions to explain the Rwandan 1959 Revolution: the siate crisis and the crisis-from-below.
The chapter consists of four sections. The first section discusses the origins of the categories
‘Hutu and Tutsi’, and shows how the difference between them became racial. The second section
discusses the politics of decolonisation, showing how the process politicised the Hutu and Tutsi
difference. The third section discusses the dynamics of the social-revolutionary crisis in Rwanda,

and the final section shows how Rwanda’s Revolution meets Skocpol’s expectations on the

nature of the social-revolutionary crisis.
2.1. The Origins of the Hutu and Tutsi
2.1.1. The Pre-Colonial Distinction of Hutu and Tutsi

Since the meaning, and significance, of the social categories ‘Hutu’ and ‘Tutsi’, are related to the
causes of the genocide, it is important to explain how changes in state power and social structure
transformed relations between those considered Hutu and Tutsi, creating new forms of cleavages,
and fostering new forms of solidarity, leading to revolution and genocide. Catherine Newbury
and Mahmood Mamdani, in their fascinating studies on the political history of Rwanda, stress the
importance of the development of state power and its impact on local Hutu-Tutsi power relations,
focusing on important turning points in Rwanda’s history.'”® In examining the changes in the
access to, and use of, state power, they explore the impact of these changes on the development of

Hutu-Tutsi identity relations, particularly on the effect on socio-economic and political

distinctions.

120 Colonial Rwanda, the Rwandan Revolution, and the Rwandan Civil War.
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Newbury’s research was conducted in Kinyaga, part of the Cyangugu Prefecture in present-day
southwestern Rwanda, bordering the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Burundi, far
from the central court of the Kingdom of Rwanda. In Kinyaga, political penetration of the royal
court was recent, and ideological penetration, involving the imposition of Tutsi political norms,
developed in the Kingdom of Rwanda, was yet imperfect."”' It was thus possible for her to
examine how the central political institutions of the Kingdom of Rwanda developed. Moreover, it

became evident that the “processes similar to those observed in Kinyaga had ocourred elsewhere

in [Rwanda] as well.”'*

On Ijwi Island (currently part of the DRC), an area west of Kinyaga where Kinyagans maintained
intensive but informal contacts, with considerable population mobility from Rwanda, ‘Hutu’ and
*Tutsi’ were not relevant social categories except as they related to immigrants from Rwanda who
came to the Island.'” Despite the longstanding contacts and extensive knowledge of several
aspects of Rwandan society, most people in Kinyaga did not know or clearly understand the term
‘Hutu’. All Rwandans i.e. people who came from the Kingdom of Rwanda, were “referred
collectively as ‘Badusi’.”” But individually a Rwandan was identified by his clan.”'? Initiaily,

this was more significant than the terms ‘Hutu’ and ‘Tutsi’.

The status of ‘Tutsi’ was often viewed as dependent on the control of wealth, particularly cattle
and state power. Before political factors made the social categories of Hutu and Tutsi meaningful,
social identification belonged principally to the unit that performed corporate political functions
(the lineage of neighbourhood residential group). It was the “introduction to Kinyaga of central
Rwandan administrative structures during the reign of Mwami [King] Rwabugiri (1860-1895)
that brought contact with political institutions and social distinctions at a new level. It was under

these conditions that current ethnic identifications became salient,”'?

Therefore, with the arrival of Rwabugiri and his chiefs, signifying the expansion of the frontiers
of the Kingdom of Rwanda into Kinyaga and other new territories, classification into the social

12! Catherine Newbury, The Cohesion of Oppression: Clientship and Ethnicity in Rwanda, 1860-1960 (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1988).

122 Newbury, The Cohesion of Oppression, 9.

'S Ibid., 11.

'24 This is obtained from the Kinyarwanda term ‘Abatutsi’ or “Tutsi’.

23 Ibid.

12 Ibid.
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categories of Hutu and Tutsi rigidified. The lineages that were wealthy in cattle and had links to
powerful chiefs “were regarded as ‘Tutsi’” and lineages that lacked these characteristics “were
relegated to non-Tutsi status.”"” During the reign of Rwabugiri, known as the period of “Tutsi
rule’, the advantages of being Tutsi, and the disadvantages of being Hutu, increased enormously.
It was in this context, and under colonialism, where a gradual enlargement to scale of political

awareness occurred among those considered not Tutsi i.e. Hutu through the realisation of

common oppression.

Mahmood Mamdani also traces the development of the terms and social categories Hutu and
Tutsi through the institutional development of the state of Rwanda where Hutu and Tutsi emerged
as state enforced political identities.'*® Mamdani argues that the Rwandan State was a powerful
political engine that “restructured social relations wherever its tentacles took hold.” Hutu and
Tutsi, he argues, are changing political identities linked to the history of the Rwandan State.'”
Mamdani concludes that to be Tutsi meant fo be in state power, near state power, or simply to be

identified with state power — just as to be Hutu meant more to be a subject.

Newbury identifies three important socio-economic distinctions between Hutu and Tutsi in the
pre-colonial era. Firstly, no religious or political ideology sanctioned separation between Hutu
and Tutsi. Secondly, the economic distinction between Hutu and Tutsi was not as clear-cut as has
sometimes been thought. Both Hutu and Tutsi “engaged in activities associated with the care of
cattle, since Tutsi cattle owners often put their cattle in the charge of Hutuy herders, and cattle

99130

were esteemed by both groups.

Mamdani shares the same view, questioning the notion of the exclusivity of the agricultural and
pastoral activities. According to Mamdani, the “simple notion” that Hutu were agriculturists and
Tutsi were pastoralists “is no longer sustainable in light of research which challenges the equation
of Tutsi with pastoralism. More evidence has come to light that the predecessors of the Hutu had
cattle long before the Tutsi appeared on the scene.”' Agricultural and pastoral activities were

hardly exclusive as they were jointly carried out in most regions. Therefore, “many Hutu had

7 Ibid.

122 Mahmood Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers: Colonialism, Nativism, and the Genocide in
Rwanda (Oxford: James Currey, 2001).
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29

cattle, and many Tutsi farmed land.”"* In addition, Mamdani views these identifications, of Tutsi
with cattle and Hutu with land, as “historical artefacts politically created alongside the
institutional power of the Rwandan State.”'”® The major difference between Hutu and Tutsi in
control of cattle “could be reduced to control over political power and this then becomes a
criterion of political and legal, but not economic, differentiation.”'* Father Léon Classe, a

missionary with many years of experience in Rwanda, emphasises the distinctive categories

between Hutu and Tutsi:

“It should be noted that the term “Tuutsi’ ofien refers not to the origin (descent) but to social condition, or
wealth, especially as regards to cattle: whoever is a chief, or who is rich will often be referred to as Tuutsi.
Frequently also, because of their manner or their language, ... the inhabitants of the provinces of Central

Rwanda, Nduga and Marangara, as well as those of Buganza are referred to as Tuutsi.”*’

As this text by Father Classe sugpests, there was the tendency to associate ‘Tutsi’ with
possessions of wealth and power, “and particularly with wealthy people coming from central
Rwanda.”'* Those more wealthy and powerful were more likely to be regarded as Tutsi, and
ultimately, “Tutsi’ came to be ‘self-defined’ as an elite — an identity of wealth and power. This

status, however, could change, and this brings in the social factor concerning the distinction.

Thirdly, the categories of Hutu and Tutsi were in the past relatively flexible. Social mobility and
“passing from one category to the another did occur, though opportunities for mobility out of the
Hutu category apparently diminished in the later colonial period.””” Louis de Lacger illustrates

this flexibility in social mobility between Hutu and Tutsi:

“... A ‘petit mututsi’ lacking the means of satisfving the monetary demands of providing wives for his
offspring is obliged to fall back on the peasant world. He obtains wives from families of peasant status and
if the condition of his family is prolonged, if his sons and grandsons are forced to resign themselves to the
same type of indigence, his family will see itself gradually eliminated from the society of the ‘right kind® of
people; it will descend to the level of the rural masses. The inverse is no less frequent. A muhutu capable of

providing his father-in-law with a cow will be able to obtain a wife from a medium level Tutsi family; with

32 1bid.
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time and a growing prosperity his offspring would come to be considered as descendants of a ‘good’

family.”"**

Therefore, that you were born either Hutu or Tutsi did not mean that you could not change from
Hutu to Tutsi, or Tutsi to Hutu, under definitely prescribed circumstances, during your lifetime.
Two social rituals demonstrated the flexibility and socially mobile categories of Hutu and Tutsi:
Kwihutura and Gucupira. With regard to Kwihutura, the rare Hutu who was able to accumulate
cattle and rise through the socio-economic hierarchy “could Kwihutura - shed Hutuness — and
achieve the political status of a Tutsi.”"*” Their children could now marry Tutsi, and their children
would be Tutsi."*® Conversely, loss of property “could also lead to the loss of status summed up
in the Kinyarwanda word Gucupira™*"' Likewise, a Tutsi family without means may descend in

social status and become Hutu. Their children would then have no choice but to marry Hutu."*

Therefore, Hutus could Kwihutura and move up the social ladder thanks to their acquisition of
cattle (the symbol of wealth). In addition, being a Tutsi was no guarantee of wealth and influence
in the social, economic and political establishment of the nation — “loss of property meant loss of
status as a Tutsi [and] Gucupira meant just that.”"** The significance of Kwihutura, the ‘accession
to nobility’, was that “this ‘ennoblement’ prevented the birth of a distinct Bahutu chiefly stratum
which could have become a privileged intermediary between the court and the larger
population.”'* While the social space between Hutu and Tutsi was vast, it was “a space that some
could and did negotiate, either through opportunity that came with enrichment or through

compulsion that was a consequence of impoverishment.”'*

Therefore, the state-building efforts of Rwabugiri in the new conquered territories heightened the
awareness of social and political difference between Hutu and Tutsi in Kinyaga. With the arrival

of the central court authorities, “lines of distinction were altered and sharpened, as the categories
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of Hutu and Tutsi assumed new hierarchical overtones associated with proximity to the central
court ~ proximity to [state] power.”"® As the political arena widened, and the intensity of
political activity increased, “these classifications became increasingly stratified and rigidified” to
the point where “Hutu identity came to be assncisted.étfnor Tiutu or 1itsi came to depend on
state power. In Newbury’s research, the social category ‘Tutsi’ was associated with “central
government power and institutions, and particularly with the exactions of chiefs backed by central
government.”'** Newbury further writes that Kinyagans traced the arrival of the first Tutsi in the

region to the time of Rwabugiri.'*®
2.1.2. Hutu and Tutsi in the Kingdom of Rwanda

Mamdani’s brief analysis on the expansion of the Rwandan State during the reign of Mwami
Kigeri Rwabugiri (1860-95) gives a significant insight into the nature of Hutu identity in the pre-
colonial era. In theory, the mwami of Rwanda, who was always Tutsi, was an absolute monarch
living at the centre of a large court, and was both the supreme judge and legislature. In practice,
however, the mwami was only the apex of a complex pyramid of political, cultural and economic
relationships. The administration of the Rwandan State comprised of a three-fold hierarchy of
chiefs under the mwami, running from province to district to hill. The army chief controlled each
province and was in charge of recruiting soldiers for the mwami’s armies.'® The province was in
turn demarcated into districts, “each with two chiefs independent of one another.”'”' The chief of
landholding “was in charge of agricultural land and production”, and his counterpart, the chief of

pastures “ruled over grazing land and collected dues from stock.”'* Each district was divided

into hills, each with a single chief, the Aill chiefs.

The chiefs “were bureaucrats who were appointed to their position by a superior, either the

mwami or a superior chief.”'** All the army chiefs and chiefs of pastures were Tutsi. However,
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there was the occasional presence of Hutu chiefs among the chiefs of landholding'** and more so

the lower one went down the hierarchy. Thus, in the districts, the lowest ranks of administrators,

the hill chiefs, “could be Tutsi, Hutu or Twa.”"”*

The administrative system towards the end of the nineteenth century had two important features.
Firstly, the monarch “ruled through two sets of parallel hierarchies.” At the level of the smallest
administrative unit, the hill, “every subject was linked to the monarch through the hill chief and
the army chief” At the district level, “the chief of pastures and the chief of landholding
functioned as two parallel hierarchies.”'®® The existence of these parallel administrative
hierarchies “made it possible for peasants to find the breathing space by playing off one set of
officials against another when the need arose.”'” Secondly, while there was visibiy Tutsi the
higher one reached the military administrative hierarchy, “the lower ranks of administration,
where officials were most involved in face-to-face contact with subjects, [included] a significant

presence of Hutu and Twa officials.”"**

Under the Mwami Kigeri Rwabugiri, the Rwandan state witnessed its final and most spectacular
expansion of its boundaries where “Rwabugiri led a series of military campaigns that led to the
incorporation of ‘Hutu statelets’ in both eastern and western Rwanda.”'*” Research on the
expansion during the reign of Rwabugiri and the early colonial period gives an important insight
into the nature of Hutu identity. It appears that the social category of Hutu simply applied to all
those from a variety of ethnic backgrounds who came to be subjugated to the power of the
Rwandan state.'® The population became Hutu in the last years of the nineteenth century through
gradual Tutsi military occupation under Rwabugiri and because of absorption into the institutions

of the expanding state of Rwanda.'®'

The political process where previously autonomous communities were absorbed within the

boundaries of an expanding Rwandan state had important consequences. On the one hand, “as

local chiefs were dismissed and replaced by incoming collaborators, ‘identified as Tutsi’, land

1% This could have led many observers of the region to conclude that this was so because agriculture was
the Hutu domain.
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and cattle gradually accumulated into Tutsi hands.”'®® On the other hand, as those subjugated lost
lands and were forced to enter into relations of servitude to gain access to land, ‘identified as
Hutw’, “the Hutu identity came to be associated with and entirely defined by inferior status.”'*
Thus, Hutu meant, and referred to, subjugation, ‘servant’, and inferiority, and Tutsi came to mean

‘in power’, and ‘dominant over Hutu’.

