Was ethnicity the key driver in the Rwandan genocide?
Introduction 
	The Rwandan genocide is commonly viewed through the lens of ethnic conflict between the minority Tutsi and majority Hutu ethnic groups. It is undeniable that the 1994 genocide was carried out along ethnic lines with killings happening on an ethnic and systematic basis by targeting specific groups (Forges in Human Rights Watch, 1999, 1.27). Most victims came from the Tutsi ethnicity. However, moderate Hutus who opposed or refused to take part in the genocide were also targeted (Keyse, 2023, p.1016). The aim of the genocide was clearly to eradicate the Tutsi population, and anyone perceived to be a sympathiser to the Tutsi or an opponent to the Hutu. As a result, within 100 days there was a devastating loss of life in Rwanda (Human Rights Watch, 1999, 2.19). The staggering death toll is estimated to range between 500,000 to 1 million Rwandans (Keyse, 2023, p1016), an unprecedented rate of genocidal murders in such a short space of time. 
	To understand how such rapid mass killing could occur, it is necessary to examine the roots of the ethnic divides which fuelled the genocide. To do this I will assess where and when hostile relationships between the Tutsi and Hutu originated and look at how tensions developed into a full-scale genocide. I will investigate whether the deepening ethnic divisions were a result of colonial influence, which exacerbated Hutu extremism, or if the Hutu extremists exploited ethnic tensions for personal and political gain, using the guise of ethnic conflict to justify their actions. By doing so, I aim to provide a deeper understanding of whether ethnicity was truly the key driver of the genocide, or if other factors played an equally significant role. 
Ancient Hatred 
	While ethnicity was a central factor in the Rwandan genocide, the idea of a long-standing, centuries-old hatred between the Hutu and Tutsi is a distorted narrative (Mwenda, 2010). Although most precolonial chiefs in Rwanda were Tutsi, they were not exploitative of the Hutu (Prunier, 2010, p.12). All duties performed in obligation to the Tutsi chiefs included some form of salary (Prunier, 2012, p.12) and both the Hutu and Tutsi acknowledged the same Tutsi king (Rubinstein, 2004, p.287). Furthermore, the first European explorers to arrive in Rwanda identified three distinct groups: the Tutsi, Hutu and Twa (Prunier, 2010, p.5). The explorers were ‘immediately struck’ that the groups were living side by side, sharing the same Bantu language (Prunier, 2010, p.5) and permitted 500 years of intermarriage between the groups (Mwenda, 2010). This peaceful imagery does not lead us to believe that there was a great sense of animosity between various Rwandan ethnicities before the explorers’ arrival in the country. Therefore, there is nothing in ‘pre-colonial Rwanda that shows Hutu-Tutsi to have constituted an antagonistic relationship’ (Mwenda, 2010).
	Although there were divisions based on ethnicity in precolonial Rwanda, any sense of division being based on racial or ethnic tension in precolonial Rwanda is not identified in Prunier’s (2010) book ‘The Rwandan Crisis: History of a Genocide’. The first mention Prunier makes of opinions based on ethnicity and race within Rwanda is presented from a European perspective. Prunier (2010, p.6) describes the ‘racially obsessed nineteenth century Europeans’ as being ‘smitten’ with the Tutsi. Harroy depicts explorers describing the Tutsi as physically and mentally superior to the Hutu and Twa:
‘Tutsi displays refinement of feelings which is rare among primitive people. He is a natural born leader, capable of extreme self-control and of calculated goodwill’ (Prunier, 2010, p.6).
Comparatively, Hutu were ‘extroverts who like to laugh and lead a simple life.’ (Harroy in Prunier, 2010, p.6). The contrasting opinionated presentations of Hutu and Tutsi by European explorers are likely to have influenced colonialists’ predisposition to favouring the Tutsi because they were depicted as ‘superior beings’ (Prunier, 2010, p.6). 
Colonial Legacy 
	Mamdani (in Baines, 2003, p.481) suggests that ethnic divisions between the minority Tutsi and majority Hutu populations in Rwanda were perpetrated through colonial legacies. Firstly, German colonisers reduced Hutu territories whilst increasing Tutsi chiefly power (Prunier, 2010, p.25). This was followed by the wake of World War I when Belgian took over the Rwandan colony and continued to place Tutsi in positions of privilege by permitting them control of the Rwandan state and military to indirectly rule Rwanda through them (Baines, 2003, p.481). Therefore, by the end of Belgian presence in Rwanda in 1959, 43 out of 45 chiefs and 549 out of 559 sub-chiefs had been Tutsi whilst under colonial rule (Prunier, 2010, p.25). Simultaneously, the Hutu and Twa were considered less evolved and ‘wild’ (Baines, 2003, p.481). Baines (2003, p.481) argues that by affording only the Tutsi privileges during colonial rule that ‘colonialists distorted traditional socioeconomic relations between the two groups [Tutsi and Hutu] through race analysis.’ 
