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ABSTRACT

DIFFERENTIATION AMONG PEASANT HOUSEHOLDS IN RWANDA

By

James Ernest McAllister

Rwanda presents a unique opportunity to test the theory of peasant
differentiation under capitalist incorporation. Rwanda maintained its
uni-cultural integrity despite colonialism and entered the "world
economy"” as a supplier of luxury agricultural items to the West. The
movement away from formal colonialism was accompanied by the violent
overthrow of an existing social order, and the two post-revolutionary
republics have since supported western-style "modernization".

This dissertation is a secondary data analysis of the 1988 Non-Farm
Strategies survey and investigates:

1. What factors have a bearing on income, household earnings, and
surplus in excess of family consumption for Rwandan farm households?

2. Which part of the variation between farm production outcomes can be
derived from categorizing production units according to Marxist class
(structure) framework and which to the household phase of Family
Development Cycle (demography)?

3. What outcomes are suggested by current trends in existing data for
Rwanda’s agricultural structural development?

Two hypotheses pursue these questions; they are concerned with the
way farmers improve household well-being. A two-sided strategy makes
labor available from the farm family into the market -- releasing the
labor of household adults, raising a new generation of household members
for future labor, and school training of children for the tasks required

by modern education and valued in the modern sector of the economy.



Farms with low numbers of consumers per unit area have greater
freedom to innovate, whereas conservatism (rather than considerations of
conservation) is the predominant motivator of farmers with high consumer
density. Extensive farming techniques may be used where there is low
consumer density (or labor availability).

Farm decision-making is based on control over, and use of,
resources, but traditional kinship ties, and new market meanings, are
exploited as farmers attempt to manipulate resources within the Rwandan
social context. Larger land-holders tend to accumulate, with resources
invested in employing labor and the education of children. There
appears to be a tendency for this to produce structural inequality in

time, although this cannot be proven with this data.
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CHAPTER 1

SOCIAL DIFFERENTIATION IN RWANDA
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In Rwanda, a densely populated country of small land-holders, about
95 percent of the roughly 1.3 million households1 are engaged in agri-
culture {Ministre de 1’Agriculture (henceforth MINAGRI), 1985} -- with
subsistence agriculture predominating. This agriculture tends to be
characterized as small-scale owner operated (Codere, 1973; Nyrop, 1985),
but the forces for change are growing -- from both within and outside
the country.

Having consideration for how rapidly United States rural sociology
has advanced in the short time since the discipline moved beyond
characterizing all U. S. farms in this way (Buttel and Newby, 1980;
Schwazweller, 1984), and investigated the complications for agricultural
structure of industrialisation and market incorporation, the simple aim
of this dissertation was at first to step beyond the owner-operator
formulation -- to reconceptualise Rwandan agriculture within a similar
model, and to investigate the development process there within a "new
Sociology of Agriculture" framework (Friedland, 1990).

Population pressure and partible inheritance are placing a downward
pressure on farm size and for many producers, it seems unlikely that
their small farms will be able, at the low level of technology
available, to produce an adequate livelihood into the future. Moreover,
the country is linked to the international system of commodity exchange
which puts pressure on the government, and through it the farmers, to

produce more and more goods for sale. Ever since European intervention
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in this country began in the 1880s, both products and labor have been
drawn (or forced) into "the market". In response, many aspects of the
farmers’ lives, and perhaps an increasing proportion of them, have
become subject to commercial exchanges between enterprises.

In many other countries subject to these forces -- the densely
populated countries of east, south and southeast Asia, for example --
wage employment has become a part of the lives of a significant pro-
portion of the farmers and their children: they find employment with
other, more commercial farmers, and in other industries. In yet other
countries and regions -- the less-densely peopled countries of Africa
and Latin America, in particular -- small farmers have either become
incorporated into the system of commodity exchange as petty commodity
producers or been marginalized from commercial exchange. Each of these
processes has its own pattern of social and economic consequences for
the farming population, and its own ensemble of policies appropriate to
accommodating the existing structure to it, and/or to alleviating its
consequences for the participants.

As a densely-populated country where alternative sources of employ-
ment for farmers and their children are severely restricted, Rwanda's
position is an African anomaly. How are farmers there responding to
these various imperatives towards change and what are the consequences
of their individual adjustments for the social structure of Rwandan
agriculture? Loveridge (1988) identifies farms which habitually sell,
and others which regularly buy, both beans and sorghum -- two staple
food crops. How do such "market" exchanges occur -- among which
households in what regions -- and how are they financed? One possible

source of funds, and another influence of the market, is revealed by the
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recent study by MINAGRI (1985) of farm households which shows a high
proportion of labor exchange, much of it for money. But what
consequences does paid labor have for peasant proprietorship; is there,
indeed, (as the literature implies) a homogeneous "class" of peasants?
Are they maintaining a small-scale, independent owner-operator
agriculture, or, while these market exchanges are taking place, is a
"class society", in the Marxian sense, finding its beginnings?

This dissertation treats these questions by examining the current
(1988) state of affairs in rural Rwanda as if it were one stage in the
process of class differentiation of Rwanda’s peasantry.

