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Introduction

The extent to which African women's are made visible in UK media representations of war in Africa is partly dependent on 'western' ethnographic stereotypes. Many of these stereotypes return to colonial images of a savage, barbaric, primitive tribal culture where warring is the norm. Such stereotypes fix African people within a timeless, pre-modern past. Collectively, these stereotypes constitute the 'African condition' and work to separate political crises in African states from modern, 'western' (strong) states. This superficial divide rids 'western' states of blame or complicity in genocide or war. Lacking responsibility, 'western' states are able to choose whether or not to intervene in African conflicts - humanitarian intervention.   In this paper, I will look at how media representations of women are imaged within Rwanda and Sudan and examine how media imaging of Rwandan and Sudanese women upholds this superficial divide between powerful states such as the UK, France and the US, and weak African states. I argue that media representations largely rely on EuroAmerican definitions of war, and EuroAmerican understandings of women in war. 

How are African wars imaged?

In order to illustrate how African wars are imaged, I would like to provide a brief synopsis of political events in Rwanda.  Following the assassination of Rwandan President Habyarimana on April 7 1994, some 80,000 Tutsi and Hutu moderate men, women and children were brutally murdered in one hundred days. The Rwandan Genocide has since been proved to have been planned by a Hutu extremist clique closely connected to the Hutu-majority Government. Over a period of at least two years, guns, grenades, machetes, and even scissors and nails were shipped into Rwanda from Britain, France, Egypt and China
. Extremist Hutu leaders developed training camps where Rwandan men – particularly unemployed Rwandan youths - were taught how to kill. These men became known as the Interahamwe (meaning “we who work together”). The Interahamwe, alongside government officials and local bourgmestres drew up lists of Tutsi and moderate Hutu that were to be exterminated. There emerged on the Rwandan market a flux of cheap transistor radios that later broadcast extremist Hutu propaganda which preached the Ten Hutu Commandments and played catchy racist songs. Propaganda singled out Tutsi Rwandans as Inyenzi (cockroaches) and 'snakes'. They were portrayed as infiltrators in allegiance with the Tutsi-led Rwanda Patriotic Front (RPF) working to subjugate Hutus and reinstate Tutsis as the (once colonial) ruling Elite. Extremist Hutu propaganda was present in local councils, churches, football clubs and schools. In the months leading up to the Genocide, Tutsi Rwandans were increasingly separated from ‘humanity’ (i.e. the Hutus). Some were denied receiving the Eucharist at Mass, others were too afraid to shop at certain markets or attend certain social gatherings. 

In the first week of the genocide, the UK press introduced the genocide in Rwanda as both an ancient tribal feud and a civil war. On April 10 1994 - day four of the Genocide, Richard Dowden, reporting from Kigali for the Independent on Sunday wrote a comprehensive critique of the political situation in Rwanda. Yet his accuracy is framed within the overarching story of (an almost biblical) ancient brother feud. The headline reads: "Rwanda's twins locked in eternal war". Dowden's article begins with a descriptive account of Rwanda's geographic beauty. His descriptive account of a tumultuous plane flight appears to reflect the violence on the ground and has a colonial resonance. At the same time, his prose works to naturalize the genocide, suggesting that violence is an inherent, natural trait of Rwandan people, as opposed to a socio-politically constructed culture. He writes:
The land is twisted and folded in on itself. Volcanoes thrust up from the horizon. Grey rivers of lava scar the planes. Earthquakes are common. Flying over this region, you quickly pass from rolling hills to lava fields, to plains of scrub and grass, over lakes of brilliant blue and dark rivers of tropical in tropical jungles. The plane is thrown about by air currents from the jagged landscape. It is as if the heart of Africa is in turmoil. Clinging to its capricious surface are two peoples who seem to have imbibed the spirit of the land…[later]: In it's scale, it is far worse than anything in Bosnia or Somalia. It's volcanic brutality, it's mass murder - by hand - of thousands of men, women and children has no contemporary parallel. It is mass madness. 