Therefore, the ancestors of the people known as Tutsi and Hutu had separate historical origins for
Hutu did not exist as an identity outside of the state of Rwanda. Rather, “it emerged as a trans-
ethnic identity of subjects in the state of Rwanda.”'® The predecessors of Hutu were simply those .
from different social groups subjugated to the power of the state of Rwanda. In contrast, Tutsi
“existed as an ethnic identity before the establishment of the state of Rwanda.” However, with the
formal mechanisms in the Rwandan State, such as Kwihutura and other instances of
intermarriage, allowing rulers to absorb the most prosperous of their subjects into their own
ranks, “Tutsi became a trans-ethnic identity.”'®’ Therefore, given Tutsi identity was sufficiently
porous to absorb successful Hutu through Kwihutura, and Hutu was a trans-ethnic identity of
subjects, the HutwTutsi distinction in the pre-colonial era was not an ethnic or socio-economic

distinction. The distinction was political; dividing a subject population from those identified with

state power.'%
2.1.3. Colonialism: The ‘Racialisation’ of Hutu and Tutsi

Colonial Rwanda was a halfway house between.direct and indirect rule colonialism'®”’, combining
features of both. Like most of colonial Africa, Belgian colonial power constructed ‘customary
law’ and ‘Native Authorities’ (indirect rule colonialism) alongside civil law and civic authorities
(direct rule colonialism). However, the difference with other colonial systems is that afier the
Belgian colonial reforms of 1926-36, all Hutu were ruled by Tutsi chiefs, and not by ‘Hutu’

chiefs. These reforms constructed the Tutsi into a different non-indigenous race: the ‘Hamitic

race,ms
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Unlike most cases of indirect rule where colonialism ruled by producing plural ethnic identities,
Belgian colonialism produced bipolar racial identities to rule Rwanda. The colonised population
comprised of “a nativised majority [that] opposed a non-native minority.” This opposition in
Rwanda “pitted Hutu against Tutsi.”"*® Thus, Rwandan colonial society was divided into two
racialised groups, a privileged and dominant Tutsi ‘settler’ Hamitic race and a subjugated and
peasant Hutu ‘native’ race, turning race into the primary difference. Subsequently, as the Huty,
excluded from the regime of rights, made sense of the basis of their exclusion and oppression,
they organised along ‘racial’ lines, more or less submerging all other differences as secondary.'”
Subsequently, Hutu identity changed from a mark of servitude into an insurgent race identity. As
a result, race became the primary and standard marker for the anti-colonial revolutionary struggle.

Therefore, colonialism and colonial ideology invented racial distinction and prejudice between
Hutu and Tutsi as a divide and rule practice. It was the obsession with racist ideology, known as
the ‘Hamitic hypothesis’, that became the basis of a series of colonial institutional formations,
which froze the Tutsi and Hutu as polarised and conflicting races in their relationship to the

colonial state, and eventually each other.'”

The Homitic Hypothesis

In Central Africa, perhaps more so than in any other part of the continent, the lingering effects of
colonialism in the form of the ‘Hamitic hypothesis’ have been all too evident.'” Since Rwanda
and Burundi’s independence at the beginning of the 1960s, the main proponents of ‘Hamitism’
have not been Europeans. Rather, they have been Rwandans and Burundians, and the people who
have been victimised have been other Rwandans and Burundians.'” Based on what was more a
racist ideology than a scientific evaluation, during Belgian colonial rule, an ancient, fascinating,
and complex African society was modernised, simplified and ossified. Colonial administrators,
missionaries, and government anthropologists all contributed, and at times unwittingly, to an

ideological and tragic reconstruction of Rwanda’s past and, from that artificial past, of the present

and future,
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The idea that the Tutsi were superior “because they came from elsewhere” and that the difference
between them and the ‘local’ Hutu population was racial, was an “idea of colonial origin.”'™* It
was shared by all colonialists (the Belgians, Germans, English, and the French) who were
convinced that wherever in Africa there was evidence of organised and sophisticated state life,
the ruling groups must have come from elsewhere. These mobile and ruling groups were called
‘Hamites’, and the idea that they were the hidden hands behind every bit of civilisation in Africa

was ‘the Hamitic hypothesis’.

The Hamitic hypothesis as a model for understanding the history of East and Central Africa
emerged in Europe during the nineteenth century. It drew upon half-truths and outright fictions of
a religious and pseudo-scientific nature.'” Bearing many of the characteristics of an ‘invented
tradition’, European colonialists used this hypothesis in contradictory ways. At times, the so-
called Hamites, taken 1o be all black Africans, “were denigrated”, at other times, as in East

Africa, Hamites were “perceived to be guasi-Caucasian and thus superior to other Africans.””®
pe g g

There are three strands of nineteenth century European thought that contributed to the weaving of
the Hamitic hypothesis: theology, anthropology and biology. In theology, the raw material from
which the Hamitic hypothesis was manufactured “can be dated back to the Judaic and Christian
myths of biblical and medieval vintage.”'”” Scholars of the period say the word ‘Ham’ appears for
the first time in Genesis, chapter five of the Bible. The account in Genesis tells of Ham’s
contempt for his father, Noah, whom he saw drunk and lying in a stupor. On emerging from his
oblivion, MNoah learned that while his other sons, Shem and Japheth, covered their fathers
nakedness, averting their eyes to his shame, Ham did not look away. Subsequently, Noah
“blessed the descendants of Shem and Japheth, but cursed those of Ham.”'” The claim that the
descendants of Ham were cursed by being black “first appeared in the oral traditions of the Jews
when these were recorded in the sixth century Babylonian Talmud. That same myth depicts Ham

as a sinful man and his progeny as degenerates.”'”
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The biblical myth claimed that Negro Africans were the descendants of Ham. Though part of
humanity, as descendants of Noah, “they were considered the accursed part, having descended
from a cursed son of Noah. It was in this vein that Leo Africanus, the great North African
traveller and once time protégé of Pope Leo X, identified Negro Africans as having descended

from Ham.”'®

Scholarly understanding and interpretation of the Hamitic hypothesis was to change and shift -
significantly. By the end of the eighteenth century, the myth that the Negro African was the
accursed descendant of Ham turned upside down."®' According to the second and anthropological
incarnation, the three sons of Noah (Ham, Shem, and Japheth) represented the three races, and all
had originated in some region in Central Asia and had set out to seek their fortunes. The Hamites
were the first to head south and said to be the “genius behind ancient Egypt and behind the
Phoenicians. However, after founding some civilisations and attempting to keep their blood pure,
they had become hopelessly mongrelised by the native and inferior blacks.”"** The Semites were
the next to leave and soon ‘polluted’ in the course of time. It was only the Aryans, the Japhites,
who stayed north and retained their purity. In this generally accepted version, the “sons of Noah
were the predecessors of the three main races in humanity. The Europeans were begotten from
Japheth, the Semites from Shem, and the Hamites from Ham. No longer Hamites but pre-Hamitic
species that were said to have corrupted the Hamites, the Negro Africans were finally beyond the

pale of humanity.”'*

The explorer and colonial official whose writings were central to the anthropological incarnation
of the Hamitic hypothesis was John Hanning Speke. Speke’s book, Jowrnal of the Discovery of
the Source of the Nile, provided an attempt to offer an explanation to the complex political
organisation of the political systems in the Great Lakes region of Central Africa. After observing
the various Kingdoms in the Great Lakes, Speke’s basic anthropological theory was that “all
culture and civilisation in Central Africa had been introduced by the taller, sharper-featured
people.” He considered them a “Caucasoid tribe of Ethiopian origin, descended from the biblical
King David, and therefore a superior race to the native Negro.”'® Speke, in Chapter IX of his
book, entitled the ‘History of the Wahuma’, deduced a theory of ‘conquest of inferior races by
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superior races’ (the Hamites) in the Great Lakes with the arrival of a ‘conquering civilisation’.'*

Despite their black skin, these Hamites were almost Caucasian. Speke writes:

“It appears impossible to believe, judging from the physical appearance of the Wahuma, that they can be of
any other race than the semi-Shem-Hamitic of Ethiopia... In these countries the government is in the hands
of foreigners, who had invaded and taken possession of them, leaving the agricultural sborigines to il the
ground, while the junior members of the usurping clans herded cattle - just as in Abyssinia, or wherever the
Abyssinians or Gallas have shown themselves. There a pastoral clan from the Asiatic side took the
government of Abyssinia from its people and have ruled over them since, changing, by inter-marriage with

the Africans, the texture of their hair and colour to a certain extent, but still maintaining a high stamp of

Asiatic feature”
Speke then writes that the Tutsi are in fact the Wahuma:

“How or when their name became changed from Wahuma to Watutsi [Tutsi in Kiswahili] no one is able to
explain; but again deducing the past from present, we cannot help suspecting that, in the same way as this

change has taken place, the name Galla may have been changed from Habshi, and Wahuma from

Gallas. "'

Speke decided that these ‘carriers of superior civilisation’ who were the ancestors of the Tutsi
were “the Galla of southern Ethiopia. This opinion was shared by other nineteenth century
explorers such as Sir Samuel Baker and Gaetano Casati and by twentieth century missionaries
such as Father van den Burgt, Father Gorju and John Roscoe.”*®’ Other missionaries even thought

they were descendants of ancient Egyptians or that they even came from Asia. Father van den

Burgt writes:

“We can see Caucasian skulls and beautiful Greek profiles side by side with Semitic and even Jewish

features, elegant golden-red beauties in the heart of Ruanda and Urundi.”'®®

Mgr Le Roy also had his own view:
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“The Bahima [a Tutsi clan] differ absolutely by the beauty of their features and their light colour from the
Bantu [Hutu] agriculturalists of an inferior type. Tall and well proportioned, they have long thin noses, a

wide brow and fine lips. They say they come from the North. Their intelligent and delicate appearance,

their love for money, their capacity to adapt to any situation seem to indicate a Semitic-origin.”"'®’

In the third, and biological incarnation, Sir Harry Johnston, the first British administrator of the
Uganda Protectorate, embellished upon Speke’s theory. He claimed that the idea of the state and
institution of sacred kingship in Great Lakes Africa arrived with pastoral invaders called the
Bacwezi."™ The Tutsi king of Rwanda was thus “of non-autochthonous origin; he was a Hamite-
Bacwezi Tutsi from Ethiopia.”"”' Speke and Johnston’s theories quickly achieved the status of
received wisdom and subsequent historians, explorers and missionaries adopted the Hamitic
hypothesis as a means of understanding Great Lakes Africa, modifying it only slightly. It became
accepted that the Tutsi ‘pastoral invaders’ brought with them the kingship institution and skilfully
subjugated the ‘inferior’ Hufu peasant masses. Pierre Ryckmans, one of the most important
Belgian administrators in the 1920s summed it up:

“The Batutsi were meant to reign. Their fine presence is in itself enough to give them great prestige vis-&-

vis the inferior races which surround ... it is not surprising that those good Bahutu, less intelligent, more

simple, more spontaneous, more trusting, have let themselves be enslaved without daring to revolt.”'*?