DEFINITIONS

The study is located within the differentiation debate (Solomon,
1977):

There has been ongoing debate over the past century as to what
path (or paths) agricultural development would take under
capitalism. To this day, debates center on whether farms based
on the employment of wage-labor will come to dominate, or
whether the simple commodity form of production will persist
(Gilbert and Pfeffer, 1988, p. 25).

"The history of agrarian development in the USA", they continue, "is
relevant in this light", and so too, I propose, is that of any country
with a substantial agricultural component to its economy -- Rwanda, for
example.

In the literature of this debate, the expressions "demographic
differentiation" and "structural differentiation" have specific
meanings, which I follow consistently throughout. I take data from two
surveys of the Rwandan census bureau (SESA) and make a secondary
analysis to examine that country’s rural social structure in the context

of the dynamic coexistence of demographic differentiation among peasant

households, and structural differentiation of the peasant farming



sector.

"Demographic differentiation", as that expression derives from
Chayanov [1986 (1926), p. 254], is the term used to define property-
holding differences among farm families at different stages in their
development cycle. In his classic essay on Peasant Farm Organization,
Chayanov attributes the expression to the Russian [statistical] econom-
ists, who believed these property differences to be due "to the effect
of demographic factors which follow from the nature of the peasant farm
(pp. 244-5),... stressing that the chief cause of differences in farm
size is the demographic process of family growth as its age increases

.e.(p. 254)", and its partition among heirs at the behest of the
previous owner. Thus, resource control changes over the lifetime of any
particular farmer in response to demographic changes, and any particular
manifestation of differentation is temporary.

"Structural differentiation”" is the expression (Rahman, 1986;
Byres, 1986; Bernstein, 1986) used to refer to the bifurcation of the
single category of peasants ultimately into the two great classes of
Marxism, bourgeoisie and proletariat. Mamdani, from whose 1987 study of
two rural Ugandan regions this dissertation gains considerable
ingpiration, puts his definition in this way:

By social differentiation, I refer to a process that divides

the peasantry into groups whose conditions of life are defined
by qualitatively different production relations and material
conditions. My analytical starting point is the middle peasant
household. Historically the core of the peasantry, it best ex-
emplifies a feature common to all peasant strata: the organic
unity of labour and property in a family of small proprietors
working on family land with family tools. With no other reg-
ular economic ties than those to the market, the middle peasant
family exercises autonomy over its labour process. As the
organic connection of family labour and family property is

partially ruptured, through either adversity or prosperity, the
middle peasantry begins to differentiate (Mamdani, 1987, p.210).
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Clearly, change in resource holding may be a feature of the life
course of any social actor,3 but the implied structure of inequality,
which is its concommitant -- a class of owners of the means of
production related in the role of (potential) employers to a class of
those who do not own -- continues to exist beyond the death of every

particular individual who plays a series of roles within it. Therefore,

we need not start by implying that class position must be inherited

between generations, but only that the structure of employer / employee
relationships should be reproduced and become more evident over time.
Thus, while demographic differentiation produces temporary changes to
family structure, which will alter as the family moves through its
cycle, structural changes are intergenerational and have a tendency to
become permanent.

Farmers throughout the developing world tend to be called "peasants'
(Wolf, 1966): this category encompasses tenants and holders of micro-
plots in association with latifundia, as well as small and middle-sized
farm owners (Shanin, 1987). Land redistribution subsequent upon The
Rwandan Revolution (1959-61) is commonly reported to have created a
category of "peasants"4 -- but who reportedly prefer to refer to them-
selves as "cultivators"”, and who were understood to be uniformly small-
holder farmers (MINAGRI, 1985; Gravel, 1968, p.27, fn 19; Reintsma,
1981).5 Like farmers everywhere, they struggle for control of resources:

- to produce an adequate livelihood,

- to create a benefice to will to heirs who they hope will
reproduce the agricultural cycle,

- to meet local social obligations, and
- to satisfy the responsibilities of citizenship (taxpaying) and

public participation in nation building (called Umuganda6 in
Rwanda).
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For the generation since independence, however, the resource equality
resulting from that initial division has been acted upon by capitalist
market forces and by the social imperative to again redistribute the
land and its products to the heirs of differentially fertile parents.
During this period, Rwanda’s population has been expanding rapidly
(crude growth rate of 3.7 percent/year)7 while its agricultural
production has almost kept pace with the population increase, primarily
by bringing previously unused land into cultivation (Loveridge, 1988, p.
11). What suited the needs of existing households a generation ago must
now be re-evaluated, as households pass through their family development
cycles, as new households arise, and as farming resources are inherited.

Most households appear intent on passing on not just the resources
accumulated over a lifetime, but also the social structure of small-
holder farming -- that is, of reproducing a farm family unit. Neverthe-
less, for some (few) households, farm production and/or paid off-farm
employment, in association with private ownership of the land, seems to
have resulted in creation of an expanding capital base -- they have
become petty commercial farmers. They have the financial resources to
be able to employ labor. Whether they do, and thus become "capitalist"
farmers, and what the consequences are for their wealth status, will be
examined in the body of the thesis.

