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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 
A. Objectives and Methodology  
 
• The Westminster Foundation for Democracy (WFD) commissioned the Steadman 

Group to design and carry out the survey, and to author a report based upon its 
findings. 

 
• The main purpose was to explore certain aspects of the Kenyan political system, 

especially as these relate to the public’s attitudes towards particular institutions, and 
their mode and frequency of participation in them.   

 
• The findings, in turn, are to be used to inform the activities undertaken by 

organisations in Kenya that receive support from the WFD, and to provide 
benchmarks for possible future tracking.  

 
• The target population for this survey was all Kenyan adults aged 18 and above (i.e., 

voting age). A sample size of 1,008 respondents was drawn, yielding a margin of 
error of +/- 3.1 percent at a 95 percent confidence level (though higher for sub-
sections of the sample).  

 
• Using a randomized multi-stage stratified design, respondents were selected at the 

household level.  In all, 48 of Kenya’s 71 administrative districts were included in the 
sample, with interviews conducted between 6-16 April, 2006. 

 
B. Thematic Approach and Presentation Format 

 
• Two related general assumptions that underpin the analysis accompanying the 

presentation of findings are (1) that the economic standing of citizens as individuals 
and collectively has a discernible impact on how they interact with public institutions 
as well as on the challenges that must be overcome to achieve the institutionalized 
consolidation of democratic gains, and (2) that the presence of representative 
institutions themselves does not guarantee such consolidation, which requires 
participation, and of particular types. 

 
• Another assumption is that few, if any, of the individuals included in a random-

sample survey such as this are likely to participate directly in project activities 
undertaken by groups supported by the WFD (or indeed, by other such organizations); 
likewise, the broad contours of the Kenyan political landscape are at most only 
marginally subject to major alterations brought about by such project activities.   

 
• Nevertheless, such assistance/interventions are more likely to succeed within their 

targeted programmatic areas if those planning and implementing them are fully aware 
of such broad contours, which surveys such as this can help to illuminate. 
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• In order to situate the survey’s (very current) findings in a wider historical context, 
frequent reference is made (in footnotes) to published works on Kenya’s political 
system and history, especially as many of these have not been published locally and 
are therefore unknown to many of the people/organisations who might benefit most 
from them, and who constitute a significant section of the targeted ‘readership’ of this 
report. 
 

C. Survey Results 
 

Findings I: Perceptions of Kenya’s Democratic Development 
 
• Kenyans are nearly equally divided between those holding positive and negative 

views regarding the extent of democracy in their country.  On the one hand, 41 
percent feel it is either “a full democracy” or “a democracy with minor problems”, 
whereas 42 percent consider it either one “with major problems” or “not a 
democracy” at all (though respondents of different ethnic backgrounds varied 
moderately on this issue).   

 
• When asked (and allowed to give more than one answer) to identify those aspects of 

democracy they value most, respondents most frequently cited the basic freedoms of 
expression/speech of both individuals and the media (55 percent).  This was followed 
by free and fair elections, though at a considerably lower level (19 percent). 

 
• Regarding the perceived failings of Kenya’s democracy (again where multiple 

answers were allowed), most frequently mentioned (by 27 percent of respondents) 
were unfair employment practices, followed by high levels of poverty and inequality 
in the distribution of wealth (18 percent); various restrictions on political freedoms 
and human rights were mentioned at lower frequencies. 

 
• Similarly, economic concerns (unemployment and poverty) lead in terms of the “main 

challenges” identified (in another multiple-response format) by survey respondents 
(67 percent and 56 percent, respectively) that the country currently faces at the 
national level; concerns more directly related to governance (corruption being the 
most frequent among these, by 42 percent of those surveyed) are mentioned less 
often. 

 
• With regard to local government performance, water and health services were rated 

most important (by 53 percent and 42 percent of respondents, also where multiple-
responses were allowed) among those service-delivery areas identified as priorities. 

 
• In comparing performance with expectations/demands (again, in service-delivery 

areas identified as priorities), there is a greater gap for central than for local 
government, though even in the latter case, it is considerable.  
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Findings II: Views Regarding Representative Institutions and Elected Leaders 
 

• There is a near total lack of consensus regarding the National Assembly’s 
performance over the last few years (with respondents equally divided (in thirds) 
between those feel it has been “better”, “worse” and “about the same.” 