Therefore, the Tutsi were considered intelligent and attractive, but rather frail, and destined for
governance. The Hutu, on the other hand, were stocky, coarser featured, but not overtly
intelligent; physical strength made them suited for agricultural labour.'” The Hamites had now
become an entire branch of the race of the Caucasians; f‘the Tutsi were said to be but one of many
Hamitic groups.”' The Hamitic hypothesis retained such political potency in Rwanda because it
became the basis and rationale for constructing a set of colonial institutions. These institutions

reproduced the Tutsi as a racialised and superior minority.'”
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Belgian Colonialism

The racialisation of the Hutu/Tutsi difference was not simply an ideological and intellectual
construct in the form of the Hamitic hypothesis. More importantly, it was also an institutional

construct — “racial ideology was embedded in institutions, which in turn under girded racial

privilege and reproduced racial ideology.”"*®

During the colonial period, the Rwandan state further expanded. Its widest span occurred during

German colonialism. It was with German military support, particularly the “subjugation in 1912
of the nonhem districts ” that the mwami “was able to enlarge the state’s boundaries. %7 German

They understood Aﬁ‘lca through the “optlc of late nmeteenth century 1mpenal Europe ‘which saw
humanity as a conglomeration of races which required identification and hierarchical
classification.” The Belgians, from 1929-1933, transformed the Hamitic Hypothesis into the basis
of organising the administrative apparatus of the colonial state. They ‘classified’ the population
into Hutu and Tutsi and ‘issued identity cards’."” Kwihutura was abolished, and the Hutu-Tutsi

dxstmcnon consequently froze into a rigid caste-hke structure Subsequently, Hutu expenenced

brutal oppression under both the Belgians and Tutsi, but pamcularly on the part of the Tutsi
Native Authority. For indirect rule “came to be rule through co-operative elements in the Tutsi

3199

oligarchy.

The colonial state had two important features. Firstly, there was a redefinition of the powers of
the chiefs, who were now to be colonial state agents. The previous trinity of chiefs “was
abolished and powers which had hitherto been separate and differentiated were fused into a single
agent” who was always a Tutsi.”® This concentration of powers in the hands of a single chief was

bound to lead to abuses.”" At the same time, Tutsi chiefs replaced most Hutu chiefs on the lower
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rungs of the colonial administration, the Aill chiefs. This institutional change not only “augmented

state power” but also made it more despotic and exclusively Tutsi in character.2”

Secondly, by any standards, Belgian rule was harsh and forced labour was instrumental in the
process of exploitation. The indigenous mask of this brutal foreign domination was the hierarchy
of Tutsi chiefs. Belgian rule, translated into practice by Tutsi chiefs, was so harsh and severe that
hundreds of thousands of Hutu peasants fled into Uganda in the decade after 1928.2® The
colonial state introduced compulsory demands on Hutu subjects, such as the obligation to

conistruct the houses of Tutsi chiefs. And the “smaller the chief, the more arbitrary could be the

imposition.”*

At the same time, two broad political processes eroded Tutsi economic supremacy while, leaving
intact their political supremacy — the expansion of a money economy and school-based Western
education. The money economy “opened up opportunities for enrichment other than through
ownership of cattle, weakening the bonds of pastoral servitude that had been the colonial contract
between patron and client.” In this context, the expanding school system of the 1940s and 50s
“provided the structural basis for the emergence of a new Hutu counter-elite.””” The post World
War Two attitudes of the European clergy went through a major shift. The post war newcomers
came from “of relatively humble origins”, and with a previous experience of social and political
conditions in the French-speaking provinces of Wallonia, they were more generally disposed to
identify with the plight of the Hutu masses.””%

Therefore, when Hutu graduates entered the job market in the 1950s, they found few places. Shut
out of jobs in the civil service and private se;ctor, they turned to the church for opportunities to
make a living and to articulate their major social grievance. The main grievance was ‘“the
instittionalised exclusion of Hutu from what they saw as a Belgian supported Tutsi monopoly

over all avenues of social advancement.”?"’

Therefore, during colonialism, Hutu and Tutsi officially became racial political identities, written

and frozen into law. Hutu and Tutsi, were no longer just socially acknowledged, reproduced or
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negotiated ~ they became political enforced, and consequently, turned into the basis of legal and
racist discrimination. This signalled the end of Kwihutura and Gucupira with Hutu and Tutsi now
institutionalised racial identities, with Tutsi officially and legally defined as non-indigenous, and
Hutu as indigenous. With this end of Kwihutura, the ritual of shedding of Hutu status by the few
who managed to acquire wealth, there developed a Hutu counter-elite for the first time since the
creation of the Rwandan Kingdom. WNot surprisingly, this counter-elite became a vehicle for the
emergence of a radical Hutu consciousness that transformed Hutuness from a mark of servitude to

% Hutu became an insurgent peasant identity and a

209

a badge of pride demanding Hutu Power.

radical nationalist consciousness and movement.

Thus, the salient fact was that virtually all those who controlled the state (sub-chiefs and chiefs)
were Tutsi, and this is where the race factor becomes important. An appeal for Hutu solidarity
became, for Hutu leaders, the most effective rallying point for revolutionary activity. Because
chiefs were colonial agents, and most of these were Tutsi, an appeal for ‘Hutu’ solidarity, as
opposed to all poor people, became more powerful. Moreover, because colonial policies
repeatedly pressed upon Hutu their inferior and excluded status, even poor Tutsi did not

experience the same forms of discrimination, as did Hutu.

2.2. International Pressure: Decolonisation

“The Peasants alone are revolutionary. The starving peasani, outside the class system, is the first among
the exploited to discover that only violence pays. For him, there is no compromise, no possible coming to
terms; colonisation and decolonisation are simply a question of relative strength. The exploited man sees

that his liberation implies the use of all means, and that of force first and foremost™'°

Frantz Fanon

Frantz Fanon's assertion on the revolutionary potential of the peasant masses describes the case
of Rwanda on the eve of the Revolution during the terminal years of Belgian colonialism. In no

other state, writes Lemarchand, not even in the Congo during the 1964-65 rebellion, “have the
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underpinnings of a revolutionary movement been so overwhelmingly rural, and its political

orientation more plainly illustrative of the phenomenon of rural radicalism.”"'

Decolonisation in Rwanda was characterised by massive political violence that led to the viclent
routing and dismantling of Tutsi power at the local administrative level culminating into a coup
d’état in the local state and eventually, a revolution. The violence triggered significant
constitutional and political developments that led to a transfer of government power from a Tutsi
to a Hutu elite.’’? Moreover, the political violence that came with decolonisation was the first
episode in the history of Rwanda where the battle lines occurred between one group identified as
Hutu and the other Tutsi. The 1959 Revolution was the “first significant episode that pit Hutu

against Tutsi, so that Hutu and Tutsi became names identifying political adversaries.”*"?

2.2.1. The Limits of Political Reform

After the devastating consequences of the Second World War, the mandated territories of Rwanda
and Burundi became trusteeship territories under the United Nations. Undoubtedly, Belgium’s
commitment to the United Nations trusteeship objectives implied a major departure from its
previous colonial policies. The UN Trusteeship Council visiting missions, and the ongoing
criticisms voiced against Belgium in the United Nations, played a significant part in hastening the
awakehing of the Hutu. They were also instrumental in creating a climate of world opinion,

which had direct influence on the pace, and direction of its trust territory policy.

The process of decolonisation in Rwanda unfolded as a series of electoral reforms, beginning in
1952. The backdrop to the electoral reform process “was a series of UN decolonisation missions
that were regularly dispatched to its trust territories, at least one every three years, sometimes
more often, from 1949.”*" Consistent with the demands of the UN, the political reform that
jumpstarted the process of decolonisation began with the holding of local elections in 1953 and a

general election in 1956, which were both to be disappointing to the Hutu.
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The 1953 local elections were wholly indirect: “not only was the role of elected councils
‘advisory’ but the electoral choice was limited to ‘suitable candidates’ nominated by chiefs and
sub chiefs.””” In a political system where the power of Tutsi chiefs was absolute, the outcome
was not an election per se but an opportunity for Tutsi sub-chiefs and chiefs to consolidate their
power in preparation for independence. There were two significant implications. First, Tutsi
tended to predominate in the councils the more one went up the administrative ladder. Thus,
whereas “52 percent of council seats at the lowest administrative level were filled by Tutsi”, the
proportion reached “90.6 percent when it came to the Conseil Supérieur du Pays [High Council],

the highest council of the land.””"® Second, when Hutu were nominated to councils, they were

inevitably clients of Tutsi patrons.”"’

The final opportunity for political reform was the general election of 1956, which was eventually
squandered when the mwami rejected a proposal that was to provide separate representation for
the Hutu on the High Council. The significance of this proposal was reflected in two important
factors. First, the High Council was the “highest advisory body of the state and was expected to
become the legislature of an independent Rwanda.”?'® Second, between 1956 and 1959, “this
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body included only three Hutu, comprising less than 6 percent of its membership.

The 1956 general elections introduced a two tier system: “an all male universal suffrage at the
lowest administrative level, the sub-chiefdom, while all higher councils continued to be voted
indirectly through electoral colleges whose members were nominated by corresponding
chiefs.”**® The outcome reflected the difference in the method employed in each case. There was
a clear victory for Hutu candidates at the sub-chiefdom level, where the vote was direct with an
all-male universal suffrage, but not at higher levels, where the vote was indirect.”*' The limited
and contradictory nature of political reform was clear. It merely reinforced the political power
and hegemony of Tutsi chiefs by combining ‘participation’ for Hutu at lower levels with
guaranteed state power for Tutsi at higher levels, reproducing the hegemony of the colonial state.
The experience of reform was to convince the Hutu political elite that nothing short of political

power would crack the Tutsi’s hold on social, economic and political power. The crystallisation

2 Ibid., 115.
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of Hutu loyalties, behind the monolithic fagade of Tutsi supremacy, soon took a more coherent
political shape. This was accelerated by efforts of the ruling class to stem the tide of these new

and as yet barely understood revolutionary forces.”
2.2.2. The ‘Bahutu Manifesto’: The Emergence of a Revolutionary Movement

The turning point came in March 1957 when two rival documents greeted the UN Trusteeship
Visiting Mission. The first was the political position on decolonisation of the High Council, the
Conseil Supérieur du Pays, whose membership was overwhelmingly Tutsi. In its ‘Statement of -
Views’ (Mise au Point), the Council called for “accelerated progress towards self government,
with emphasis on extension of educational opportunities, broadening political participation, and
socio-economic reforms.””” However, the statement only recognised one type of discrimination
in Rwanda — “the segregation between Africans and Europeans.” There was no mention of the
Hutu-Tutsi problem and no recognition of discrimination against Hutu.””* Mise au Point merely
called for a rapid transfer of power to the mwami and his council, thereby calling on the UN to

transfer power to the Tutsi chiefs. The UN Visiting Mission subsequently pointed out on Mise au

Point:

“[Mise au Point] was as much a reflection of the ineluctability of a profound transformation of Rwanda

society as of a desire to accelerate the race to self-government in order to strengthen, through a premature

autonomy, the vacillating prerogatives of the dominant class.”*?

A month later came the Hutu response to the statement in the form of the Bahutu Manifesto.
Originally titled Notes on the Social Aspect of the Racial Native Problem in Rwanda, and signed
by Grégoire Kayibanda and eight other Hutu intellectuals, the Bahutu Manifesto vociferously
asserted the centrality of the Hutu-Tutsi problem. They opposed the elimination of the political
and legal distinctions between Hutu and Tutsi arguing that it would make it impossible to
determine progress towards more egalitarian political structures. The Manifesto maintained that
the heart of the problem in Rwanda was the “conflict between Hutu and Hamitic (i.e. settler)
Tutsi.” The authors called for a double liberation of the Hutu “from both the Hamites and the
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‘Bazungu’ (whites) colonisation.” It identified the “racial problem” as primarily located in the

political, socio-economic, and cultural monopoly held by the Tutsi:

“The problem is above all a problem of political monopoly which is held by one race, the Tutsi; political
monopoly which, given the totality of current structures becomes an economic and social monopoly;
political, economic, and social monopoly which, given the de facfo discrimination in education, ends up
being a cultural monopoly, to the great despair of the Bahutu who see themselves condemned to remain
forever subaltern manual labourers and still worse, in the context of an independence which they will have
helped to win without knowing what they are doing. The buhake is no doubt abolished, but it is replaced

even more by this total monopoly which is largely responsible for the abuses about which the population is

complaining.”**®

[1

Moreover, the Manifesto wrote that the Belgians “were important as a constraint on Tutsi

exploitation, not because [people] think the European is perfect, but because it is necessary to
choose the lesser of twa evils’.™®" As solutions to these problems, the Manifesto recommended
the rapid change in Rwanda’s political and social system and a change in the attitude and
perception that the Tutsi are superior.””® They also recommended other specific changes such as

land rights, political rights and policies that would combat poverty.