It seems fair to ask: from the point of view of individual house-
holds in rural Rwanda in 1988, what does the Rwandan stratification
system look like? Who achieves a comfortable livelihood; who prospers;
who pays the price? From the point of view of development theory, this
small, densely populated, rural society -- with a unicultural heritage

(Newbury, 1988) -- offers much to the understanding of the process of
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structural differentiation following on the heels of a redistributive
social revolution, and of how differentiation’s effects are being
mitigated or exacerbated by the family development cycle. Rwanda, in
fact, as the most densely populated country in Africa, presents a unique
opportunity to elaborate the theory of peasant farm differentiation,
under the influence of capitalist incorporation, but this can be done
only with a due regard for the specific historical and cultural circum-
stances of the country itself. This chapter continues now to outline
the former, below, and then to treat the specific Rwandan case in more
detail.

The theoretical concerns of this dissertation are with the
persistence of peasantry and its response to and role in the creation of
development; the responses of households to land and labor constraints
on production, accumulation and efficient use of resources are its foci.
The study investigates three general questions:

1. What factors of Rwandan farm households have a bearing on value
of production, earnings of the household, and surplus in excess of
family consumption?

2. Can a better explanation of the variation between farm produc-
tion outcomes be derived from categorizing production units according to
a Marxist class position (a structural framework) or according to the
phase of Family Development Cycle of the household (a demographic frame-
work)? Perhaps some combination of them will make a fuller explanation.

3. What outcomes for Rwanda's agricultural structural developneht
are suggested by current trends in existing data?

Specific hypotheses are formulated concerning distribution of land, of

farm labor, and of calculated "farm incomes", and the interpersonal
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relationships associated with household decision-making about mainten-
ance, production, and potential to accumulate surplus. This study uses
two agricultural surveys of Rwanda to investigate the current relation-
ship of farm households to the control and accumulation of productive
resources. It describes how farm households, families, and individuals
-- as they seize whatever development opportunities come available --
create change, while still operating within certain structural
constraints.

To place Rwanda’s present stage of development in context, and to
provide a rationale for this study, I deal below with three issues which
would ideally be broached simultaneously -- the existence of Rwanda as a
small African country within a system of international interaction and
its reconciliation to that situation; the development of land, labor and
capital as commodities within the Rwandan state; and the ways in which
the place of farmers within Rwandan society, economy and political life
has changed with the development of capitalist relations among them. I
elaborate these three issues in sequence, here in Chapter 1, presenting
an interpretation of both the nation’s history and its agricultural
development, and an illustration of how census data can be used to
further the understanding of changing social structure. In Chapter 2,
the Differentiation Debate is resumed with this added perspective on the
Rwandan example.

A SOCIAL HISTORY
This short historical digression is necessary to understand how
rural poverty is deeply [embedded] in the structure of society
and how in the present social formation not ... basic needs in

[the] first instance but the needs of ruling classes

determine the control and use of economic surplus (Marijsse,

1982, p. 31).

When the first Europeans (Baker, Burton, Livingstone, Speke,
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Stanley) entered the East African Rift Valley from Zanzibar in the 60s
of last century, they "discovered" a series of small states, which have
come to be called "the Interlacustrine Bantu Kingdoms" (Refer Figure 3).
Nyoro appears to have been the oldest and it may have controlled the
whole region in the ancient past -- perhaps two to four centuries
previously, when it was the Kingdom of Kitara (Dunbar, 1965; Leurquin,
1963, p. 47). At least this was the claim of the court historians, a
claim pressed vigorously by the Nyoro royal family which aspired to
restoration of this ancient state of affairs. They were opposed by
rival "royal families" in various of the regions -- Ganda, Toro, Rwanda
-- and less vigorously by the states further to the south. Various
pretenders aligned themselves with incoming foreigners of different
national origins in hopes of legitimizing their claims with European
armaments (Moorehead, 1960; Ingham, 1975). By the time of the partition
of central Africa by the Europeans arising from the Congress of Berlin,
the Ganda had established themselves in the eyes of the British as the
most appropriate leaders for Southern Uganda (Apter, 1961) and the Mwami
of Rwanda was recognized as that region’s legitimate potentate.

All of the Interlacustrine Bantu Kingdoms have a similar tradition
to account for their multi-ethnic origins. This is succinctly presented
by Jones and Egli (1984, pp. 4-8):

Agriculture arrived in the Great Lakes Highlands when the first
wave of baNtu arrived. Previous inhabitants, ancestors of
today’s baTwa pygmies, practiced hunting and gathering, not
agriculture and animal husbandry. These baNtu migrants were
part of the great baNtu expansion which, as we know from
linguistic evidence, started from the Mount Cameroun area in
west Africa towards the end of the first millenium B. C. ....

On the High Plateau, east of the Congo/Nile Divide, the baNtu-

speaking immigrants established their agricultural system based
on sorghum, millet and legumes, and simple iron tools. That

system required no large-scale social organization. Defense
requirements were modest in an isolated part of the world where
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there was, then, plenty of arable land; possession of iron
tools gave adequate protection against economically more
primitive hunter/gatherers to agriculturalists organized at the
clan or sub-lineage level. Consequently, early Great Lakes
Highlands agriculture determined cultural organization:
notably, (a) a '"segmented" political system based on small
kinship groups and highly decentralized, and (b) a dispersed
settlement pattern with almost nuclear families living on their
farmland and not in villages....