 
• Kenyans remain overwhelmingly prepared to vote in the next election; only 6 percent 

of respondents claim they are either “unlikely” or definitely not planning on doing so. 
 

• Regarding the powers of local government, a small majority (55 percent) prefer that 
its powers be expanded, and to be led by popularly-elected Chairs/Mayors; only about 
one in five prefer the current system be left unchanged. 

 
• Just under two-thirds of respondents believe the elections of MP (62 percent) and 

local government Councilor (57 percent) in 2002 were largely free and fair. 
 

• More than one in ten Kenyans have made the effort to meet with their elected leaders 
(13 percent with MPs, 18 percent with Councillors).    

 
• The reasons for such meetings vary somewhat, however.  Those trying to see their MP 

more often do so to seek personal (usually financial) assistance (58 percent as 
opposed to 48 percent for those meeting Councillors).  By contrast, those trying to see 
their Councillor more often do so to seek support for collective/community projects or 
simply to get advice or discuss service-provision issues (48 percent, as opposed to 32 
percent having such motives in their meetings with MPs) . 

 
• With regard to all such meetings with elected leaders, however, only about half of 

those surveyed report satisfaction with the outcome of such meetings. 
 

• Nearly two-thirds (63 percent) of those interviewed have a decidedly negative 
impression of ‘politics’ in general.  Far fewer have either a neutral (18 percent) or 
positive (16 percent) attitude about this aspect of public life.  Those holding the latter 
view cited freedom of electoral choice and national stability most often as reasons for 
their position. 

 
Findings III: Political Alignments, Attitudes and Engagement 

 
• In terms of current political leanings, nearly 90 percent of respondents identify one or 

another political party with which they align themselves.  No such party however 
(NARC/NARC-Kenya) attracts more than about one third of such aligned-support.  At 
the same time, each of the main parties attracts a rather distinct ethnic profile in terms 
of the main source(s) of its support. 

 
• Regarding the kind of person they would support for president in the next election, the 

vast majority (82 percent) attested to basing their choice on performance-ability, 
rather than on ethnic background (though with some minor variations in terms of 
ethnic identity). 
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• Asked how much trust they have in six selected public institutions/office-holders, 
those surveyed rated politicians (as a group) the lowest; however, none of the others – 
parliament, local government, political parties, the civil service, the president – earned 
particularly high ratings (though the latter was rated the highest). 

 
• Only one in four Kenyans appear to support the retention of all current presidential 

powers, though the rest are divided as to whether simply reducing these powers (38 
percent), or rather, sharing them with a prime minister (29 percent), is the best way to 
re-structure executive authority.  At the same time, significant variations in terms of 
the country’s main ethnic group emerge, with those currently aligned with the 
political opposition far more eager to change the status quo. 

 
• No clear contrast emerged in terms of gender in response to a question about the 

perceived barriers to greater participation of women in public life.  Such barriers are 
seen as stemming mainly from deeply-entrenched cultural practices and biases (37 
percent by men, 38 percent by women). 

 
• However, more than twice as many women as men believe that a greater number of 

women in elective office would, in itself, strengthen Kenyan democracy (even if, even 
for women, this former figure – 42 percent – does not constitute an outright majority). 

 
• With regard to NGOs, more respondents have a positive view of the role they play (55 

percent) than a negative one (29 percent), though a significant number (15 percent) 
are uncertain about this.   

 
• Asked about foreign assistance to political parties, a modest majority (58 percent) 

believe that such support would help strengthen them.  However, even larger 
majorities favour close supervision (61 percent) and reporting requirements (75 
percent) should such support be forthcoming. 

 
Findings IV: Civic Awareness and Participation Cross-Profiles 
 

• Knowledge about and levels/forms of participation in public affairs vary markedly 
within the sampled population, especially in terms of gender, religious affiliation, age, 
education and income levels.  In general, men, rural-dwellers, non-youth, Christians, 
and those of higher education and income are more actively engaged in such 
activities. 

 
• One key factor found associated with such higher levels of awareness and 

participation was media access, itself associated with education and income, though 
urban residence also makes for easier access to such information. 

 
• A large majority (79 percent) of respondents consider they live in areas where one or 

other political party is dominant, but such dominance (or its absence) is not closely 
correlated with levels of public involvement (as defined for the purposes of this 
study). 
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• Higher levels of civic awareness are also generally (if modestly) correlated with being 
better informed about public affairs. 