The distinction between Mise au Point and the Bahutu Manifesto could not have been more clear
and polarised, and from their different standpoints, each was a claim for political power. The
position of the Tutsi chiefs was that Tutsi privileges were actually “traditional’ (pre-colonial) and
should be restored upon decolonisation. On the other hand, the view of the Hutu intellectuals was
to stress democratisation before independence, and their demand was state power based on the
claim that they represented an indigenous majority. The Hutu intellectuals thus created a “popular
nationalism” to rival the “Tutsi nationalism from above.””?* Despite both attributing the economic
and social problems among the poor to racial tension, the difference was that “one highlighted the
racial contradiction as ‘only’ between foreign black and white, the other underlined it as a

contradiction ‘mainly’ between Hamites (Tutsi) and indigenous Bantu (Hutu).”**
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The Political Organisation of the Hutu Counter-elite

The authors of the Manifesto formed a loose network of young intellectuals who attended the same
seminary. Of these personalities, it was Grégoire Kayibanda, “who possessed the greatest ambition
and the surest touch of politics.””*' Kayibanda achieved prominence as a journalist and editor for
Catholic periodicals. While serving as the personal secretary to the apostolic vicar of Rwanda,
Monsignor Perraudin, Kayibanda became the lay editor and then editor-in-chief of Kinyamateka.”
He then assumed the function of president of the board of directors of the co-operative Travail,
Fidélité, Progrés (TRAFIPRO) founded and financed by the church. Under the leadership of
Kayibanda, TRAFIPRO went far beyond the original goals and served as “the basic cell from
which the Hutu movement developed, establishing links between Hutu in the urban areas to the
countryside. Before the emergence of organised political groups, TRAFIPRO served its members

with immediate political interests.”

From this organisational base, the editorship of Kinyamateka and the presidency of the board of
TRAFIPRO, Kayibanda launched the cultural association Mouvement Social Muhuty (MSM) in
June 1957. MSM was an all Hutu political organisation whose political programme was
indistinguishable from that of the Manifesto, and thus immediately and vociferously promoted
those objectives. However, several months later, in November 1957, Joseph Gitera, one of the
signatories of the Manifesto, left the MSM to set up his own organisation L 'dssociation pour la
Promotion Sociale de la Masse (APROSOMA). As a splinter group, APROSOMA. shared with
MSM “a deep commitment to the democratisation of Rwanda’s institutions, yet unlike MSM,
whose appeal was restricted to the Hutu, APROSOMA sought to enlist the support of the ‘common

folk>. 3¢

For both groups, the central issue was the monopoly of power, and wealth, held by the Tutsi chiefs,
and the abuses perpetrated by them. Their point of divergence was whether the “campaign for
equality” among the Hutu should be “directed against all Tutsi without distinction, against the high

aristocracy, or against specific abuses committed by certain Tutsi chiefs.””** The initial point of

3t emarchand, Ruanda and Burundi, 150.
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divergence was thus more a matter of tactics and strategy than of doctrine, but it eventually turned

out to be a source of major disagreement among the Hutu elites.

The Reaction of the Monarchists

The more assertive the Hutu counter-elite grew, the more this provoked a “shrill reaction from
those Tutsi who had swallowed the wholesale venom that was the Hamitic hypothesis, bent on
defending colonial privilege as a time-tested tradition.””® The decisive response came in two
public statements in May 1958 from a group of elderly and conservative Tutsi at the mwami’s
court — the so-called bagaragu b’ibwami bakuru, the mwami’s clients.””’ They claimed that “there
was no question of any fraternity between Hutu and Tutsi since Kigwa, the ancestor of the
Abanyiginya dynasty®®, had reduced the Hutu by force”. In rejecting the demands of the Hutu, they

evoked the tradition of conquest:

“Equal rights are out of the question because our kings conquered the land of the Hutu, killed their ‘little’

kings and thus subjugated the Hutu: how can they now pretend to be our brothers?**°

The second statement rejected the demand that land property held by Tutsi lords be abolished, and
defended its continuation as “the custom of the country”. In his response to the Hutu agitation,
Mwami Rudahigwa summarised the deliberations of the High Council:

“It is a damaging increasing noisy propaganda spread by a small group acting under foreign influence with
communist ideas. Their intention is to divide the country. They would not succeed to divide a country whose

national unity and secular political force organisation has annihilated the most powerful attackers. The

country is reunited to identify, cut down, eradicate, and burn that ill tree which is infecting its life.”2*®

These statements were bound to invite a response from the Hutu elite. Subsequently, the ‘race
issue’ became the core of the debate, contributing to two significant factors. First, despite claims
that it represented the views of a small ultra-conservative minority, their closeness to the royal

court “contributed to strengthen solidarity among the Tutsi as a group.””*' Second, by asserting
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historical claims of the Tutsi over the Hutu, the statements prompted the Hutu to challenge the
historical symbols of Tutsi supremacy. By late 1958, the Karinga drum, the supreme symbol of
monarchy, became the target of violent criticisms in the Hutu press calling on the church to put an
end the idolatry surrounding the Karinga.”** More than merely the symbolic association with the
crown, the Hutu political elites attacked the Karinga for “conjuring up a vision of permanent Hutu
inferiority”. Therefore, by focusing their attacks and criticisms against the Karinga drum, the Hutu
“struck at the most sensitive aspect of Tutsi political culture.” Not only did this lead the Tutsi to
vigorously reassert their legitimacy of their traditional institutions, but also “heightened the fears

and hence the sense of solidarity of the ruling elites.”**’

As Rwanda became a simmering cauldron, it convinced the Hutu that they had to organise more
rapidly in preparation for possible violent confrontation. It also convinced the monarchists that an
alternative source of cohesion needed to be formed, especially afier the sudden death of Mwami
Rudahigwa in July 1959 under mysterious circumstances. Given the rising political tension, and
that the next round of elections were due at the end of 1959, political parties emerged that reflected
the internal differentiations within each political camp. As mentioned, APROSOMA was formed in
1957. Next was the conservative Tutsi and pro—monarchistk party, the Union Nationale Rwandaise
(UNAR) founded in August 1959. UNAR’s leadership “read like a who's who of Tutsi chiefs” and
was “clearly intended to serve as the instrument of [conservative] Tutsi supremacy.”* Then in
September 1959 the ‘moderate’ Tutsi Chief Bwanakweri formed the Rassemblement Démocratique
Rwandaise (RADER), another Tutsi party. Its soft line against Belgian colonial power eventually
pushed it to the margins of Rwandan politics.

On October 1959, Kayibanda transformed the MSM into a tightly knit political party, the
Mouwvement Démocratique Rwandaise — Parti du Mouvement et de I’Emancipation Hutu (MDR-
PARMEHUTU), that was to become the vanguard party of the Revolution. PARMEHUTU
emerged as a robust and militant extremist Hutu organisation, fully committed to the liberation of
the Hutu against the Tutsi. Commonly referred to as the main Hutu party, PARMEHUTU claimed
to be both ‘Hutw’ and ‘democratic’ in the same name. What distinguished PARMEHUTU from
APROSOMA was the revolutionary ideology, and its ‘extremist’ claims for Hutu power. This

ideology was the overriding conviction that the ‘Rwandan nation’ is a ‘Hutu nation’, and therefore

*2 Ibid. The Karinga contained in its external trappings the sexual organs of defeated Hutu kings.
Therefore, one can see why the emblem of kingship should have caused revulsion among the Hutu elites.
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state power in an independent Rwanda must also exclusively be Hutu i.e. a Hutu State or Hutu

Republic. Therefore, Tutsi may live in Rwanda only as a resident alien minority at the sufferance

of the Hutu nation.

Two rival political parties defined the expanded arena of Tutsi politics: UNAR and RADER, one
conservative and the other reformist. Similarly, two parties with divergent tendencies defined the
Hutu political arena: PARMEHUTU the radical extremist tendency and APROSOMA the
moderate. Their point of divergence, as mentioned, was whether the campaign towards equality
should be directed against all Tutsi without distinction, against the Tutsi elite, or against specific

abuses committed by chiefs. As will be seen, PARMEHUTU had more appeal amongst the Hutu

masses.
2.3. The Crisis-From-Below: The Peasant Revolt

The Rwandan Revolution was launched in November 1959, with a Hutu uprising, a Tutsi counter-
attack, and a decisive Belgian administrative response. The Revolution ended 22 months later,
when legislative elections and a referendum on the monarchy held in September 1961, A
republican government replaced the monarchy. The composition of the ruling class transformed, as
a Hutu revolutionary class replaced the former Tutsi ruling and landed upper class. Sporadic and

severe violent incidences characterised this period of transition.

Although Belgian support helped the Revolution succeed, the events in Rwanda were engineered
internally. This was an assisted revolution and not an imposed revolution. The difference is
significant for the concept of an assisted revolution reflects certain realities of the years
immediately following independence. Many rural Hutu had a stake in the new political order, and

all shared a strong commitment not to return to the ‘old order’ in later years.*”

2.3.1. The Hutu Peasant Uprising

The eruption of violence that suddenly swept through Rwanda in November 1959, and culminated
into a ‘popular revolt’, was the outcome of the enormous political tensions that had been building
up in previous months. From UNAR’s mass meeting in September 13, 1959, where the party’s
programme launched, to UNAR’s critical response to the formation of PARMEHUTU, alleging a
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conspiracy between the church, government and PARMEHUTU, there was intense political
confrontation. This was between the Hutu movement, Belgians and priests, on the one hand, and

UNAR on the other, with insults, accusations, and counter-accusations, culminating in the banning

of UNAR Tutsi chiefs.

The igniting spark occurred on Sunday November 1, when a band of young UNAR militants
attacked Dominique Mbonyumutwa, a Hutu sub-chief and leading member of PARMEHUTU.
Although he escaped with his life, rumours spread that he was killed and the local Hutu moved
quickly to retaliate. The day after the assault, a large crowd of Hutu demonstrated outside the house
of the local chief, in Ndiza, to voice their anger. While the crowd became increasingly restive, a
sub-chief named Nkusi, well known for vociferously being anti-PARMEHUTU, openly expressed
his contempt for PARMEHUTU, threatening to kill its leaders.”*® The Hutu reacted instantaneously
~ “brandishing their sticks and long-handed sickles, they ran after Nkusi, who found temporary
asylum in the chiefs house.” After convincing the chief to let Nkusi out, “they hacked him to

pieces, along with three other Tutsi notables who happened to be visiting the chief.”**’

Then violence spread like wildfire throughout the entire country. In the following weeks, roving
bands of Hutu pillaged and set aflame thousands of Tutsi huts. From the Ndiza chiefdom (where
the initial attack occurred), the insurrection engulfed the whole region of Gitarama.™*® Rural
violence spread to the PARMEHUTU dominant territories of Ruhengeri, Byumba and Gisenyi, the
bloodiest incident occurring in the territory of Kibuye, where local Hutu inflicted heavy casualties
on Tutsi. Most analysts of these events consider the violence spontaneous.”*’ The focus of the
revolt were the ‘Tutsi chiefs in the local authorities’ i.e. the landed dominant class, and the revolt
was carried out by the ‘Hutu peasantry’ i.e. the lower classes. The brutality and rapidity with which
this peasant revolt spread was indeed evidence of the intensity amongst Hutu peasants against the
behaviour of many Tutsi local authorities during colonialism, and a desire for fundamental change

among many rural people.”®® Not only did it demonstrate the depth of the rural discontent, but also

the ability of the Hutu to destabilise the state.
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The Hutu uprising, however, provoked a Tutsi counter-attack better organised and more brutal,
forcing the Belgian administration to act. Despite being denied a request to re-establish order with
his army, the mwami, ignoring the Belgian order, ordered the arrest of Hutu leaders. Beginning on
Saturday November 7, “units of the earlier Tutsi army organisation were dispatched, and a number
of Hutu leaders were killed.”®®' Being prime targets, Belgian-led forces protected Gitera and
Kayibanda went into hiding. Those captured were taken to the /bwami (royal residence) at Nyanza
where UNAR leaders tortured many. The Tutsi regime had intended to “eliminate Hutu leaders in
the hope that this would squelch the movement of rural radicalism and agitation in the
countryside.” Following these disturbances, more than 300 Tutsi chiefs and sub-chiefs were either

forced to resign or killed.”
2.3.2. The State Crisis: The Belgian Coup d’état in the Local State

The shock waves of the peasant uprising had barely died when the Belgians gathered a new
political storm. The Belgian administration was well prepared. Before the first round of violence
could swing from a Hutu revolt into a full-scale Tutsi repression, the colonial power resorted to
emergency military action. The Belgian power declared a state of emergency, imposed military rule
throughout Rwanda, and appointed Colonel B.E.M Guy Logiest, a former officer of the Force
Publique in the Congo, as Special Military Resident.””> However, the emergency action did not
stop at restoring order. Encouraged by the former Vice-Governor General of Rwanda, Jean-Paul
Harroy, Colonel Logiest’s decisive emergency intervention took on the dimensions of a coup d’état
in the local state. Arguing that the presence of Tutsi as sub-chiefs “disturbed the public order”, Guy
Logiest “began to ‘replace’ Tutsi with Hutu chiefs thus shepherding a ‘revolution’ against what had

hitherto been the colonial powers own authorities.”™*

Through this blatant pro-Hutu policy, the Belgians appointed more than 300 Hutu chiefs and sub-
chiefs.”* Soon thereafter, the Belgian military went a step further and augmented a Hutu
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administration with an embryonic Hutu dominated armed force — an indigenous military territorial

guard of 650 men and was composed of 85 percent Hutu and 15 percent Tutsi.?*

The appointment of over 300 Hutu chiefs and sub-chiefs to occupy the posts, which the Tutsi
authorities had left vacant, “inaugurated a period of profound instability, marked by considerable
administrative inefficiency, mutual provocations and recurrent violence.”’ For the Belgians, the
exigencies of the political situation made it imperative to hasten the politicisation of the Hutu
peasantry — no matter the cost. There are two important reasons for this. The first official reason of
the Belgian administration is illustrated in the declaration made by the Special Resident, Colonel
Logiest, in the course of the réunion de cadres of January 11, 1960:

“What is our goal? It is to accelerate the politicisation of Ruanda [Rwanda]. In Urundi [Burundi] politics are
avoided; one would like to have elections before political parties are brought into being. This may be alright
for Urundi, but here the situation is different. Not only do we want elections but also we want everybody to
be aware of this. People must go to the polls in full freedom and in full political awareness. Thus, we must

undertake an action in favour of the Hutu, who live in a state of ignorance and under oppressive influences.