Indeed, reference to the chaos of nature is imaged more often in the first week - "violence erupted", "an explosion of killing", "inflamed", "smouldering" than in the following three months.
When depicting the Rwandan genocide as a civil war many journalists, whether wittingly or not, tended to write within a framework that makes a clear distinction between 'clean' 'legitimate' war (i.e. initial reporting of Iraq in 2003) and 'dirty', 'illegitimate' war (generally civil wars and coups in postcolonial states). Within the first week of reporting, the Rwandan genocide was largely depicted as a 'brutal' civil war between the legitimate Hutu majority government and the rebel RPF. Key terms used to describe events were fighting - including 'heavy', 'fierce', 'savage', and even 'ancient' fighting.  During the first three weeks, the word genocide was only ever used twice - on both occasions by the same journalist. In most reporting there was no indication that the genocide was planned. Fighting is "chaos", "mayhem" and "carnage". Men are "roaming the streets" looting and killing, but there is little distinction between killers and victims. The Interahamwe (trained killers), and the RPF are the same "rebels", "armed youths", "bandits" and "marauding gangs" fighting a civil war in which civilians are "slaughtered" - though some journalists state that Tutsis "appear" to be targeted. In this media event, men are killers: few are victims. Within the first week, there are more references to the gory material reality of killing than in any other, with frequent references to 'blood': bloodletting, bloodlust, bloodshed, bloody horrors and 'bloodsoaked capital'. By comparison, journalistic reporting during the first months of the UK and US sanctioned war in Iraq was much more detached from the reality of death, where murder is described as 'collateral damage', and focus is on "clean" weapons that emphasize distance such as aircrafts and missiles
.   

Media and International Relation theorist Susan Carruthers argues that journalists deliberately make a distinction between "'our' wars and 'other' (people's) war". Often, as in the case of Iraq, images of "objectivity, detachment and neutrality" are redefined to "permit open partisanship when their own country is at war". Yet when the media is obliged to report on "other people's wars", the media is not able to identify with "one particular nation" or show allegiance to one particular tribe. If they are to be reported at all, "other people's wars" are imaged as "a distant conflict or catastrophe"
 - hence media referencing of Rwanda as a "dirty war". For Carruthers, conflicts and genocides of the early 1990s such as Rwanda, Somalia, Bosnia and Kosovo are "manifestations of the post-Cold War disorder" which followed the collapse of the Soviet Bloc in 1989. In this post-Cold War "disorder", powerful nations can continue to choose whether or not to intervene in others people's wars. Postcolonial wars, she writes, "become 'our wars' only if our states - or the international organisations to which they cede some of their sovereignty - actively choose to entangle themselves therein"
. Certainly the presumed Somalia effect in Rwanda and Iraq demonstrates how wars become the "wars" of the 'West' or wars of the Other. Following the failure of a Chapter 7 UN intervention Operation Restore Hope in Somalia in 1993, when naked bodies of dead US soldiers were dragged along the streets of Mogadishu, the UN became more cautious about intervening in other people's wars. Aware of the UN's value of African life versus military equipment (soldiers), the perpetrators of the Rwandan Genocide realised that the UN would quickly depart if there was evidence of a repeat Somalia. As the then UN Peace Keeping Commander in Rwanda Romeo Dallaire's intelligence discovered, the perpetrators planned weeks in advance to kill Belgian soldiers. Dallaire sent a fax to the UN Headquarters in New York, but his warning fell on deaf ears. Within the first 3 days, 10 Belgian soldiers were killed and UN peacekeepers were ordered to leave once all foreign nationals (and their dogs) had been evacuated. The perpetrators were free to continue their genocide. (Compare Iraq - images/soldiers strung up.) 

The question of UN intervention is high on the media agenda during the first four weeks of the Rwandan genocide. Yet as Carruthers suggests, the angle of the story is largely dependent on whether the journalist (and editor) chooses to depict Rwanda as 'our humanitarian crisis' or 'other people's civil war'.  In my analysis, I have found at times a tension within a number of articles that depict civil war in Kigali.  On one hand, journalists on the ground are eyewitness to genocide. For example, the Guardian, April 14 1994 published: 
"Although the thousands of rotting corpses that have littered the streets were cleared up with bulldozers and trucks on Tuesday, the streets of each neighborhood are barricaded by roadblocks - some belonging to the Rwandan army". 
On the other, there is a need to write a specific story: civil war in Kigali.  On April 14 1994, Mark Hubbard, writing in the Guardian, uses the language of legitimate war to depict state-rebel civil war between the "rebel" RPF and the "interim government" - very different from the images of a savage 'African war' that we have already seen.  He writes: 