 
D. Conclusion 
 

• Recent democratic gains in Kenya (as elsewhere) should not encourage the 
assumption that such gains are irreversible; a variety of factors is likely to determine 
whether such gains are entrenched, or fall victim to the short-term strategies of those 
seeking advantages for themselves. 

 
• While higher levels of participation (especially when based on more accurate 

information and precisely defined interests) are often necessary to hold those in power 
accountable, if public institutions lack the requisite capacity to meet such increasing 
demands, the larger process of democratization itself may be threatened.  As such, 
such participation per se should not always be seen as an un-mixed blessing, but must 
be considered within the wider context of institutional development and the evolving 
political culture. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

A. Purpose of the Study 
 

During April, 2006, The Steadman Group undertook a survey on behalf of the Westminster 
Foundation for Democracy, UK (‘WFD’). As described in the Terms of Reference (ToRs), its 
general aim was to construct a picture of the Kenyan public in terms of its engagement with 
particular public institutions, reflected in both attitudes and participation, based on the 
responses of some 1,000 randomly-selected adults.1  

This purpose, in turn, is based on the WFD’s objectives in Kenya: “to strengthen civic and 
political participation in a multi-party democracy” through more effective civic engagement 
at both the local and national levels, using political parties as the main mechanisms for doing 
so, and with an emphasis on the National Assembly, it being the principal institution through 
which parties seek to influence the use of public power.2 The WFD deems such a picture 
useful in tracking certain features of the Kenya polity, at least as experienced by its citizens, 
and perhaps also, to compare it with those obtained from similar surveys in other WFD 
programme countries (e.g., Sierra Leone and Uganda).3   

In addition, both this larger picture and the findings on specific issues should assist the WFD 
in making decisions regarding the allocation of funding for its Kenya programme, as well as 
its local grantees in developing and implementing their own activities. Finally, it is expected 
that such grantees (and perhaps also other such groups) will use the data set upon which this 
report is based, as well as other surveys of this nature in the future, to guide and assess their 
own activities. This is encouraged especially since this report utilizes a relatively small 
amount of the entire data-set generated by the survey, particularly with regard to the many 
kinds of correlation-analyses that may be applied to it.4 

At the same time, one general word of caution is appropriate with regard to this, and indeed, 
to all random-sample surveys. That is, however accurate a picture of the general population it 
may be, by its very generality, such a survey cannot indicate, let alone predict, the attitudes 
and behaviour of strategic elites or other particular members of society who are likely to have 
far more influence over the course of national events.5 That type of analysis can only be 
                                                 
1 The actual procedures used in selecting respondents and other aspects of the methodology used may be found 
in Appendix I. 
 
2 We recognize that given the stalled constitutional review process, overwhelming power remains concentrated 
in the Executive, so that the Kenyan system remains, on balance, a highly presidential one (notwithstanding its 
parliamentary ‘remnants’ from the 1963 constitution, making it a ‘hybrid’ in some respects). For a comparative 
discussion of such systems in Africa, see van de Walle (2003); also, Southall et al (2006: 9-10).  This issue is 
discussed below in the context of the presentation of survey findings, as is the highly fluid nature of Kenya’s 
parties (and indeed, the party system itself).  
 
3 No effort was made to co-ordinate, let alone duplicate, any of the content of these national survey 
questionnaires, however. 
 
4 This report does include, however, some examples of how this may be done. Appendix II lists the questions 
used to construct ‘composite profiles’ of ‘Civic Awareness’ and ‘Civic Participation’, the basis of the analysis 
presented in Part V. 
 
5 Even in terms of ‘ordinary people’, however, such a random sample diverges considerably from unqualified 
popular representation in Kenya’s national political institutions.  This stems in part from the vast disparities in 
parliamentary-population size and the presidential election rules (see below) that raise the importance of 
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undertaken with samples that are drawn from specifically ‘targeted’ groups, or even by 
interviewing particular individuals representing key interests, and who possess the resources 
and will to pursue those interests. That being the case, the results of this survey must be taken 
for what they are: those of Kenyan adults as a group, the vast majority of whom are 
preoccupied with meeting their daily needs, and for whom the kinds of political activities and 
issues around which this survey was designed may be periodic/infrequent and/or of only 
moderate priority, at most. 