By virtue of their situation we are obliged to take sides. We cannot stay neutral and sit.”**®

Logiest highlights two types of considerations. The first is the practical aspect. The climate of
unrest engendered by the November revolt made the task of the administration on the spot an
extremely arduous and dangerous one. The consensus was that only through a genuine transfer of
authority to Hutu elites could one expect a return to normalcy. This presumably implied a
commitment in favour of PARMEHUTU.*® The second is the interpretation of the events that
swayed the decision. For it is clear that the Belgian administliation perceived the PARMEHUTU-
APROSOMA movement as a ‘popular revolution’ i.e. a spontaneous uprising of the ‘downtrodden’

Hutu peasant masses against Tutsi tyranny. Therefore, they felt compelled to do nothing to thwart it

and everything to implement it.

The second official reason of the administration reflects different sets of motivation. Afier the
independence of Congo-Kinshasa, new connections formed between Tutsi elements exiled by the
revolt and certain Congolese parties with which the administration did not have good relations. The

UNAR leadership-in-exile “courted the support of the [Mouvement National Congolais] MNC-
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Lumumba.” Moreover, “as the rumour spread that the local MNC branches in the Congo
(especially in Goma and Bukavu) were giving financial assistance to the Tutsi leadership —
prosevnkinuinst idanings rardened to certainty.””® Therefore, in supporting the Hutu against the
Tutsi, the Special Resident essentially acted with unshakeable conviction that in doing so he was

liberating the Hutu peasantry from the oppression of both feudalism and Communism.

The Communal Elections

Despite the motivations, the reconstitution of the local state hierarchy was bound to have major
repercussions for the outcomes of the subsequent communal elections (established in line with the
communiqué of November 10, 1959). This is because the local administration organised communal
elections and controlled the ballot boxes.”®' The significance of these Hutu ‘interim appointments’
is that they afforded the Hutu leadership a unique opportunity to expand their activities to areas

where popular support for their cause had yet to awaken,

The electoral struggle was really a political struggle for supremacy between Hutu and Tutsi, “for

democracy meant the advent of majority rule and majority rule necessarily meant Hutu rule.”** For

PARMEHUTU, ‘democracy’ meant:

“The liquidation of the old customs of bondage and domination which gave the Tutsi a position of hegemony

over the Hutu™
This meant working with the Belgians because:

“It is the administration which has acknowledged the equality of the Hutu and Tutsi, protected the Huty,

relieved him of his heavy burdens and freed him of his enemies, of the corvées and other merciless
obligations; it meant a decent salary for the workers, jobs for the unemployed, and the ownership of land."***
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The last claim, ‘the ownership of land’, was a revolutionary claim, and the Belgians endorsed it by
urging people to register and vote, drawing attention to the ‘virtues of democracy’ and the ‘ills of
feudalism’. Belgium mobilised the full weight of the colonial propaganda machine and embarked

on a sustained inflammatory campaign against UNAR leaders on behalf of PARMEHUTU.

This had significant implications. The exasperation of the Tutsi leadership soon reached the point
of violent explosion. The first incident occutred on June 6, 1960 in the region of Gikongoro.
Immediately after a “group of young Tutsi set fire to a Hutu hut, a dozen Tutsi huts were burned to
the ground the local Hutu population.” By June 12, “1,165 [Tutsi] huts had been destroyed in the
region of Gikongoro and Cyanika.”®* Similar incidences of Tutsi killings took place near Kigali
and the chiefdom of Bufundu, Moreover, a great and pervasive climate of fear and suspicion
gripped Rwanda at the approach of the elections. The political violence was often the product of
panic and excitement, and both sides were equally guilty of provocations, but the initial challenge
usually came from local Tutsi extremists. The Hutu reaction was often swift and tempestuous —
“countless Tutsi huts were burned down in retaliation. .. in some areas, committees on public safety
and militia units were organised.” Eventually, the entire southern half of Rwanda transformed into
a vast training ground for Hutu ‘counter-terrorists’, arsonists, and criminal bands. As time went on,
the Hutu did not even wait for the Tutsi challenge to occur — they simply went ahead and burned

the huts of Tutsi, as if it were a mere routine duty.’®*

Despite the period of insecurity, communal elections were held between 26 June and 30 July.
PARMEHUTU scored a landslide victory, winning 70.4 percent of the votes, 2,390 out of 3,125
seats, therefore holding a dominant position in the local councils.”® The new local administrative
authorities were now called bowrgmestres (burgomasters) on the Belgian model and they ruled
through 229 communes. There were only 19 Tutsi out of the 229, and 160 were PARMEHUTU. A
provisional assembly of 48 members, dominated by PARMEHUTU, replaced the High Council,
formerly headed by the mwami, and Kayibanda formed a ‘multiracial’ provisional cabinet “with
nine Europeans, seven Hutu and three Tutsi.”*®’ Then in October 1960, Colonel Logiest summed

up the political situation in Rwanda in four words: “The Revolution is over.”** PARMEHUTU was
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everywhere in the process of consolidating its electoral gains and an entirely new structure was

taking shape at the local level. This was the consequence of the radical shift in the distribution of
power brought about by PARMEHUTU’s landslide victory.

The PARMEHUTU leadership, desperately seeking to tighten its grip on the emergent political
structure, and to bring maximum pressure to be upon the Belgian metropolitan government, was
determined to go it alone beyond the formalities of the transition phase. As PARMEHUTU had
captured control of local institutions, the next step was to extend their power to the central organs
of government. They argued for holding legislative elections as soon as possible after the.
communal elections since PARMEHUTU had “so clearly revealed itself as ‘the party of the
masses’, and in fact held a dominant position in almost every communal council.” They further
argued that any attempt to delay the installation of an autonomous government through popular

elections “would necessarily be interpreted as a sign of bad faith by the masses, and thus provoke

new outburst of violence.”*®

Alarmed that PARMEHUTU was willing to use all methods to consolidate its hold on power, the
opposition joined hands. By November, the leaders of APROSOMA, RADER, and UNAR “came
together to form a ‘Front Commun’ in opposition to PARMEHUTU.” The Front Commun
denounced the “dictatorial regime” of PARMEHUTU as “racist, racial and anti-democratic”
accusing the regime of “deliberately attempting to crush all other parties through corruption and
intimidation.”*”°

After ongoing confrontations with the United Nations, Colonel Logiest and Kayibanda finally
arranged a ‘legal coup’.?”" Known in Rwandan history as the ‘coup of Gitarama’, this was carried
out on 28 January 1961. On that day, “dozens of trucks from all around the country converged on
the town of Gitarama, bringing to the destination precisely 3,126 commumal councillors and
burgomasters.” Another 25,000 people spontaneously assembled. Addressed by members of the
provisional government, the gathering “abolished the monarchy and proclaimed a Repub!ic”,
thereby granting de facto independence. Then, sitting as a constituent assembly, the councillors and
burgomasters elected the president of the Republic. The coup was complete when the president

called upon Grégoire Kayibanda, as Prime Minister, to form the future government.””

9 Ibid., 189.
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2 pronier, 53.
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The UN was not impressed, and demanded a fresh general election and a referendum on the
monarchy in Rwanda — given UNAR’s expected rejection of the Gitarama ‘legal coup’. When the
UN initiated general election followed, in September 1961, UNAR decided to participate “but the
conditions had changed dramatically: the machinery that organised and oversaw elections was no
longer Tutsi.”*” As was expected, the legislative elections merely confirmed the supremacy of
PARMEHUTU as they won 77.7 percent of the vote against 16.8 percent for UNAR. Moreover, the
referendum rejected the monarchy in favour of a republican system of government.””* However, the
human cost of the Revolution did not become fully discernible until after independence, when

thousands of innocent Tutsi fell victim of a repression they could neither foresee nor prevent.

2.4. Skocpol Application: The Causes of Revolution

The political conditions out of which the Rwandan Revolution emerged meet Skocpol’s
expectations on the causes of social revolutions. Concerning Skocpol’s conditions for revolution,
both state and society are in conditions of structural inequality within and beyond one country.
Within the country, the state is bureaucratised and autonomous from the society. The society is
agrarian and consists of three important classes: rural landowners, the peasaniry, and a middle class
that is urban. Moreover, the state relies on the political support of the landowners, as well as the
agrarian economic resources produced by the peasantry. In the international arena, other sets of
structural inequalities exist as the agrarian bureaucracy encounters international pressure. It is in
this context of structural inequality within and beyond the country that two crises develop: a state

crisis and a crisis-from-below.””

Rwanda, on the eve of the Revolution, meets these political conditions. In Colonial Rwanda, state
and society were also in a specific condition of structural inequality, internally and externally. The
institutional make-up of the colonial state ensured a bureaucratic and autonomous state from
society. The Belgian colonial administration ruled the Hutu subject population through a Native
Authority in which the institution of chiefiaincy was centralised and exclusively Tutsi. Society in
Rwanda was also predominantly agrarian and contained three important classes. It comprised of
rural landowners (Tutsi chiefs), the peasantry, which was almost all Hutu, and the middie classes in

the urban areas, which consisted of both Hutu and Tutsi. As in most African colonial situations, the

2 Ibid.
2% 1hid., 125.
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state relied on the political support of colonial agents i.e. the Tutsi Native Authority (the chiefs and
landowners), as well as the agrarian economic resources produced by the Hutu peasantry.
Concerning these economic resources, the Belgian project of colonial development relied on a
system of extra economic compulsions enforced by Tutsi chiefs in the Native Authority. This
involved forced labour, forced crops (the compulsory cultivation of food crops), and forced sales

for the Hutu.?™®

As a colonial state, Rwanda experienced another set of structural inequality in the international
arena. Colonial Rwanda was in a highly vulnerable and dependent position in the international
system. External pressure came in the form of the international disruptions of colonial controls, and
the source was the United Nations. In this situation of structural inequality within and beyond

Rwanda, two simultaneous crises developed, a state crisis and a crisis-from-below.
2.4.1. The Simultaneous Crises: A Different Sequence

The important difference between Skocpol’s analytical framework and the case of Rwanda
concerns the relationship between the state crisis and the crisis-from-below. According to Skocpol,
the state crisis has its origins when the state encounters international pressure. Success in meeting
the challenges of this external pressure depends on the ability of the state to mobilise resources
from the society and implement reforms requiring structural transformations.?”” The state crisis thus
emerges when the regime fails to implement sufficiently basic reforms or to promote rapid enough
economic development to meet and weather the intensity of international pressure. This failure is
largely due to the uncooperative attempts of the dominant class, threatened by the structural
reforms. The dominant classes resist the state’s reformist actions, block the economic and political
schemes, express their opinions in hostile political action via political revolution, and depose the

regime. The political revolution thus signifies the state crisis and the beginnings of a revolutionary

crisis.””®

This state crisis facilitates for the emergence of a crisis-from-below, and this takes the form of a
peasant insurrection. The social-revolutionary significance of the peasant revolt is that it is a

widespread class upheaval specifically directed against the landowning class. The factors necessary

5 Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions.
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Hutu political elite under Kayibanda. This involved the articulation of a radical ideology that came
in the form of the Bahutu Manifesto and the formation of a cultural association Mouvement Social
Muhutu, building the foundation for the establishment of the radical Hutu party, PARMEHUTU.
Therefore, unlike in Skocpol’s study, an emergent political elite expressed their opinion in hostile
political action by organising politically, as opposed to the deposition of the regime by the

dominant classes. The origin of the revolutions was thus not a state crisis.