"Mortor and rifle attacks launched before dawn marked the beginning of eight hours of heavy bombardment. Armed civilians built checkpoints of branches and metal pipes and checked foreign passports and Rwandan identity cards, which state the holder's tribe".
Interestingly, by the fourth week when the UN is said to have acknowledged genocide and the word 'genocide' appears five times, other reports, while do not explicitly use the word 'genocide', depict a more planned, calculated killing. For the first time, Hutus extremists are now referred to as "death squads", "militiamen", "organised gangs" and "paramilitary men". The RPF are no longer just "rebels" but are depicted helping Tutsi refugees escape murder. There is more focus on Tutsi refugees as victims, with increasing emphasis on their exodus. (This is followed by the exodus of Hutu from week five onwards).
Why this sudden change in reporting? UK journalist Richard Dowden claimed in 2004 that many journalists on the ground just did not know what was happening. Others argue that journalists, particularly those who lived in Rwanda and who had Rwandan colleagues, were only too aware that genocide was in operation. Certainly, The UN Assistance Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR) became increasingly aware of a "mysterious third force" in Rwanda from August 2003 onwards
. Some argue that the media was complicit in the genocide because it did not put enough pressure on the UN to intervene. I suggest one reason was a lack of understanding - by editors, gatekeepers and journalists - of how to frame wars that did not fit the conventional EuroAmerican interstate/civil war model. 

New Wars

Since the early 1990s, there has been much theorising about new wars. New wars exist in postcolonial or ‘weak’ states. It has been presumed that such new wars often have no clear beginning or end and they may last decades. New wars involve the entire population. Rebel forces (or militia) are often employed or ‘supported’ by governments.  In New and Old Wars Mary Kaldor claims that many mainstream IR theorists need to move beyond the "stylized descriptions" of the Realist Clausewitzean model of war which continues to permeate definitions of a variety of post-Cold War conflicts. For Kaldor, the Clausewitzean model hierarchizes war, structuring it to fit the primitive/civilized binary
. She argues that there has been a 'Revolution in Military Affairs' but suggests that the key factor in the production of new wars is the "revolution in the social relations of warfare, not in technology, even though the changes in social relations are influenced by and make use of technology"
. Kaldor places great emphasis on the processes of globalization, arguing that the greatest thrust towards globalization is information technology. This includes the "deregulatory policies pursued by governments in the 1980s" and the rise of globalists such as such as "UN peacekeepers, humanitarian agencies [and] journalists"
. This "increased interconnectedness produces counter-connections" - a "contradictory process involving both integration and fragmentation, homogenization and diversification, globalization and localization"
. Central to these counter-connections is identity. While the basis of a claim to power might appear to be (static) "traditional identities - nation, tribe, religion", postcolonial nationalisms and identity (re)constructions are re-aligned to justify war and genocide. New wars are therefore built on new "types of violence" and movements which "mobilize around ethnic, racial or religious identity for the purpose of claiming state power"
. Media, in this context, can work to strengthen "popular prejudices" and "new forms of "political mobilization". She writes

The new form of identity politics is often treated as a throw-back to the past, a return to pre-modern identities temporarily displaced or suppressed by modernizing ideologies. It is of course the case that the new politics draws on memory and history and that certain societies where cultural traditions are more entrenched are more susceptible to the new politics. But, as I have argued, what really matters is the recent past and, in particular, the impact of globalization on the political survival of states"
.

In this way, new identity politics should not be seen as primitive or the legacy of some primordial 'natural' tribalism. According to Kaldor, wars that do not fit the Clausewitzian model are often imaged as 'anarchy'
. We see this in the case of UK representations of Rwanda during the first week of reporting.
So where do women fit within this schema?
If new wars are based on the re-constructions of identity politics, gender identities are likely to be different and the roles and experiences of women in African wars will not necessarily fit EuroAmerican understandings of women in war. Traditionally in 'western' literature and theory on war, women have largely been represented in the private sphere, on the homefront, and away from the Frontline. In her book Women and War Jean Bethke Elstain (1995) examines how gender identities are constructed through the dominant (patriarchal) narrative on war that has existed since the ancient Greeks to the present day in a range of discourse - from hagiographic to film and media. Within this narrative, ‘war’ is always masculine and integral the 'masculine' state and 'masculine' civic being. For Elshtain, simplistic representations of war depend on "rigid notions of what men and women are in relation to war, and of war itself as an absolute opposite to peace". Men and women exist separately as different kinds of civic subjects
. Men are individuals (often alienated from their society), violent warriors willing to sacrifice their lives for the glory and honour of war
. Women are passive, non-violent, reproductive and patriotic. Women are active subjects when they sacrifice themselves (and their men) to the good of war, or when they protest (militant mothers). For Elshtain, the establishment of the ideals 'Just Warriors' and 'Beautiful Souls' ensures the "continued triumph of our grand narrative of women and war, and male and female identities"
. 