B. Focus of the Survey, Several Limitations, and Presentation Format 

The survey employed a questionnaire whose specific content was based on an effort to 
explore a number of broad questions aimed at illuminating the citizen-state relationship in 
Kenya, and how this relationship is mediated by certain intervening mechanisms, including 
especially (but certainly not limited to) political parties. With particular regard to ordinary 
people, it also explored other forms of public participation, and attitudes about these, as well 
as about other actors in Kenyan public life. Such questions include the following: 

- How important do Kenyans consider participation in public life, and in what ways, 
and how frequently, do they engage in it? 

- How much confidence do Kenyans have in their evolving democratic system, 
including the conduct of elections and the performance of key central and local 
government institutions, especially in so far as the latter are addressing issues they 
consider priorities? 

- What views do Kenyans have about the role of women in public life, and of civil 
society organizations? 

- Whatever Kenyans’ general views on these and other issues, how much variation is 
there among them in terms of key demographic (and several other) variables? 

This report provides preliminary answers to these questions.6  However, as will be seen in the 
narrative accompanying the presentation of results, it is grounded upon certain fundamental 
assumptions regarding the varying forms of participation, especially as they relate to the 
democratisation process itself.  A central one has been expressed as follows: 

 Democratisation is thus not simply ‘electoral democracy’ where the visible 
and formal trappings of political participation mask the continuing control of the state 
by rulers and ruling elites who manipulate the electoral process (from electoral fraud 
through to the creation of parties that are mobilised, funded and controlled by the 
elites) to legitimise their retention of power and their continuing use of the state 
machinery in pursuit of their own interests.  The purpose of democratisation is to 
engage the participation of the public in the activities of the state, and the 
consequential nature and roles of the state…[It] is concerned with not just the 
organisation and activity of government…but also the ends to which they are put – its 
effectiveness and impact – in terms of achieving levels of economic, human and 

                                                                                                                                                        
constituencies/provinces whatever their number of inhabitants, resulting in considerable deviation from the ‘all-
votes-count-the-same’ principle. In the aftermath of the return to multi-party competition, Fox (1996) offered 
one (pessimistic) assessment of this situation. 
 
6 Where relevant, the analysis also takes account of developments that occurred through early August, 2006. 
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institutional development which ‘benefit the population as a whole’…[Doig, 2000, 
14-15].7 

In one way or another, then, all the findings of this study relate to this broad challenge.  In 
presenting them, readers are also encouraged to keep two important methodological 
limitations in mind, however: 

1. The modest sample size does not allow for a substantial desegregation of results by 
sub-groups, as doing so greatly increases sampling margins-of-error. With an error-
margin of +/- 3.1 percent for the entire sample, it rises sharply once the number of any 
such sub-group falls below 300, beginning, therefore, to undermine the validity of 
results;8 and, 

2. Without tracking particular issues over time (impossible in a one-off survey), it 
cannot be determined which results are prone to significant fluctuation according to 
current events, and which represent more stable attitudinal and behavioural patterns 
from the sampled population (which probably applies more to the former than to the 
latter). 

A more general limitation in an analysis based on such survey results is that it may encourage 
a static, unhistorical appreciation of the findings.  In an attempt to counter such a perspective, 
this report makes abundant reference to published works on Kenya that should provide a 
broader context to them.  It therefore uses them (mainly in footnotes) to call attention to the 
country’s evolving institutional structure and the attitudes and patterns of behaviour that they 
have encouraged.  In addition, it is assumed that many readers (including Kenyans 
themselves, outside academia) may not be familiar with much of these works (considering 
that most of them have been published abroad and few have found their way into local 
bookstores or libraries).   

Aside from such references, adding to the footnotes is the assumption that the report is also 
likely to be read by many non-Kenyans (including non-residents) who may be far less aware 
of (especially) recent events that have influenced at least some of the results obtained in the 
survey.  While these two factors have added to the report’s length, it is hoped that they have 
added to, rather than subtracted from, its usefulness. 

 

                                                 
7 As Doig also notes, across much of the Third World, the combination of the legacy of colonialism and of 
various more contemporary structural realities has led to a situation in which the “post-independence 
development of the state has reflected the primacy of ‘high politics’ in the skewed nature of its institutional 
configuration – clientelist presidencies, powerful armed forces and police forces, the ceremonial and public 
building trappings of a nation state – with a focus on elite gain or regime survival rather than broad public 
needs” (2000: 23).  No position is taken in this report as to whether (or if so, to what extent) this broad 
generalisation applies to Kenya. 
 