The revolutionary crisis in Rwanda emerged not from a state crisis as suggested by Skocpol’s
framework, but rather, from a crisis-from-below that facilitated the emergence of a state crisis.
Concemning the crisis-from below, similar to Skocpol’s study, the decisive factor that made it
possible for the Hutu peasant rebellion was that the Hutu peasantry had internal leverage i.e.
“organised capacity for collective action against their exploitative superiors.””® The degrees of
solidarity in the Hutu peasant community and the degrees of peasant aufonomy amongst Hutu

explain the emergence of the peasant revolt.

Hutu peasant solidarity was the outcome of the colonial oppressive experience of all Hutu,
primarily because all Hutu were subjects and thus excluded from the regime of rights. As Hutu
made sense of the basis of their exclusion and oppression, they organised and united along Hutu
lines, more or less submerging all other differences as secondary. This is evident in the radical
ideology articulated by the emergent Hutu elite in the Bahutu Manifesto. The Manifesto made it
very clear that the heart of the Rwandan problem was “the conflict between Hutu and Hamitic

(settler) Tutsi” and called for the double liberation of the Hutu “from both the Hamites and the

Bazungu (whites) colonialists.”*

Hutu peasant autonomy was possible through the political organisation of the Hutu. This occurred
in three phases. The first phase was the foundation of the co-operative TRAFIPRO, serving as the
basic cell from which the Hutu movement developed and established links between Hutu in the
urban and rural areas. The second phase was the launch of the cultural association MSM that
articulated a radical Hutu ideology. The third phase was the formation of political pariies with
PARMEHUTU attracting a mass following and representing radical Hutu nationalist ideas, and
APROSOMA representing moderate thinking. Thus, the articulation of a radical Hutu ideology,
and the political organisation of the Hutu around that ideology explain Hutu peasant solidarity and

8! Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions, 112.
2 Cited in Newbury, The Cohesion of Oppression, 191,
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autonomy. This provided the Hutu with internal leverage and organised capacity for collective

action against the Tutsi Native Authority.

It was within this context that the crisis-from-below emerged, as PARMEHUTU engaged in
intense political competition with the radical Tutsi party, UNAR. Similar to Skocpol’s framework,
the Hutu peasant revolt was spontaneous and widespread, directed specifically agaiﬁst Tutsi chiefs,
the landed dominant class. Moreover, the violence was particularly brutal and spread rapidly.
However, before the Tutsi local authorities could launch a counter-attack, the Belgian
administration intervened in favour of the Hutu, staging a coup in the local state, thus signifying
the state crisis. Colonel Logiest began to expel Tutsi chiefs and replace them with Hutu chiefs. He
then went a step further by ousting the Tuisi local administration and augmented a Hutu
administration with an embryonic Hutu dominated armed force. Communal ‘elections occurred
under this new Hutu administration and PARMEHUTU won a landslide victory, this further
consolidated their hold on state power. The Gitarama coup consolidated the Revolution at a
political level, thus signifying a political revolution. At this stage of the Revolution, the crisis-
from-below had facilitated for the emergence of a state crisis. In addition, PARMEHUTU had
consolidated its political victory in the communal elections and at the Gitarama coup. The

challenge, however, lay in consolidating the revolution at the social and societal level.
2.4.2. The Emergence of Bipolar and Adversarial Race Identities

The decolonisation process, and revolutionary crisis, polarised and politicised the differences
between Hutu and Tutsi, and consequently, Hutu and Tutsi emerged as bipolar and adversarial race
identities. As discussed, the historical development of state power in Rwanda, and the relationship
between Hutu and Tutsi within that historical context, established the foundations for these
political relations. Recall that in the pre-colonial Rwandan state, the Hutu-Tutsi difference was
primarily a political distinction that divided a subject population from those identified with state
power, but no religious or political ideology sanctioned the differences. Furthermore, the economic

distinction was not clear-cut, and the existence of two social institutions, Kwihutura and Gucupira,

ensured for social mobility.

As discussed, based on this political distinction, colonialism racialised and institutionalised the
Hutu-Tutsi difference. This occurred in two processes. Firstly, on the part of the colonial

bureaucracy, with the assistance of the Hamitic Hypothesis, it was a top-down invention as a form
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of cost-effective control over the local population. The institution of chieftaincy and the Native
Authority were exclusively Tutsi, and the Tutsi were the agents of colonialism. Consequently, all
Hutu were relegated to subject status. Thus, the political distinction became a racial distinction,
which inevitably became an economic distinction. Secondly, the racialisation was also a
construction from below as an answer to the changes brought by the Belgian colonial state.
Subsequently, the Hutu made sense of their subjugation in racial terms and transformed Hutu
identity into an insurgent race identity, turning race into the primary and standard marker for the

anti-colonial movement.

The process of decolonisation politicised and polarised the Hutu-Tutsi difference, as the limitations
of political reform transformed Hutu and Tutsi into the basis for political competition. This led to
their polarisation and subsequent inflammation as political elites mobilised, organised political
parties, and competed based on Hutu and Tutsi. This unfolded in two phases: the articulation of
polarised political ideologies, and the formation of polarised political parties (all based on Hutu

versus Tutsi).

Concerning political ideology, the positions of the Conseil Supérieur du Pays (the High Council
dominated by Tutsi chiefs), and Kayibanda and his aides, were undoubtedly polarised. The High
Council, in their Mise au Point, made their views on decolonisation very clear — “asserting the
prerogatives of the Tutsi dominant class.”*** By contrast, Kayibanda and eight Hutu intellectuals, in
the Bahutu Manifesto, made there position clear — “double liberation of the Hutu from both the
Hamites and the Bazungu colonisation.”®** Each was a claim for political power — the maintenance
of Tutsi hegemony on the part of the High Council, and the struggle to capture political power on

the part of Kayibanda and his aides.

These two ideological standpoints became the basis of political organisation. The Tutsi chiefs
organised and formed the UNAR whose leadership “read like a who’s who of Tutsi chiefs and was
clearly intended to serve as the instrument of conservative Tutsi supremacy.”*** From the basis of a
Hutu cultural association, Kayibanda formed the radical and extremist Hutu organisation
PARMEHUTU that equated the Rwandan nation with the Hutu nation. The main political
competitors were these two extremists and polarised political parties, primarily formed to pursue

exclusively Hutu and Tutsi political interests.

3 Cited in Lemarchand, Ruanda ond Burundi, 150.
4 Cited in Newbury, The Cohesion of Oppression, 191.
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It was only months after the formation of PARMEHUTU and UNAR when political competition
between them turned violent in the form of a peasant revolt, further reinforcing these polarised
differences as Hutu and Tutsi emerged as adversaries. The widespread and brutal violence that
followed took on a Hutu versus Tutsi character, and was from the organisational bases of
PARMEHUTU and UNAR. While political structures were in the process of reform, as new parties
emerged and as Belgium managed PARMEHUTU’s political revolution, the Hutu-Tutsi distinction
inflamed to the point where Hutu and Tutsi signified political adversaries. Competing nationalisms,
Hutu and Tutsi, and the ensuing political organisation, PARMEHUTU and UNAR, inflamed the
distinction. Thus, at the onset of the peasant revolt, involving violence between PARMEHUTU and

UNAR, Hutu and Tutsi had emerged as adversarial race identities.

Therefore, the political setting, and structural conditions, necessary for social revolution fit
Skocpol’s analytical description. Moreover, the structural transformations involving the change in
political structure and class upheaval also fit Skocpol’s analytical framework. There are however

two important differences: the sequence of the simultaneous crises and the role of race identity.

Concerning the crises, in Skocpol’s case, the state crisis facilitates the emergence of a crisis-from-
below. In Rwanda however, the crisis-from-below i.e. the class upheaval facilitated the emergence
of a state crisis. Thus, the Rwandan Revolution began with a social-revolutionary crisis. The
implication is that the origin of revolutionary change was society and not the state. The political
elites had to catch up with a #ransforming society, and consequently, the Hutu masses became the
driving force of the Revolution. This makes Rwanda’s Revolution ‘social’. Subsequently, as
society became radicalised and violent, so PARMEHUTU had to follow suit and become more
radical in order to make political capital, and to lead the revolution. In addition, the implication of
race identity as an additional variable polarised and inflamed the socio-political distinction between
Hutu and Tutsi, making race the marker of political adversary in the Revolution. As will be seen in

the following chapter, this heightened the Hutu-Tutsi political antagonisms leading to a Rwanda’s

first genocide.

% Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 120.
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111
The Social-Revolutionary Process

The Mobilisation for Mass Killings

Immediately after the republican government came to power on July 1, 1962, there was a spirit of
tolerance in the new Rwandan political community. At the time of independence, the balance of
forces was not as one-sided as one would think. UNAR had two key ministries, Public Health and
Cattle Raising, held respectively by Francois Ncogozabahizi and Etienne Afrika, and UNAR
deputies held 7 seats out of 44 in the National Assembly. Moreover, UNAR had its own local

headquarters in Kigali, printed its own newspaper, and criticised the government at will.”*

However, the New Regime of 1969 was strikingly different. The government was an exclusively
‘all-Hutu’ government, and the only legitimate opposition was that which existed within
PARMEHUTU.?** Hutu controlled all the overwhelming majority of posts in the civil service and
not a single post of prefect of sub-prefect remained in the hands of UNAR. The local UNAR had its
headquarters dissolved, all its leaders executed and brutally killed, and its newspaper banned.”®
The New Hutu Regime had an enormous degree of racial exclusivity and was constantly pre-
occupied with two vital objectives. The first was to avert the danger of a Tutsi-led counter-
revolution, instigated from outside. The second was to build support from within, so as to lessen

the chances of a successful counter-revolution, and at the same time strengthen the bases of internal

legitimacy and the solidarity of the New Regime.

What happened between these years? What accounted for the transition from ‘relative’ stable
political coexistence between PARMEHUTU and UNAR, Hutu and Tutsi, to a racially exclusive
mono-ethnic state? The most important starting point understands the socio-political consequences
of the November peasant revolt — it led to a severe refugee crisis that in turn caused massive social
and political instability. The purpose of this chapter is to provide an analysis on this most violent

part of Rwanda’s Revolution. In this social-revolutionary process, Rwanda experienced its first

genocide against the Tutsi.

%% 1 emarchand, Ruanda and Burund;.
%7 Ibid., 197.
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3.1. The Political Context: Internal Displacement and Refugee Crisis

The most tragic consequence of the November Hutu peasant uprising was the violent and forced
exodus of thousands of Tutsi families from Rwanda, “with all the material hardships and emotional
pangs that such a massive uprooting is liable to entail.”® The political implications of this were
considerable. The revengeful attitude that this situation fostered among the refugees, combined
with the prevailing climate of mutual suspicion, significantly contributed to the ever-increasing
deterioration of Hutu-Tutsi relations. The ultimate repercussions would go as far as the genocide in
1994.

By April 1960, the total number of Tutsi refugees, and internally displaced Tutsi, rose from about
“7,000 at the end of November 1959 to 22,000.” Of these, about “7,000 were installed at the
Nyamata camp for refugees, in Bugesera.” The remaining 15,000, distributed through the territories
of Byumba, Gisenyi, and Astrida, “found temporary asylum in mission stations and government
buildings or wandered over the countryside in a vain quest for food, shelter and security.” Most,
however, eventually resettled in the neighbouring countries of Burundi, the Congo, Uganda and
Tanzania. From a mere trickle, the number of refugees who sought asylum abroad grew rapidly
after 1960, “from approximately 1,500 in late 1960, approximately 130,000 Tutsi had left the
country by the end of 1963.”*° By late 1964, the number of official Rwandan refugees in the Great
Lakes Region had grown to 336,000 — with 200,000 in Burundi, 78,000 in Uganda, 36,000 in

Tanzania, and 22,000 in Zaire.”'

Despite various efforts to meet the needs of the refugees, very little could be done to ease the
desperate socio-economic conditions, and more importantly, to prevent UNAR from making
political capital out of the situation. Various spokesmen for UNAR constantly, and consistently,
reminded refugees of “their brutal uprooting, the devastation of their crops, the killing of their
cattle, the destruction of their dwellings, the rape of their wives and daughters.” Moreover,
attention was drawn to the “enforced promiscuity of the refugee camps, to the criminal expulsion
of the old and the voung from their salubrious native regions and their parking, without shelter of

any sort, in a region infested with tsetse flies.”*”?