The advent of slave trading to the Great Lakes Highlands’
larger region roughly coincides with the organization of the
interlacustrine kingdoms, of which Rwanda and Burundi were two.
From the middle of our millenium onwards, Nilotic pastoralists
had been migrating south into the Great Lakes Highlands region,
presumably establishing largely symbiotic relationships with
the more numerous established, baNtu-speaking agriculturalists.
There was plenty of land; cattle could be grazed on fallowed
farmland (and besides, farmers had probably already cleared
parts of the tropical-forested highlands over 1800m, turning it
into grasslands). Little by little, the pastoralists adopted
the agriculturalists’ language and many of their customs, such
as banana-beer socializing and communal work. Their mode of
production continued to be different, however, and so their
culture continued to be different. It was they who organized
the custom of feudal relationships based on ownership and
custodianship of cattle (Ubugabire) which grew into the organ-
izing political principle on which the kingdoms were built.
They also turned communal work into a feudal subordinate’s duty
to his patron in the institution of ubureetwa and later
feudalized land rights through the institution of ubuhake.

Thus, at the advent of European colonies, these cattle-keeping
Tutsi (or Hima) were in a position of ascendancy over the Hutu agri-
culturalist majority, and were using the small group of Twa for
specialized courtly, administrative, and caretaker tasks. The Tutsi
landowner took the role of patron to his Hutu tenant whose client status
required care of gift cattle and their offspring, husbanding of the land
and payment of rent, and performance of personal services (Lemarchand,
1970, pp. 36-39; Maquet, 1975, pp. 107-8, 118-19).

This ascendancy of the Tutsi ethnic group was established by a
complex process of co-colonization8 by pastoralists (often as court

emissaries) upon land already cultivated by Chiga people (Edel, 1969).

The particular contribution cattle could make to the agricultural
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ecology was harvesting the grass fallows and pasture and concentrating
their remnant into dung -- used to create the fertility necessary to
establish banana plantations (Friedrich, 1968, p. 188).9 Apparently, in
return for loan of a bovine, a cultivator would agree to care for the
beast and its offspring, and probably to pay some agricultural produce
as well.

A later stage of this process occurred, it seems, when the potent-
ate of the "central kingdom" -- of Buganda, Rwanda or Haya, etc. --
extended a territorial claim over the colonized areas and its people,
and backed the claim with armies of spearmen. However, the territorial
claims and the ethnically stratified society which resulted were by no
means universally acknowledged as legitimate, as Newbury (1988) demon-
strates for Rwanda. Nevertheless, they were accepted and manipulated by
the colonialists (Marijsse, 1982, p. 35), and this served to rigidify
social divisions and to fertilize the seeds of later discontent.
Newbury’s recent book (Newbury, 1988) documents the process of incorp-
oration and resistance for the Southwest of Rwanda; another significant
exception to the pattern of domination was in the north and northwest --
Ndorwa, Mutara and Mulera (now Ruhengeri and Byulba)lo -~ where the
hegemony of the Tutsi was established only in this century and then only
at the insistence of German guns.

A whole literature exists about appropriate nomenclature to be
applied in different countries for different historical epochs to
categories of cultivators and their landholding overlords. I acknowledge
this historians’ debate but will not to enter into the controversy here.

For the purposes of clarity and consistency, I shall refer to the

Rwandan Tutsi, Hutu, and Twa as ethnic groups, and to lords and serfs as
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clagses. Peasant is the more generic name applied in the post-colonial
situation to cultivators who control land.

The social system propagated in and by the central kingdom has been
described as remarkably similar to European feudalism (Maquet, 1962),
with a lordly class -- the repository of history, art, and culture, and
possessed of the courtly graces -- monopolizing armed service to the
king and controlling the land and cattle, and through them, the agri-
cultural population. Tribute-paying financed the leisure of the rulers,
and left the tenant class (serfs) with little more than enough for
another cycle of agricultural production.

Five points about the brief history sketched above are of partic-
ular interest here. First, of the twelve states outlined on Figure 2
(McLoughlin, 1970, p. 42: see p. xv of this dissertation), five became
part of the state of Uganda, five more are now regions of Tangania and
only two, Rwanda and Burundi, gained independence as national govern-
ments when the colonialists formally quit Africa.

Second, of those two (Rwanda and Burundi), only Rwanda managed to
have a social revolution which overthrew Tutsi domination and
established a government by the Hutu majority (Lemarchand, 1970).

Third, the jockeying for power among the ruling classes of the
previous Bantu states has contributed to instability, especially within
Uganda,11 and has resulted in great loss of life and destruction within
that country (Lemarchand, 1977, pp. 285-304). The political alliances
defining the various faction fights and civil wars in Uganda have
promoted the pretentions of the dispossessed ruling class of Rwanda as
well (U.N. High Commission on Refugees, 1982, p. 8). This persistant

desire for reenstatement by the ex-Mwami has created political disquiet
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in Rwanda and bolsters the argument for maintaining a standing army in
response to a threat of invasion by Tutsi refugees from all of Rwanda’s
neighbors.