Women, then, are excluded from the stable realist definition of 'masculine' state-centric war unless they are seen to fit the ideal of the 'Beautiful Soul'
. Violent women exist outside of the 'masculine' state-legitimated war and partake in illegitimate, anarchic violence that "signifies formlessness, dis-order, breakdown [and] mis-rule". So whereas male "violence [can] be moralized as a structured activity - war - and thus depersonalized", "idealized" and "culturally sanctioned", female violence is not
. At the same time, female violence comes to represent within the dominant ('western') narrative all that "happens when politics breaks down into riots, revolutions, or anarchy"
. The exception to this rule is, as Elshtain claims, the 'Ferocious Few' - the "officially-sanctioned" hagiographic women fighter-martyrs that embrace their virginity, "don male garb" and emphasize the purity of their womanhood
.  

We see this pattern in UK representations of women in the Rwandan genocide. An analysis of women in UK print media of the first four weeks of the genocide show they are, on the whole absent from the media's 'African war'. As one reporter wrote: 

"Main Street, normally a bustling centre of commerce, was empty of women and children in the mid afternoon today. The shop fronts were either shattered or trashed."

In 50 articles, there is no comprehensive coverage of the death of the Rwandan woman Prime Minister, Agathe Uwilingiyimana . Mentioned just twice, her story appears in a sentence that introduces readers to the death of the ten Belgian soldiers. In the first week, the deaths of Rwandan women appear just six times. 

With one exception, all references to women are framed within the victim-perpetrator story. Here, we often see evidence of genocide, rather than 'dirty' African war. Attempting to convey the terrifying experience some women go through, Lindsey Hilsum of the Guardian speaks of women "cowering in their houses" and we hear the voice of a Tutsi woman married to a Rwandan UN employee:

"The Soldiers have just come," she said. "They said they had the authority to kill me. I asked if I could prey first, and they said, "just give us money". So I gave them all the money I had, and they said "we won't kill you now but others will come back and kill you soon". 

Interestingly, there are more references to the deaths and beatings of women in the first week, before the UN pulls out of Rwanda, than the second and third. Although some journalists such as Lindsey Hilsum, while not using the word "genocide", continue to put pressure on the 'International Community' over the course of the four weeks by highlighting the experiences of woman in the Genocide. These experiences would have otherwise gone unheard by the journalists who chose to depict Rwanda as 'African war'. On April 17, under the heading: "Somalia, Angola and now Rwanda. Lindsey Hilsum says we are not learning from our mistakes in Africa, she writes:

"Marie (not her real name of course) was the most frightened. She is from the minority Tutsi tribe, blamed by extremists from the majority Hutus and by the army for shooting down the [president's] plane…She sobbed in terror as she told me that her cousins had been killed in the road outside her house, her next-door neighbours including four children have been slashed to death by men with machetes, and the same men had come to her house and stolen all her money and jewelry". 

During the first four weeks of reporting, rape is mentioned just once - in the second week it is referred to by Reuters correspondents in Burundi writing in the Guardian (19/4/94): 

“Rwandan soldiers raped and hacked to death civilians while battles with rebels raged for the 11th day in the capital, Kigali, after ceasefire talks broke down, witnesses said yesterday…Women are in trouble; they are raped first, then killed.”
I believe this absence of reporting on rape reflects UK media understandings of ‘war’ at the time of reporting in early 1994. Focus on the masculine, public sphere of civil war does not easily allow for the inclusion of rape since it is difficult to configure in the conventional Clausewitzean schema how in Rwanda and Sudan rape is perpetrated during an invasion of a home or village. 
Accounts of women's genocide stories rise again in the fourth week, when genocide has in the media been officially declared. This time, the predominant woman-as-victim story is the Refugee. As camps grow in size and NGOs speak out about the need for international assistance in providing aid, journalists provide individual accounts of Tutsi women 'fleeing' Rwanda. In this narrative, women and girls are the same and have little individuality. Under the headline "Escape of the Living Dead", Mark Hubbard and Ed Vulliamy of the Observer begin with a story of a girl with no name. Four out of the four refugee stories in this article are told by faceless women and girls. This significant change in focus in gender - from men and fighting when the main media event was 'dirty' civil war, to women 'victims' (they are not often referred to as survivors) once genocide is acknowledged by the UK press is telling. 

It is true to say that more men perpetrated the genocide, and more women survived it (directly after the civil war and genocide, women headed 75% of households in Rwanda). Yet a second key story that was never fully explored and perhaps should have been, was the role of women in perpetrating the genocide and in assisting men. In 1995, African Rights published a report on women perpetrators - including journalists who developed hate propaganda, teachers who killed pupils, wives who killed husbands and children, doctors, nurses, even nuns who joined in the killing. Rwanda: Not So Innocent - When Women become Killers names powerful women who led the killings. One witness says of Bernadette Mukarurangwa, "former teacher and parlimentarian" and "the mother of five children":

"Bernadette indoctrinated the people into killing all the Tutsi…Bernadette spent all day at the roadblock of her house just to command the killings. She ordered the militia men to kill all Tutsi girls and women after they had abducted to rape, which the militiamen did. She gave out the order to kill all the children of Hutu women married to Tutsi, and this order was followed. Aside form her barbarity, Bernadette sold Primus and the criminals were the only ones who went there to drink".