288 Thid.
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UNAR made every effort to keep alive the grievances of the refugee population. Moreover, they
were able to relate these grievances to the allegations of ‘racial bias’ on the part of the Belgian
colonialists, made very easy by their outspoken pro-Hutu policy. Soon, “the refugees were
converted into ardent supporters of UNAR.”™ Thus, the origins of the resentment towards the
Hutu and Belgian authorities are within the inhuman conditions the Tutsi lived, and their
“unanimous conviction that they owed their fate to a ‘deliberate’ racial bias on the part of the
administration.” This is because the overwhelming majority of Tutsi began their exodus affer the
November uprising when they suddenly found themselves confronted with Hutu chiefs and sub-
chiefs all appointed by the administration.”*** Moreover, the sheer arbitrariness and ruthlessness
with which many of these Hutu chiefs used their authority resulted in a further exodus of Tutsi
families, and bitter resentment. Therefore, the refugee problem was the “consequence of the
‘interim appointments’ of Hutu chiefs and sub-chiefs in those areas where the actual or presumed

hostility of the [Hutu] local population caused the eviction of Tutsi authorities.”**

However, the crippling of all disabilities suffered by the Tutsi leadership-in-exile was their
inability to achieve an adequate measure of political unity and cohesion among themselves. There
were three major factions. One such faction was the les monarchistes (the monarchists) and was
comprised of those who had been close to the court in Rwanda, Another group, les progressistes
(the progressives), came from the younger western educated chiefs, “with some Vattracted to
socialist ideas.” Finally, there were the activists who were the hard-core guerrilla, Inyenzi

fighters, who provided the armed incursions that began in 1960 and lasted until 1964.

3.2. The Counter-Revolution: The Invenzi Raids

Lemarchand documents an insightful and prophetic dialogue between Colonel Logiest and a

Belgian security agent, a few months before Rwanda’s official independence:

“Colonel Logiest: The possibility of terrorist actions zided from the outside is not absolutely unthinkable, but

the chances of success of an internal action are very slim. The xenophobic parties are disorganised.

2 1bid., 173.

% 1bid. Emphasis added.
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Security gfficer: But one must recognise that an outside intervention [by UNAR] could trigger off an internal
reaction. Tutsi terrorists organised outside Rwanda could infiltrate the country and instigate seditious

movements among certain segments of the population,
Colonel Logiest: I such a movement should emerge among the Tutsi it would be a signal for a massacre by

the Hutu. I think the Tutsi are fully aware of this.”*®’

The infamous ‘Bugesera Invas;on of December 1963 was the decisive, and tragxc confirmation as
to how the Hutu would respond to any ‘Tutsi armed invasion’ from poht:bal exile’. Following the
- Bugesera Invasmn and between December 1963 and January 1964, “at least 10,000 Tutsi died
under the blows of the Hutu.” For weeks “Rwanda lived through an unprecedented orgy of
violence and murder. Never before, not even during the worst period of the Revolution, had the
killings reached such frightening proportions [and] never before had racial hatred led to such
bestial cruelty. 2% The scars these events left on the socno-pohtlca! institutions of Rwanda never
healed and re-opened in 1990, when the descendants of these Tuts: counter«revolutlonanes

attempted to ﬂmsh what their fathers had starfed.”

Those who led the series of raids into Rwanda, culminating into the Bugesera Invasion, carne from
the militant ‘activists’ faction of the exiles, particularly those located in Burundi and the former
Zaire. Their dedication to the éz{u§e of UNAR and the monarchy, and their uncompromising
fanaticism, was intensified by the “hardships of their life in exile, and by their vision of a better
future.” Thus, many refugees were predisposed to join the Jnyenzi particularly because of the
feeling that “outside their country they will always be subject to pressures, vexations and hostility

on the part of the populations where they have sought refuge.””>

3.2.1. General Patterns of Political Violence

To understand the intensity of the Hutu response to the infamous Bugesera Invasion, it is important

to provide a brief discussion on the general pattern of political violence that developed after the

November uprising.

57 Minutes of the territorial administrators meeting between Colonel Guy Logiest and a Belgian security
agent held on October 27, 1961, in Kigali cited in Lemarchand, Ruanda and Burundi, 216.
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Three identifiable patterns of political violence characterised the period after the peasant revolt.
First, Tutsi violence (the armed raids) took the form of “isolated acts of terrorism against specific
individuals and families.”® These raids primarily targeted the officials of the new local state
power, and Hutu officials were the legitimate targets. However, these isolated acts invited cruel
repression, and repression too began to assume a standard form: “it targeted the local Tutsi
population as active or potential support for the Inyenzi™"' Second, with the increased
mobilisation of the refugee population, more systematic attempts were made to organise Inyenzi
fighters whose principle objectives were to make armed raids on specific localities. Third, there
were instances of relatively organised invasions involving well-trained commando units with the
objective of overthrowing the new government. In all, there were as many as ten known raids by
the Inyenzi into Rwanda. From their bases in Burundi, Uganda, Tanzania and Congo, the Inyenzi

attacked sporadically and in an uncoordinated manner.**

With the initial exodus of Tutsi refugees in early 1960, where Rwanda became the scene of
countless violent incidences, the pattern of violence was everywhere similar involving “the
settlement of personal scores between individual refugees and Hutu officials.”” By early 1962,
planned-armed raids had become the standard forms of violence. The aim moved beyond the
settlement of scores to the “infliction of maximum harm to Hutu officials, regardless of rank and

position, and regardless of the consequences that such actions might entail for the local Tutsi

community.™*

Undoubtedly, the costs of the reprisals were much higher than the Inyenzi had anticipated. Two
successive raids in 1962 led to the death of two policemen in February and 1 policeman, 2 civil
servants and an ordinary Hutu in March. The reprisal came the day after the March raid in the
prefecture of Byumba. Between “1,000 and 2,000 Tutsi men, women and children were massacred
and buried on the spot, their huts burned and pillaged and their property divided among the Hutu
population.”* Soon after, the raids and reprisals took a standard form. A raid “turned into a signal
for the massacre of the local Tutsi population, and for the distribution of property among those

organised as the local self-defence group — repression joined political violence to redistribution of

300 .
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property, rewarding perpetrators with benefits.”*" As Joan Kakwenzire and Dixon Kwamukama
further write, “[the racialisation] of the internal Rwandese political struggles led to a war waged

literally by ‘outsiders’ against the “insiders’, who then reverberated on the insiders in turn.”"’

Therefore, during the first 18 months of the First Republic, from May 1962 to November 1963,
raids were a localised affair and so were the reprisals that followed. However, the intensity would

radically shift up a gear with the Inyenzi Bugesera Invasions of November and December 1963.

3.2.2. The Bugesera Invasion and Genocide of the Tutsi

On December 21, 1963, one of many attacks launched from Burundi. The operation was carefully
planned. The invading force, numbering approximately 200 to 300 men, armed with bows and
arrows and homemade rifles, crossed the Burundi border at Nemba at 4:30am. They attacked and
overran the Rwandan military camp at Gako, and after subsequently stocking up on arms and
ammunition, went straight to the refugee camp at Nyamata, where they received an enthusiastic

welcome from the local Tutsi population.’*®

By the time they reached the Nyabarongo River 12 miles south of Kigali, they were confronted and
overwhelmed by the superior firepower of the Garde Nationale Rwandaise (GNR). They were
swiftly obliterated and in the course of the engagement, hundreds of Tutsi lost their lives, including

Congolese *rebels’. Moreover, on one of the ‘rebels’, the GNR found invasion plans and the list of

ministers they wished to install.**

Kayibanda, using his ruthless Minister of Defence and Army Chief of Staff, Major-General Juvénal
Habyarimana, responded with unprecedented ferocity to ‘defend the Revolution’. The response
involved the elimination of opposition leaders and figures, and embarking on a campaign of terror
and pogroms against the entire Tutsi local population. They first rounded up and jailed almost all-
leading Tutsi personalities of UNAR and RADER. A few days later, they were taken to Ruhengeri

and summarily executed.’'® At the same time, civilian ‘self-defence’ groups were organised among

308 Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 129. Emphasis added.
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the Hutu population to counter attempts at internal subversion. One minister was assigned to each
of the 10 prefectures to supervise the organisation of the self-defence units, and each prefecture
converted into ‘emergency regions’.”!' Moreover, Kigali Radio “repeatedly beamed emergency
warnings, asking the population to be constantly alert for Tutsi terrorists.”'? In such a climate

characterised by intense fear, rumour and suspicion, the worst was about to happen.

The mass killings began on December 23 in the prefecture of Gikongoro at the instigation of the
local prefect, André Nkeramugaba. Addressing a mass PARMEHUTU meeting, Nkeramugaba

could not have made his intentions more clear:

“We are expected to defend ourselves. The only way to go about it is to paralyse the Tutsi. How? They must
be killed. ™"

Armed with clubs, machetes, pangas and spears, “the Hutu methodically began to exterminate all
Tutsi in sight — men, women and children.” About 5,000 Tutsi were massacred in the prefecture of
Gikongoro and soon, the contagion spread to other areas, “accompanied by wanton cruelty.” In one
locality, more than on hundred Tutsi women and children “were reported to have voluntarily
drowned themselves in the Nyaborongo River in a suicidal attempt to escape the clutches of
attacking Hutu mobs.” Various eyewitnesses reported of “unspeakable brutality.” Popular
participation in violence created “a kind of collective catharsis through which years of pent-up
hatred suddenly seemed to find an outlet.”*'* Commenting on the genocide, the British philosopher
Bertrand Russell called it, “the most horrible and systematic human massacre we have had

occasion to witness since the extermination of the Jews by the Nazi.™"

How many people were killed? An international team estimated that in Gikongoro prefecture alone,
between 5,000 and 8,000 Tutsi were killed; that is about 10-20 percent of the total Tutsi population
of the prefecture.’’® Human Rights Watch estimates that Hutu crowds killed as many as 20,000
Tutsi, and by 1964, the United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) estimated that
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3441 emarchand, Ruanda and Burundi, 224.

13 Cited in Ntalindwa, 59.

M6 Selistrom & Wohlgemuth, 31.
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about 150,000 Tutsi had fled to Tanzania, Burundi, Zaire and Uganda.*"’ Catherine and David
Newbury estimated that between 10,000 and 14,000 people were killed in the first few years after

decolonisation.**®
The international response was indifferent. One American journalist observed:

“Not a single African state except Burundi raised a voice in protest. Not a word came from any other nation,

western or eastern. Above all, not a finger was raised by the UN, under whose official tutelage the trusteeship

region of Rwanda was given its independence.”'®

The efforts UNAR made to make capital out of the tragedy came to nothing and UNAR leaders
found themselves heavily decimated, deprived of vital bases of internal support and more isolated
internationally. In an effort to stem further attacks and render refugees a spent force, and getting
the cue that threats of expulsion could deter the refugees from organising, the Rwandan
government embarked on a campaign of expulsion against Tutsi refugees. They subsequently
signed various co-operation and security accords with neighbouring countries.*?® For the new Hutu
government, the immediate result of this post-revolutionary episode gave the authorities “a new
lease on life, and a far greater measure of popular support and intemal cohesion than would have

been otherwise.” A Rwandan government official who spoke to Lemarchand could not have been

more certain:

“Before the attacks of the fnyenzi the government was on the point of collapse. We were faced with

enormous dissension among ourselves. Not only have we survived the attacks but the attacks made us survive

our dissensions.”?!

Unfortunately, when faced with a strikingly similar and difficult political episode almost thirty

years later, the Rwandan government was unable to devise alternative ways of bringing about

national unity and internal cohesion.

*'" Human Rights Watch Arms Project, “Arming Rwanda: The Arms Trade and Human Rights Abuses in
the Rwandan War”, Human Rights Watch, 6, 1 (1994): 8

3% Cited in Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 130.

3% Cited in Lemarchand, Ruanda and Burundi, 227.

320 Ntalindwa, 60.

*2! Cited in Lemarchand, 1970: 227
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3.3. Skocpol Application: The Revolutionary Process and Political Violence

The revolutionary process in Rwanda, and its characteristic mass mobilisation for political violence
fits Skocpol’s framework. Similar to Skocpol’s study, the social revolutionary crisis in Rwanda
also set into motion political struggles that culminated into fundamental structural changes.
Moreover, similar to Skocpol, three patterns of changes are evident. First, the colonial state gave
way to a powerful Republican, centralised, and mass incorporating nation-state that was more
potent in society. After the Belgian ‘coup’, this happened in three phases: the consolidation of local
state power at the communal elections, the political revolition in the Gitarama coup, and the

victory over the Inyenzi (the counter-revolution).