Fourth, the historical accident which brought the Europeans into
the central highlands regions at the time they arrived has now been
translated, for Rwanda, into a state with many problems defined by its
precolonial as well as its colonial history. In particular, the high
population density of Rwanda makes it similar to Burundi, southern
Uganda, and north-western Tanzania, but unlike the sparsely settled
areas of Zaire, just to the west, in an environment poor in resources
and in opportunities alternative to agriculture. But for the political
boundary, it seems likely Rwandan cultivators would negotiate farming
agreements with their Zairian neighbours. These problems may in the
future be resolved by local trade developments and border loosening -- a
spontaneous approximation to this is reflected in Loveridge (1988, p.59
and p. 62) -- but for the present population density and resource
scarcity create real constraints on the development possibilities for
this small, poor, country.

Fifth, despite the shared history of the Interlacustrine Highland
region, there were considerable parts, especially of the more remote
areas, in which people who had not been conquered by the expansionist
Interlaucustrine kingdoms still lived at the beginning of the colonigzat-
ion period in "lineage societies", and made calculations about their
lives irrespective of the wishes of kings.l2 Newbury (1988) describes
the process of dynastic incorporation of the Kinyaga region of Southwest
Rwanda only in the 808 of last century and points out that there were

thus people living within the early colonial state whose interpretation
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of life’s possibilities for themselves and their children was not
filtered through an ethnic-supremacist glass, and who, in consequence,
opposed the alliance between the Belgians and the central Tutsi kingdom.
In the mountains along the west of Rwanda, vestiges of similar cultural
tradition seem to have survived among the Kiga -- the rough-mannered
"mountain len":13 their language, agriculture and customs were Bantu,
and Edel appears to have captured their societies in her study of The
Chiga of Western Uganda (1969).14 Mention of them is important here
because their vestigial culture appears to be the model for a democratic
(Hutu) state as Rwanda breaks the cultural chains of its monarchist
past.

The Chiga are typical of a great number of non-western small
societies. Property rights -- both individual property rights and
rights of access to common property -- once allocated, enter into social
circulation. In different families, parents’ rights are allocated to
different numbers of children, and at different times in their personal
life-course individuals might accumulate disproportionate rights to
property, and thus to inordinate social power. Again and again,
students of such communities discovered that techniques for reallocating
rights to property and power were well developed.

The reallocation techniques were apparently intended to ensure
"levelling" and the social solidarity of common property (Sahlins,
1972). For example, within the Russian "redistributive commune" (the
obshchina), partitioning common property (for usufruct) was adjudicaﬁed
and enacted through a council of elders on the basis of the number of

consumers making claims against it. The power of property was thus

nitigated within the local community by property redistribution (under
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the guidance of lineage powerholders), and the new allocation justified
on the basis of household productive capabilities and family need.15

The Rwandan kingdom, by contrast, had no such egalitarian processes
in place. Social revolution there -- as in all its manifestations --
attempted to establish (or re-establish) rules of social justice which
harked back to the concept of local control and responsibility. The
violent overthrow of the Tutsi domination (1959-61) not only established
the only majority-(Hutu)ruled state from out of the dozen Bantu
kingdoms, but also involved dispossession of the ruling ethnic group and
apparent redistribution of their property (especially their land) to
members of their local communities by local-level governmental instru-
mentalities. I accept Codere’s (1962, p. 63) interpretation that this
revolution was the genuine creation of the Rwandan people, not foisted
on thea by the Belgian adlinistration.16

Just how "egalitarian" the Rwandan redistribution was is unclear
(Lemarchand, 1982, pp. 12-14), but its levelling effect appears to have
been applied unequally across the old administrative regions of the
country (Newbury, 1983)17 and did not totally disposses the Tutsi. They
still number about twelve percent of the population but are no longer
separately enumerated. Nonetheless, a recent statement by Rwanda’s
President declared a national policy that people should not be permitted
to forget ethnicity18 and its relationship to the feudal times. This
suggests that the economic and social positions of the Tutsi are
unlikely to improve in the near future.l9

1 raise the issue of how egalitarian the post-revolutionary

distribution in Rwanda was, because the purpose of popular participation

in social revolution would seem to be to redress otherwise insoluble
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social ills which usually revolve around misapplication of the power
which derives from unequal control (and perhaps ownership) of property.
And the harmony of the subsequent society appears, by the same token, to
depend on how well this redress of social ills succeeds.

I have insufficient data to demonstrate just how successful Rwanda
was in establishing the redistributive goals of its revolution and I
will not try to decide the matter here. I intend only to point out that
the consequences of the revolution’s success were that some property was
distributed, that gome social levelling occured, and that, once the
first changes were made, redistribution was repeated within the post-
revolutionary era only in a very limited way -- in the paysannats land
settlement schemes (see, e.g., Lemarchand, 1982).

Under the post-revolutionary presidency of Gregoire Kayibanda
(1961-73), the interests of the center and southern portions of the
country dominated political decision-making, but since Juvenal Habyari-
mana became president in the 1973 military coup d’etat, the northern
provinces have been politically ascendant (Lemarchand, 1986, p. 770).
The coup consolidated a nationalist modernizing regime in power; it
seems likely that the power of the northern region in politics might re-
enforce their ideas of the propriety of the "traditional" Kiga form of
land tenure (Lemarchand, 1986, p. 102-06 and esp. p. 232).20 Some
observations will be made later concerning the direction and effects of
its policies as they relate to progress in the countryside. For the
present, suffice it to say, this government has been prepared to accept
the constraints of operation as a "small player" within the world
capitalist system, and not only to receive its military and development

aid from the United States (Anon., 1982a) and the E.E.C. (Anon., 1982b
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and 1986a; E.E.C., 1984 and 1985), but also to remain open to financial
asgistance from the Arab oil bankers and to engineering expertise for
transport network construction from the Chinese (Lemarchand, 1987, p.
804). Just as the British "developed" Uganda by creating a trading
infrastructure superior to that of all its neighbors (Dorsey, 1983, pp.
99 & 108), so the government of the second Rwandan republic is advancing
the development of their country.