However, was Tutsi privileging a colonial creation or a continuation of societal functioning within Rwanda from pre-colonial times? I would argue that because in precolonial Rwanda, Tutsi also held chiefly positions (Prunier, 2010, p.12), this placed them above the Hutu if we were to imagine a Rwandan ethnic hierarchy prior to the colonial project. However, white colonisers may have perpetuated tensions surrounding hierarchy and oppression in Rwanda by directing Hutu’s attention to their under representation within Rwandan governance. For example, the liberalising decree of 14 July 1952 created “elective council” positions in Rwandan governance (Prunier, 2010, p.43). Chiefs and sub-chiefs had the responsibility of nominating suitable Rwandan candidates for these positions. This allowed Tutsi to hold onto power as colonialists began to withdraw from Rwanda because the majority of chiefs and sub-chiefs were Tutsi so could nominate Tutsi candidates. Prunier (2010, p.43) argues that the Tutsi elite ‘did not share in the benefits of this increase in power’ as they had in the precolonial period. 
It could be argued that colonisers creating a clear ethnic divide between the Tutsi and Hutu by favouring the Tutsi, was the first stage of the Rwandan genocide – classification (Stanton, 1996). Colonisers further reinforced divisions between the Hutu and Tutsi by the introduction of ethnic identity cards to Rwanda in 1926 (Baines, 2003, p.481) which solidified distinctions between the Tutsi and Hutu based on race. These ethnic identity cards remained in Rwandan politcy until 1994 (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.xi). This shows, Stanton’s (1996) second stage of genocide – symbolism – was also perpetrated by colonisers because identity cards created a clear and tangible divide between the two ethnicities. However, Rwanda is a unique case study because stage one and two of the ten stages of genocide (Stanton, 1990) were implemented with the intention of ‘othering’ the Hutu who ironically, ended up becoming the perpetrators of the genocide. Furthermore, the colonisers who created stage 1 and 2 were not the group who committed the genocide at all. Therefore, the colonial strategy of establishing the Tutsi as an "elite ethnicity" to help maintain control over Rwanda, while suppressing the Hutu population, was upended by Hutu extremists following Rwanda’s independence from colonial powers.
	Rwanda gained independence from Belgium in 1962 (Long, 2012, p.211). However, the colonial creation of two hostile cultural groups ‘the majority Hutu and the relatively more economically privileged Tutsi’ (Dyzenhaus, 2003, p.165) did not disappear along with the Belgian colonisers. Instead, because ethnic divisions had become so ingrained within Rwandan society after decades of colonial rule, they continued to manifest post-independence. This is perhaps why Mamdani, cited in Dyzenhaus’ review of ‘When Victims Become Killers’ (2003, p.165), argues that it is important to know how Tutsi and Hutu identities were constructed during the colonial project to understand how this resulted in Hutu extremism that led to genocide. 
As a result of colonisers presenting Tutsi as the elite ethnicity in Rwanda, it could be argued that colonisers, perhaps unintentionally, were also “othering” the Tutsi from the majority Hutu population. It could having been this prolonged sense of Tutsi “othering” which created a larger divide between the Rwandan population which continued post Rwandan independence. Waller (2007) argues that in societies with deep divisions, when democracy fades and the rule of law retreats so there will always be people capable of perpetrating atrocities against those defined as “other”. This is because individuals believe the “other” is not deserving of the same moral considerations as people from their own group (Waller, 2007, p.201). Therefore, I would argue that colonial legacy was the trigger for ethnic divisions which fuelled the Rwandan genocide. 
‘Elite manipulation of racist national ideas’ (Baines, 2003, p.487)
	During the Rwandan genocide, Hutu extremists exploited deeply ingrained racist national ideologies to coerce an estimated 75,000-250,000 ordinary citizens into committing genocidal violence (Waller, 2007). Jean Hatzfeld (2008) in ‘A Time for Machetes’, questions Hutu perpetrators about their supposed hatred towards the Tutsi. This line of questioning aims to understand how existing ethnic tension were manifesting prior to the Rwandan genocide. This book also allows us to assess if the Hutu-Tutsi animosity was prevalent enough within Rwanda to be the main cause of the 1994 genocide. 