Women often supported male perpetrators by providing meals for men in the evenings when they returned from men’s nine to five job. They partook in looting their neighbours’ houses, assisting in rape and sometimes themselves were killers. The only evidence of Rwandan women's complicity in the Genocide in the UK press during the first month of reporting appears in an article by Mark Hubard of the Guardian on April 12 1994, which suggests something more than just ‘civil war’ was in action. He writes

"Watching the [UN] convoy were the killers - young men, two women with clubs, old men and children. Close to one body stood a man with a clipboard in office clothes. Beside him stood a well-armed government soldier in smart uniform"

Reporting on African War since 2004

Since the 'international community' has admitted its neglect of Rwanda, there has been increased recognition by the British media that it had insufficiently covered events both in the months leading up to and during the genocide in 1994. This has been met by an attempt to dispel previous errors in reporting that were the consequence of such media neglect. For example, during the memorial period (January to May 2004) the UK media denounced the claim that the genocide was an unleashing of primordial (precolonial) savagery. However, the 'new' media debates continue to be framed by the overarching and extremely simple Hutu/Tutsi polarization story, concentrating instead on who was to blame and who were the 'legitimate' victims. 

Since the post-Cold War conflicts of Bosnia, Yugoslavia and Rwanda, rape has come to be regarded internationally as a weapon of war, a crime against humanity punishable at war crimes tribunals. Despite this recognition, UK media reporting of rape is still very limited. During Panorama's 1994 The Killers, only one woman interviewed talked of rape and mutilation but this was referred to as an appendage to murder, rather than being seen within the documentary as an actual type of murder (rape to kill). There is no indication that some women endured gender-specific crimes regardless of their ethnicity, age, or marital status or indeed that of their perpetrators. Women within the documentaries take the position of victim-witness and are seen as 'survivors' because they still live. There is no evidence of self-help strategies. Nor any information about local non-governmental groups (NGOs) such as trauma clinics and widows communes that are still organized and run by Rwandan women. Similarly, there is no acknowledgement of Rwandan women that lived or continue to live within the refugee camps on the borders of Tanzania and the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). 

So has media reporting on ‘African war’ changed since Rwanda?
Sudan was a British colony from 1898-1956. There has been a north-south civil war since independence. Fighting stopped in 1972 but resumed again in 1983 when the north tried to impose Islamic Sharia law on the south. During the civil war, an estimated 1.5m people have been killed over the last two decades, and the genocide in Darfur has been continuing for two years. As with Rwanda, UK press missed the story of the genocide during the first year by placing too much emphasis on the north-south divide (the classic civil war model).  Currently in Darfur, the killings are administered by the Janjaweed tribe, militiamen employed or ‘supported’ by the Arab government in the north. Since the UN and the US government declared genocide in Darfur, media reporting on rape has become more frequent. This is largely to do with the increased number of NGOs in Darfur, as well as the greater power of these organizations to lobby the media. In addition, the genocide and the burning of villages has created huge refugee camps – the media home of disease, famine and widowed women.  Stories published in broadsheets over the summer report evidence of Arab complicity in rape, and include the raping of boys (an issue that I have thus far not read about in any NGO/media reporting on Rwanda). Yet we still only hear of rape if it is by Janjaweed militiamen. Media reporting on rape in Darfur continues to be bound together by ethnographic stereotypes of North Africa that image the genocide as “other people’s war”. Here, the madness of Dowden’s African jungle is replaced by confusing desert sands as one Observer journalist wrote last July:

"Loopy tangles of brush in the desert and wavy banks of sand, punctuated with the occasional tree looking frankly startled to find itself alive: these hot, awful miles roll below in tangles of abstraction"

My question: has reporting on ‘African war’ changed since conflict in the early 1990s is a difficult one to answer.  Sudan is the longest African conflict in recent history. It has left two generations of people living in war. Some have never lived outside refugee camps. The effect of long-term civil war has on a country is perhaps too difficult for the media to gauge. In the case of Sudan, media reporting continues to revert back to colonial stereotypes and a-historical stories of victims and survivors that constitute a timeless ‘North African condition’.
� The paper presented at the CSWG, University of Warwick, November 16 2005 is early work in progress of a doctoral thesis.
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