Loveridge (1988) analyses the growing market across Rwanda’s
borders, as well as within the country itself, for sorghum and beans.
The immediate point of his finding is that Rwandans currently trade
beans and sorghum as international commodities utilizing well-developed
trade networks, and they appear to pay for them with their wages for
labor, and the proceeds of an international sale of coffee. That is to
say that we are dealing in 1988 with a society in which agricultural
products and labor are treated as commodities whose prices are set by a
combination of international trade and government regulation. For such
an intrusion of the market to have occurred in a precapitalist society,
according to Wolf (1969, p. 280),

labor, land, and wealth were turned into commodities, and this

...i8 only a short-hand formula for the liquidation of encum-
bering social and cultural institutions.
The next section catalogs the historical circumstances of the emergence
of commoditization in Rwanda.
COMMODITIZATION--AN ECONOMIC HISTORY

When the Germans made military contact with Rwanda in 1894,
economic interaction was based on recognized exchanges associated with
feudal obligations -- the lord contributed land and cattle, and received

produce and labor prestations, the serf had to part with all but the
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barest necessities retained for maintenance of hig family’s life, and
received "protection" in return. Part of the feudal dues was siphoned
"upwards" as taxes to support various strata of officialdom and finally,
the royal household.

Although considerable labor was expended -- in the fields and in
the army -- to keep this system operating, this labor was not a market
commodity but occurred in a context of obligations and shared meaning,
adjudicated not by exchange laws but by the rule of force, the final
repogitory of which was the court of the Mwami. At the same time, in
the more remote regions, lineage systems controlled land and redistrib-
uted it according to need within social definitions of rights, and farm
tasks were defined on gender lines within an extended family structure,
but here too, labor was mot a commodity.

The German colonialists exerted power indirectly through the
traditional rulers (Hyden, 1969, p. 94), but their period of domination
was too short to allow them to alter seriously "traditional" Rwandan
economic understandings. When the Belgians took control, they first
attempted to exchange this region for the Cabinya territory at the mouth
of the Zaire River -- an area which better suited their colonial
expansion plans (Digre, 1987) -- but, failing that, they were determined
to have the Rwandans pay for development through taxation (Dorsey, 1983,
pp. 123, 222). As was usual in colonial circumstances, they offered the
local people the alternatives of forced labor, production of cash crops,
and sale of wage labor. Discovery and exploitation of copper in Kataﬁga
and development of large scale agriculture in Uganda provided, respect-
ively, mining work to the west and agricultural work in the north; a

third alternative, for the better educated, was work as clerks with the
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colonial service or with shipping companies at the borders and on Lake
Kivu (Newbury, 1988).

Usually, only the ruling Tutsi could gain access to education and
' Jjobs, and it was not until after World War II that church schools began
to open their doors to young Hutu, and equip them for careers in the
church and lower echelons of state service (Lemarchand, 1970, pp.
136ff). Dorsey (1983, pp. 92 - 93) demonstrates that the flows of
migrants across what are now international borders were remarkably
sensitive to changes in the market value of currencies -- should a
migrant attempt to earn Sterling pounds or Belgian francs?

The Arabica coffee plant was introduced to Rwanda in 1921
(Leurquin, 1963, pp. 47, 70) and has grown in importance to become
Rwanda’s principal export.21 Some Rwandan farmers were able to achieve
comparative prosperity by providing food crops, especially to the
administrative and trade centers of Usumbura, Bukavu and Cyangugu
(Dorsey, 1983; Newbury, 1988, pp. 159-165). The traders, too, enriched
themselves as this market grew, but in East Africa the traders were
often of Asian origin (Apter, 1961, pp. 50-52).

At the same time as agricultural produce and labor were becoming
commodities (Dorsey, 1983) and access to money became a source of
economic power, political power was shared between the colonial admin-
istrators and the Tutsi oligarchy (Newbury, 1988). But the disenthrone-
ment of the "rightful" Mwami, Musinga, in favor of his more compliant
son, Rudahigwa, in 1931 established the supremacy of the Colonialists
and the mere "value in use" of their Tutsi puppets.zz Having had his
legitimacy thus undermined, Ndahindurwa (another of Musinga’'s sons and

Rudahigwa’s brother as well as his heir) was easily deposed. The
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popular uprising which did so was led by educated Hutu, the heirs of
nouveau education and lineage leadership (Newbury, 1988, p. 24), and
given tacit approval by forward-looking colonial officials.