	In his book ‘A Time for Machetes’, Hatzfeld (2003) interviews Hutu perpetrators; Adalbert, Pancrace, Fulgence, Ignance, Pio and Alphonse. Adalbert described Hutu prejudice towards the Tutsi as being shaped from their parents and ‘elders’ beliefs (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.204). Therefore, Hutu youth were socialised into dislike to the Tutsi. Pancrace, promotes the narrative that prior to the genocide the Hutu were only suspicious of the Tutsi in terms of the possible threat Tutsi posed to the Hutu regime in post-colonial Rwanda. This perpetrator advocated that ‘hatred came over us [the Hutu] suddenly after our president’s plane crashed’ (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.207). Furthermore, ethnic tensions were also fuelled on the availability of fertile land. Fulgence acknowledges the fear which manifested within many Hutu that the fertile land in Rwanda would run out leaving no means of subsistence available for their Hutu children to inherit (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.205). Therefore, Ignance (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.205) explained that ‘hatred flourished in the fields because the plots of land were not large enough for two ethnic groups.’ However, the predisposition Hutus held for disliking Tutsi seems only trivial when we look at the devastating effects of the genocide it produced so how did animosity grow into full scale genocide?
When James Waller (2007) interviewed a convicted Hutu killer, he accounts asking the Hutu man; ‘When did you start having these feelings about Tutsi? When did you think they should be exterminated?’. The interviewee replied saying he had always gotten along with Tutsi, that some of his family had married Tutsi and even he himself would have married a Tutsi if the opportunity had arisen. He went on to reveal that ‘when I [he] started killing them, that’s when I [he] learned to hate them’ (Waller, 2007). Similarly, Pio (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.206) admitted that he ‘didn’t know why I [he] started detesting Tutsis’ instead he latched onto hatred through imitation of the people around him. 
‘I do not believe our hearts detested the Tutsis. But it was inevitable to think so, since the decision was made by the organizers to kill them.
‘To kill so many human beings without wavering, we had to hate with no second thoughts. Hatred was the only emotion allowed for the Tutsis. The killings were too well managed to leave us room for any other feelings.’ 
Alphonse, is suggesting that feelings of animosity within the Hutu-Tutsi relationships were manufactured by external forces (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.208). Therefore, Hutu hatred of Tutsi was not something which naturally occurred. Instead, it was a hatred was constructed through the manipulation of everyday Hutu people by Hutu extremists through propaganda. 
In all of these cases, it was not hatred driving the killing. Instead, hatred was being used to justify why the killing had occurred. Perhaps hiding more accurate driving forces behind the Rwandan genocide which Waller (2007) suggests could have been opportunism, greed or careerism for the more powerful Hutu extremists. This perspective could be interpreted as a stage six failure of the Ten Stages of Genocide (Stanton, 1990) because polarisation had not sufficiently driven the two groups apart by setting up a strong enough predisposition for sustained hatred between the general Tutsi and Hutu populations. Furthermore, rural Rwandans stated that prior to the genocide, they were unaware if they were Hutu or Tutsi (Baines, 2003, p.489). Therefore, ethnic divisions left behind by colonial legacy may not have reached the entire Rwandan population. Instead, it was Hutu extremist paramilitary groups that chose to perpetuate ethnic divisions to further their own agendas. This suggests that the genocidal killings may have been driven by self-interest rather than a universally shared racist ideology among all Rwandans. 
Hate radio was also used as a way of producing anti-Tutsi propaganda (Melvern, 2004, p.52). The radio station inciting Tutsi hatred was called Radio-Television Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM) (Melvern, 2004, p.53). After its creation in 1992 (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.207), suddenly hundreds of cheap portable radios conveniently became available in Rwandan street markets (Melvern, 2004, p.53) so RTLM became immediately popular. As a result, false information could be shared on the airwaves to ‘instil fear and incite violence’ amongst many Rwandans (Melvern, 2004, p.53). Furthermore, since RTLM was broadcasted by powerful and wealthy Hutu extremists, Adalbert recounts that exaggerated claims would get Hutu people fired up against the Tutsi, using dehumanizing language such as “cockroaches” and “snakes” to describe them (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.208). The popularity of RTLM made it so influential. It handed Hutu extremist the power to promote damaging narratives about the Tutsi to the vast population of Rwanda. Furthermore, the novelty of RTLM being the first free an independent broadcaster likely created an air of excitement. It could be argued that excitement translated into acceptance of the broadcaster’s directive to hate the Tutsis by presenting them as a threat to the Hutu way of life.  