Second, the Hutu peasant uprising directed against Tutsi chiefs transformed the local agrarian
Hutu-Tutsi relations. The insurrection led to the deposition and expulsion of Tutsi chiefs, and their
replacement with Hutu chiefs with Belgian assistance. Moreover, the Tutsi chiefs lost their
privileged roles in politics and society. Third, PARMEHUTU emerged to consolidate the
revolutionary process and were challenged by the internal disunity, in the form of APROSOMA
and the Front Commun, and cownter-revolutionary forces, in the form of the Inyenzi. Moreover,
their success depended on their ability to mobilise the society to defend and consolidate the

revolution. Thus, the broad patterns of social-revolutionary change meet Skocpol’s expectations.
3.3.1. The Mass Mobilisation and Participation for Violence

As discussed, a central characteristic of the social revolutionary process is political violence
characterised by mass mobilisation and participation. It serves as an important function in the
transformation of society’s class and state structures, and in defending and consolidating the
revolution against internal and external counter-revolutionaries. There are two important functions.
First, it is instrumental in the crisis-from-below and emerges as a widespread peasant revolt.
Second, it is instrumental in defending and consolidating the revolution in the face of a counter-
revolution. This involves the mass mobilisation of society. In Rwanda, political violence

characterised by mass mobilisation and participation played this similar role.
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The Hutu Peasant Upheaval

The Hutu peasant revolt was a widespread direct assault against Tutsi chiefs and was characterised
by mass participation. The causes of the ‘mass participatory’ character of the violence are located
in the structural conditions of Hutu-Tutsi relations in the colonial state, and the political space
created by decolonisation. The structural conditions that allowed for mass participation were the
high degrees of auwtonomy and solidarity between Hutu during the decolonisation process. This was
largely due, as discussed, to the pre-existing basis for solidarity among Hutu peasants, and the
political space created by decolonisation. Hutu peasant solidarity and autonomy were realised in
the articulation of the radical Hutu revolutionary ideology, located in the ‘Bahutu Manifesto’, and
the political organisation of that ideology, in the form of PARMEHUTU. The common oppression
experienced amongst all Hutu made the appeal for ‘Hutu solidarity’ an effective rallying point.
Moreover, the political organisation, linking the urban to the rural, ensured political autonomy and

mass political participation when the peasant revolt broke out.

The Mass Mobilisation for Genocide against Tutsi

As discussed, defending and consolidating the revolution in the midst of a counter-revolution is the
most violent part of the social-revolutionary process. Political violence is instrumental in defending
the revolution and is characterised by mass mobilisation and participation. Success in defending the
revolution depends on the ability of the revolutionary leadership to mobilise in mass the society
against a counter-revolution. In Skocpol’s cases of France, Russia and China, the instruments of
mass mobilisation for revolutionary defence were the new structures created by the radical
revolutionary parties. In France, the Jacobins created ‘Committees of Public Safety’ and ‘General
Security’ as essential instruments and political structures for defending the revolution against
counter-revolutionaries. In Russia, it was the Bolshevik Party that created Cheka for internal
political policing and organised coercion, and the Red Army for the mass mobilisation of the
peasantry against counter-revolution. Moreover, in China, the Chinese Communist Party mobilised

the peasantry for guerrilla warfare and land revolution.

Rwanda had similar developments, as mass participatory political violence was central to, and
instrumental in, defending and consolidating the revolution under the leadership of PARMEHUTU.
The context, like the cases of France, Russia, and China was a counter-revolution. However, in

Rwanda, it emerged out of a refugee crisis caused by the peasant revolt. The violent political and
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social crisis caused by the peasant revolt led to the killings and deposition of Tutsi chiefs who,
together with their families and other Tutsi, went into exile in neighbouring countries. As
discussed, PARMEHUTU’s chief political opposition, UNAR (whose leadership was primarily
Tutsi chiefs) made political capital out of the situation and organised the refugees into armed
guerrillas for counter-revolution. Armed raids from neighbouring Burundi, which targeted Hutu
officials, usually assumed a standard form: “it targeted the local population as active or potential

supporters of the Inyenzi.™?

The Bugesera Invasion took place when the number of Tutsi refugees had soared to 130,000. The
response of the PARMEHUTU government to this counter-revolutionary invasion resembied that
of the Jacobins, Bolshevik Party, and Chinese Communist Party: the mass mobilisation of society
to defend the revolution, against the Inyenzi. This mass mobilisation involved assigning one
minister to each of the ten prefectures, converting each prefecture into an emergency region, and
organising society into armed civilian seif-defence groups (i.e. Committees of Public Safety)
within each of these emergency regions. In this organisational context, the retaliation against the
Inyenzi was a two-fold strategy: the elimination of political opposition to PARMEHUTU, and the
methodical extermination of all Tutsi. Thus, the mass mobilisation of society to commit genocide
against the Tutsi was the chief instrument of defending the revolution against a counter-revolution.

The then prefect of Gikongoro, André Nkeramugaba, could not have been clearer:

“We are expected to defend ourselves. The only way to go about it is to paralyse the Tutsi. How? They must
be killed.”?

The genocide of the Tutsi became the effective instrument for the successful defence of the
revolution and its consolidation. The genocide gave the extremist Hutu revolutionary leadership “a

greater measure of pbpular support and internal cohesion.”?* A government official who spoke to

Lemarchand made this point:

“Before the attack of the Inyenzi the government was on the point of collapse. We were faced with enormous

dissension among ourselves. Not only have we survived the attacks, but the attacks made us survive or

dissensions,”?

22 Mamdani, When Victims Become Killers, 129.

B Cited in Lemarchand, Ruanda and Burundi, 223-224.
2 | emarchand, Ruanda and Burundi, 227.

% Cited in Ibid.
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Therefore,‘the mass mobilisation for genocide against the Tutsi population, seen as active or
potential supporters of the counter-revolution, led to the successful defence of the revolution and
the subsequent strengthening and unification of the new post-colonial state of Rwanda. The
genocide of the Tutsi was thus an outcome of, and caused by, the social-revolutionary process of
the 1959 Rwandan Revolution. This process involved the transformation of Rwanda’s state and
class structures, and the politicisation of Hutu and Tutsi as race identities, where Hutu and Tutsi
emerged as bipolar and adversarial race identities engaged in a zero-sum political game. The mass

mobilisation for violence was thus instrumental, like in the cases of France, Russia, and China, in

defending and consolidating the Revolution.
3.3.2. The Incompilete Social Revolution: Reinforcing Cleavages

As discussed, Skocpol defined social revolutions as rapid and basic transformations of a society’s
state and class structures carried through by class-based revolts from below.® Overall, Rwanda’s
Revolution fits this description. There occurred a basic transformation in state structures as the
Rwandan State transformed from a Belgian colonial state administered by a Native Authority into a
Republican state administered by an elected Hutu leadership. There also occurred a transformation
of class structure as the colonial class relationship between Hutu ‘subjects’ and Tutsi ‘chiefs’ was

abolished. This was carried through by a Hutu peasant revolt against the Tutsi Native Authority.

Moreover, the Rwanda Revolution involved the coincidence of a crisis-from-below, in the form of
a Hutu peasant revolt, and a state crisis, in the form of a Belgian coup in the local state.
Concerning the sequence of the state crisis and crisis-from-below, the case of Rwanda was not a
perfect fit as the crisis-from-below facilitated the state crisis, whereas for Skocpol the sequence is

vice versa. In addition, the nature of political violence and its significance in the revolutionary

process are similar.

Despite these similarities, the revolutionary process in Rwanda was incomplete. This is primarily
because of the lack of transformation in race relations between Hutu and Tutsi. Recall that Hutu
and Tutsi were essential factors in the institutional and structural make up of colonial Rwanda.
Since a complete social revolution requires the successful transformation of social and political

structures, i.e. of state and society, the transformation of Hutu and Tutsi as institutionalised and
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politicised race identities would be necessary to complete the social-revolutionary process. The
revolutionary process, however, changed class but not these Hutu-Tutsi relations. Subsequently,
Hutu and Tutsi emerged as bipolar, adversarial, and antagonistic race identities locked in a zero-
sum political game. This made the revolutionary process permanent as it institutionalised political

opposition between Hutu and Tutsi.

Reinforcing this permanence was the externalisation of Tutsi political opposition. After the
genocide, the number of Tutsi refugees in the Great Lakes region created by the Revolution
reached 336,000 by late 1964. Thus, the institutionalisation and externalisation of political
opposition between Hutu and Tutsi made the revolutionary process incomplete and permanent.
Consequently, the race identities, consolidated in the revolutionary struggle, were able to persist in
a changed context, thereby subverting the possibilities opened by that struggle. The important
implication was that the seeds for a second social-revolutionary crisis were planted, as Rwanda
became the only country in the region that violently drove an entire group from its population into
political exile. The incomplete social revolution victimised the Tutsi, turned them into refugees,
and to complete the process, was to annihilated them decades later. The following chapter deals

with this second revolutionary crisis, which was the continuation of this incomplete social

revolution.

326 Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions, 4.
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v
The Rwandan Civil War
The Second Revolutionary Crisis

The incomplete 1959 Revolution, the subsequent reinforcement of Hutu and Tutsi as bipolar
adversaries, and the externalisation of political opposition to the Revolution, laid the foundation for
the emergence of a second social-revolutionary crisis in Rwanda. This revolutionary crisis was
more profound than that of 1959. The revolutionary crisis and ensuing process began as a civil war,
and ended as a large-scale genocide. The aim of this chapter is to provide and analysis on
Rwanda’s second social-revolutionary crisis that came in the form of a civil war, and ended as a
genocide. In so doing, the chapter uses the independent variables in Skocpol’s analytical
framework on the causes of social revolution. The chapter consists of five sections. The first is the
background section. The second provides an analysis on the infernational pressure applied to
Rwanda. The third and fourth discuss the attempts and failure political reform as a response 1o the
pressure, and the ensuing state crisis. The final section discusses how the civil war meets Skocpol’s

expectations of a social-revolutionary crisis.
4.1. Background: The Political Evolution of the RPF and ‘Akazv’

The two principal political foes of the 1990 — 1994 civil war were a young exile movement of
second-generation Rwandan refugees in Uganda, leading the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), and a
clan-based oligarchy, the Akazu®?’, under President Juvénal Habyarimana. Understanding the post-
revolutionary political history of these groups, and the dynamics of their political and military

struggle that was the 1990-1994 civil war, is crucial in explaining the genocide.
4.1.1. The Post-Revolutionary Hutu Republics: The Origins of the ‘Akazy’
In Rwanda, independence created a profoundly new and ambiguous situation. The political system

of the post-revolutionary Hutu State was inverted: one mono-ethnic power systemn replaced

another. The Tutsi totally lost their social and political power, with more than half massacred and

327 The “little house’. In pre-colonial Rwanda this was the name given to the ‘inner circle’ of the king’s
court.
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in neighbouring countries as refugees.””® With the system now inverted a small Hutu revolutionary
political elite was at the helm of the political power structure. To consolidate the social-
revolutionary process, a dual mandate of ‘state-building’ existed. This formed as the basis of the

distinction between the First and Second Hutu Republics under Kayibanda and Habyarimana

respectively.

The first ‘state-building’ mandate was the “definition and strengthening of the state as an
institution with authority and capabilities” and this was the characteristic of the Kayibanda regime,
bearing similarities to Skocpol’s cases of France, Russia and China.””® PARMEHUTU, as the
vanguard party, exhibiting similarities to the Bolsheviks and Chinese Communists, took this
responsibility. The second was the “strengthening of the control of the state by the powers-that-be:
they, and no one else, must be shown to be the best suited to lead the state.”> For this, a clan-
based oligarchy, the ‘Akazu’, emerged to take on the responsibility, and was under the leadership,
but not control, of Habyarimana. In addition, to legitimise themselves vis-d-vis internal and
external forces, both regimes employed two separate but interrelated discourses of legitimisation.
One was the Hutu ‘Social Revolution’ ideology largely tailored for domestic consumption; and the
other was the Hutu ‘development’ ideology, aimed at both the international and domestic

audiences, facilitating the maintenance of the powers-that-be in their position.”'
The Ideology of ‘Social Revolution’: The Politics of PARMERUTU

The ideology of ‘Social Revolution®, originating from the Bahutu Manifesto, was the notion that
Rwanda “belongs to the Hutu, who are its true inhabitants, who. had been brutally subjugated for
centuries by the foreign exploiters, the Tutsi.” In this light, the Hutu had wrestled power away from
their former masters and oppressors in 1959 and “installed what amounts to a true democracy
representative of the vast majority of the people.” This notion that the “government is the

legitimate representative of the majority Hutu, and the sole defence against the Tutsi’s evil attempts

528 peter Uvin, “Prejudice, Crisis, and Genocide in Rwanda,” African Studies Review, 40, 2 (1997): 91-113;
Peter Uvin, Aiding Violence: The Development Enterprise in Rwanda, (West Hartford: Kumarian Press,
1998); Jan Gorus, “The State as an Instrument of Ethnicity: Ethnic Construction and Political Violence in
Rwanda,” in Politics of Identity and Economics of Conflict in the Great Lakes Region, eds. Ruddy Doom
and Jan Gorus (Brussels: VUB University Press, 2000).

2% Uvin, “Prejudice, Crisis, and Genocide”, 97.

3% Ibid. Emphasis added
B Catherine Newbury, “Rwanda: Recent Debates over Governance and Rural Development,” in

Governance and Politics in Africa, eds. G. Hyden and M. Bratton (Boulder: Lynne Reinner, 1992).
B2 Uvin, Aiding Violence, 26,















































































































































































