The revolution itself precipitated resource redistribution and
consolidated the ascendancy of the new class of educated officials and
teachers. But the country to which they were heir was predominantly
peopled by poor peasants whose lot, although alleviated by the revol-
ution and its aftermath, was then charged with the responsibility of
paying for the defense of the revolution,23 a commission which backfired
in the military coup of 1973. The peasants are still paying for the
development of Rwanda -- providing taxes, and coping with the con-
sequences of ever-greater commoditization of their country’s economy.
Loveridge’s analysis discovers that a certain proportion of farm house-
holds produces surplus sorghum and/or beans, and sells them in the
national market, but a far larger proportion has net deficits of both
crops, and buys locally-grown produce as well as commodities imported
from Uganda, Zaire, and Tanzania (and perhaps, Burundi). It is not
entirely clear where purchasers get the money to pay for their necessary
household supplies. On the face of it, there would seem to be a net
outflow of cash from Rwanda, but Loveridge’s report suggests that the
income spent on purchase of staples derives from sale of cash crops,
from remittances, and from paid work, at home and abroad.

Loveridge opens up the question of the relationship between surplus
and deficit production: accumulation of wealth by those rural househélds
which consistently market a surplus, and the possible development of
class relationships between employers of labor and their employees. Are

there social categories which parallel these economic ones?
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Marijsse (1982 and 1983) attempts an answer to this question
through an analysis of the current state of social resource distribution
and its effects on inequality in Rwanda, based on 1981 data. He
excludes ninety-five percent of the population (the cultivators), but
succeeds in proving that a class analysis (Wright and Perrone, 1977)
provides worthwhile insight into the structure of modern Rwandan
inequality.

On the basis of individual rather than household data, Marijsse
identifies rural-inequality and anti-rural bias (1982, p. 2), and he
also points out that commerce pays much better than production. He
investigates existing studies in French and notes (p.13) that for an
area in the south, Meshi discovered in 1974 that

...those families with plots over one hectare can survive,

others have to look for work, mostly as day laborers [working

for] other more fortunate peasants, or as a wage earner at a

communal service, [or] a project, or [for] the central

government....
In Byumba, in the north -- "...said to be representative of the country
as a whole" -- 35 percent of the peasants had average land size of 2.6
hectares and average family size of 7 dependents (the "rich" peasants);
57 percent had an average farm size of just less than one hectare and
5.3 dependents (the "poor" peasants), and 8 percent of the population
were widows with average farm size of two-thirds of a hectare and three
dependents.

By contrast with this,

in the public sector, expatriates earn about 56 times as much

as the lowest paid but most numerous groups of day laborers,

watchmen and non-qualified personnel in 1976. The effort made

by the government to diminish the wage gap had resulted in a

decreasing disparity in 1980. The range was then 42 instead of

56 (Marijsse, 1982, p. 21).

This is reflective of the "successful policy pursued by the government
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holding down income disparities within the modern sector [which] makes
the Rwandan income distribution situation probably one of the less
inegalitarian ones in Africa" (Marijsse, 1982, pp. 27-28). Still, this
pay structure results in a nine-fold difference in income level between
the bottom and the top of the bureaucracy, at the very top of which is
the military elite -- the present controllers of government policy and
the best remunerated of Rwandans (ibid., p. 37).

In this brief review, I referred to "watershed" times in Rwanda’s
history. This study can be viewed as another glimpse at that country,
at a new point in its history, and since it anticipates the need for
further investigation, I consider this to be a benchmark study of
Rwandan rural social structure, and hope that it will be followed up in
due course.

PLAN OF THE DISSERTATION

Briefly, this dissertation argues that in Rwanda, land, family
labor, production, and what are regarded locally as "assets" have been
changing their nature as development occurs. Under the influence of
farm production changing to include cash cropping in addition to sub-
sistence cropping, and of a subsistence economy coming to have an ever-
growing cash component (crop sales, as well as employment in both agri-
culture and in non-farm industry), the society is moving from having a
predominantly homogeneous class structure based on farm family labor to
having a bifurcated one -- still based on farming, but with wage labor
becoming increasingly important. The technique is to classify every
household according to its family development cycle phase, and according
to its class. But cross classification of these two scales proves too

complex for reasonable interpretation, and less complex classifications
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are finally used.

The argument then proceeds to demonstrate inequality of resource
holding. One aspect of this inequality is that some households control
few or no resources -- they are the landless. But among those house-
holds which have access to land, labor supply is often adjusted to make
use of land resources. Family size is adjusted by breeding and by
addition of kin to households. Thus family labor is an intimate
function of resources; but so is hiring of non-family labor, and two
important questions follow: Who hires, and into what sorts of jobs?

However, the consequences of hiring might be entrenched in class
differences, or hiring might improve agricultural productivity, or both.
Finally, I investigate what type of agriculture is most productive, and
in the most socially acceptable way.

The layout of this dissertation is as follows: Chapter Two reviews
pertinent literature of the differentiation debate and also places the
Rwandan situation in a context of development and peasant studies.
Hypotheses specific to Rwanda are drawn from this review. Chapter Three
discusses problems associated with operationalizing the concepts in the
hypotheses. Chapter Four examines the hypotheses in some detail, while
Chapter Five reviews the findings, examines their significance for
policy in Rwanda, and summarizes major sociological findings of the

study.
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NOTES

Households were defined, for purposes of the study, according to
the definition on Chap. 3, p. 20 of this dissertation.

Yet another means of their economic absorption has been full- and
part-time employment on plantations. The tea industry of Rwanda
appears to operate on a government plantation monopoly basis, but
no data were collected on it for this study, and it will not be
treated further here.