Promoting misinformation on the radio led to the owners of RTLM being called into see the minister of information in November 1993 and February 1994 for breaching the 54191 November 1991 which permitted independent radio stations for free press so long as there was no defamation or public slander (Melvern, 2004, p.55). However, no arrests or prosecutions were made regardless of the 54191 breeches. This suggests calling RTLM owners in was an act of formality aiming to make the Rwandan government look as though they were investigating RTLM fairly. When in reality the Hutu Rwandan government may have agreed with the narratives being promoted on RTLM. Furthermore, when diplomats asked President Habyarimana to take RTLM off the air he refused saying that the West had pressured Rwanda to move towards democracy and it would be undemocratic to prevent the power of free speech (Melvern, 2004, p.56). This shows how the Rwandan genocide was permitted to take ‘place under the aegis of the Rwandan state, [despite the fact] Rwandan subjects and citizens were the main actors in the genocide’ (Hintjens, 1999, p.5).
Fluid Categories or Static Ethnicities?
As previously discussed, colonial discourse presented the Tutsi as the elite and ruling ethnicity (Prunier, 2010, p.6) who ‘dominated the inferior Hutu’ (Dowden, 2014, p.237). However, Dowden (2014, p.237), Director of the Royal African Society, suggests that in precolonial Rwanda, Hutu and Tutsi were not separate ethnicities. Instead, the Hutu-Tutsi relationship is presented as relatively harmonious, sharing the same names, cultural customs, ethnicities, society and praying to the same gods. Lines between Hutu and Tutsi groupings were blurred because Hutu could become Tutsi by accumulating cattle and Tutsi could became Hutu if they lost their cattle. This suggests that Hutu and Tutsi were classifications closer to ‘fluid and flexible categories’ (Dowden, 2014, p.237) than static and absolute ethnicities. 
Colonisers ‘did not believe primitive Africans could possibly have a complex society, and so they strengthened the racial hierarchy based on their interpretation of the heigh and features of the population’ (Dowden, 2014, p.237). This racial obsession of the colonisers (Prunier, 2010, p.6) led to the possibly inaccurate interpretation of the Hutu and Tutsi as ethnic groups. Resulting in colonial manipulation of the fluid Rwandan societal organisation by placing heightened the significance on individuals Hutu or Tutsi association and classification to ensure colonial control was maintained in the colony (Dowden, 2014, p.237).
Conclusion 
	The Rwandan genocide was not simply the result of ancient ethnic hatred between the Hutu and Tutsi (Mwenda, 2010). The image of Hutus and Tutsis sharing the same names, cultural customs, ethnicity, society, praying to the same gods (Dowden, 2014, pp.238-239) and acknowledging the same king (Rubinstein, 2004, p.287), does not lead us to believe there was a great deal of animosity between the two groups prior to the colonial project. Instead, historical, colonial and political factors contributed to ensuring the creation of divisions between the two groups. I would argue that colonial powers manipulated the existing Rwandan societal structure to serve imperial interests. 
By strategically placing the Tutsi in positions of power, colonisers could rule Rwanda through the Tutsi by gaining their trust (Baines, 2003, p.481). Therefore, the Tutsi viewed their relationship with colonisers as a ‘friendly mutual help contract’ (Prunier, 2010, p.13). However, this defined previously loose structural boundaries between the Hutu and Tutsi, by directing the colonies attention to the supposed importance of ethnicity which formerly had not played such an influential role in societal functioning. As a result, Tutsi domination and suppression of Hutu caused by colonial favouring of the Tutsi is likely what established Hutu extremist views which led to genocide. Therefore, if we are defining Hutu and Tutsi as ethnic groups, then ethnicity was the key driver of the genocide. However, colonialism was the catalyst which grew ethnic tension by feeding the narrative that Tutsi were the superior racer (Prunier, 2010, p.237), developing Hutus scepticism towards the Tutsi from ‘suspicious’, as Pancrace recalls (Hatzfeld, 2008, p.207), to overwhelming hatred. 
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