The old image -- often used in US perception of agricultural
change -- of young farmers mounting an "agricultural ladder" as they
raise themselves "above" humble origins and strive to become prop-
erty-owning farmers in their own right (Kloppenberg and Geisler,
1985) seems like it might apply here. I will raise it again, in
more detail in the next chapter.

I use the term "peasants" to relate this work to the body of
literature known as "Peasant Studies"; no pejorative is intended. I
shall generally call the farmers of Rwanda "cultivators".

Later sections of this disseration will, of course, take this
characterization to task.

Laverencic, 1982, pp. 4-7; Marijsse (1982, p. 38) notes that 10
percent of accumulation in the country in the second Five-Year Plan
was intended to be raised by this Saturday "public participation”.
See also, Derrier, 1985. Two similar institutions are called Ujamaa
in Tanzania, and Harambee in Kenya; in Uganda the same principle is
embodied in Bulungi Bwansi, which literally means "for the good of
the community" (Mamdani, 1987, p.200).

Anon., 1986¢c, p. 7.
Newbury, 1988, pp. 29-33.

This 1looks like an interesting variant of the chitimene (Citeme)
agricultural system (Long, 1968, pp. 25-26).

Newbury, op. cit., p. 27.
Anon., 1986b, p. 8.
See Schneider, 1979, (his) Map 5.

Southall, 1976, p. 276: "...[Tlhe Bakiga are simply ’'highlanders’
so defined by the first colonial administrators".

See also, Maquet, 1962, pp. 97-100; Reyntjens, 1984.
One might even suggest that their perception of property relations

could be summed-up under the aphorism: by each according to his
(sic) capacity, to each according to his need.
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A debate existed in the Eastern European peasant literature at the
end of the 19th Century around the theory that lessons could be
learned from the obchschina concerning property redistribution
which might make it unnecessary for there to be a resort to violent
revolution to solve the property question. According to Shanin
(1983), Marx turned his attention to this debate towards the end of
his 1life, and may have been convinced that the peasant commune
offered an alternative to the violent overthrow of Capitalism.

If "primitive communism" did indeed have a peaceful solution with
Justice to offer, that solution seems not to recommend itself to
"civilized capitalism".

"...[Tlhe leaders drew on the energies derived from the Hutu
experience", as Newbury (1988, p. 180) says.

According to Newbury (1983, pp.267-68; see also d’Hertefelt, 1965,
Sect 4 (2)), repudiation of Tutsi domination -- as demonstrated by
voting pattern at independence -- was strongest in two of the three
national regions she defined: in the three northern provinces,
where the "semifeudal structure" was weakest -- or conversely, the
"bukonde-bagererwa (lineage) system" of the Kiga still represented
the "tradition" -- and in the "centre of the kingdom", where the

semifeudal structure was strongest. In these two areas, personal

violence to the Tutsi lords was most fierce. It seems likely that

dispossession of them also occurred. In the intermediate regions --
one is left with the impression -- reprisals were taken against
especially disliked Tutsi individuals, but the overall structure

may not have been so totally destroyed.

This sentiment appears to have been consistently a feature of
majority leadership. See Newbury, 1988, p. 191.

I have not kept pace with the country’s ethnic situation since the
attempted coup of 1990, but I presume the position of the Tutsi is
now worse than it was previously.

Characterizing the re-institution of Kiga tradition as 'modern-
izing" is not so paradoxical as might first be assumed. I have in
mind that the present government of Rwanda is a "nationalist
modernizing" regime in the sense that it is not concerned with
radical social or political change but rather with "modernization"
in the conservative tradition, and that its perceived province
stops at its national borders.

I have also a second image in mind, derived from an old paper by
Jayaraman (1973) -- from a time toward the end of the Traditionalism
-Modernism debate -- in which he argues for Zambia that
"traditional" forms can be put to innovative use by '"modernizing"
Africans.

Anon., 1987b, p. 18.

Dorsey (op. cit., p. 96) argues that the chiefs had contributed to
weakening their oligarchy (and hence the monarchy, too) in that,
by sending labor to work for Europeans -- the condition upon which
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they kept their chieftainships -- they undermined their own local
power. Nevertheless, Newbury (op.cit., p. 53) says of the initial
incursion into Rwanda,

There was...no single Rwandan "response" to the colonial
invasion. Some Rwandans resisted, some collaborated, and
many manoeuvered to create opportunities from the
presence of these foreigners who had clearly come to stay.
I infer that the responses to later stages of capitalist incursion
are similar.

23. Lemarchand, 1970, pp. 197-227, and 279-286.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL BACEGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
The first section of this chapter reviews literature pertinemt to
the differentiation debate, to the importance of land in rural society,
and to one conceptualization of demographic differentiation, the family
development cycle; the second part of the chapter develops hypotheses
from the review of the literature.
PEASANT STUDIES BACKGROUND
According to Shanin (1987, p. 3), peasants are "small [scale] agri-
cultural producers, who, with the help of simple equipment and the
labour of their families, produce mostly for their own consumption,
direct or indirect, and for the fulfillment of obligations to the
1
holders of political and economic power". But, what happens to these
producers when development occurs?
Differentiation Debate
Over the last two centuries, two contending schools of thought --
the "structural differentiationists" and the "peasantists" -- <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>