8 At a 95 percent confidence level, +/- error margins based on an adult population of 15 million (adults) are as 
follows: 900 = 3.27; 800 = 3.46; 700 = 3.7; 600 = 4; 500 = 4.38; 400 = 4.9; 300 = 5.66; 200 = 6.93; 100 = 9.8; 
50 = 13.86.  (The tool for making such calculations may be accessed at: www.surveysystem.com.)  These error 
margins should be kept in mind when results are presented for various sub-groups of the total sample.  In 
general, therefore, most results presented for any such sub-groups should be taken only as indicative of general 
distributions/trends. 
  

http://www.surveysystem.com/
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PART I: SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

A. Some Demographic Features 

At the outset, several points should be made regarding the sample’s demographic distribution 
as shown in Table 1:1.9 
 
Table 1:1: Sample Demographics 
Gender % Ethnicity %
Male 57 Kikuyu/Embu 25
Female 43 Luo 15

Luhya 13
Age % Kalenjin 11
18-24 25 Kamba 10
25-29 23 Kisii 7
30-34 16 Meru 6
35-40 14 Mijikenda 5
41-44 6 Somali 4
45+ 15 Others 2
RTA 1 RTA 1

Setting % Highest Level of Education %
Urban 35 Illiterate 1
Rural 65 Functional literate without schooling 2

Primary school only 13
Religion % Post-primary training 8
Catholic 31 Secondary school only 40
Protestant Mainstream 31 Post-secondary school training 28
Protestant Evangelical 17 University degree 6
Other Christians 11 Not mentioned/RTA 2
Muslim 8
Other 1 Household Income (Kshs) %
None/Atheist 1 Less than 4,999 18

5,000-9,999 34
Provinces % 10,000-24,999 28
Nairobi 9 25,000-49,999 9
Coast 8 50,000-99,999 2
Rift Valley 24 Over 100,000 0
Eastern 15 DK/RTA 11
Central 13
Nyanza 16
Western 12
North Eastern 3  

 
First, although the male-female ration deviates slightly from the population as a whole (which 
is closer to 49-51), this has hardly any impact on our various results, which reveal (with 

                                                 

 4

9 In this table and throughout the document, “DK” stands for “Don’t Know” and “RTA” for “Refused to 
Answer.” 
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several exceptions, to be noted) at most, only marginal variation in terms of gender.10 Other 
attributes, especially religion, education and income levels, age and ethnicity, match very 
closely those known to be national population distributions,11 the main exception being the 
reversed order of Luhya and Luo among ethnic groups.12 Clearly, at issue here is the modest 
overall sample size (as mentioned above, roughly 1,000), which also probably affected the 
gender balance as well.13 The age-distribution of the sample should also be noted: that nearly 
half the sample (48 percent) is under thirty, likewise a reflection of the country’s continuing 
population surge. As will be seen, this fact of such a youthful nation in the context of a still 
quite sluggish economy (especially in terms of job-creation, notwithstanding recent GDP 
growth and rising profit-levels in several select sectors) often expresses itself in terms of 
considerable public frustration about government performance, as well as antipathy towards 
the political class itself.14 

Briefly also, on the subject of ethnicity (and without delving into either its objective 
cultural/historical definition or contemporary subjective attributes by either in- or out-group 
members), a central demographic reality that affects many aspects of Kenyan politics is that 
no single group comprises more than even a quarter of the country’s total population. As 
such, the basis of national (and often local, in heterogeneous constituencies) electoral success 
since independence has been multi-ethnic alliances, achieved through elite ‘bargaining’.15 
Especially since the return to multi-party competition in 1992,16 the constitutional 
amendment (enacted in that year) requiring that a presidential candidate must obtain a 
minimum plurality constituting at least 25 percent of the total vote in at least five of the 
country’s eight provinces in order to win (without which a second round, run-off contest is 

                                                 
10 As such, it was not considered necessary to weight the results to reflect the actual national distribution. 
 
11 This is true even if it can be estimated that about 15 percent of the population, lacking basic fluency in either 
English or Swahili, was excluded from the survey.  Since such people (who tend to be older women) are the 
least educated, and therefore among the poorest strata of their communities, excluding them also engenders a 
slight bias in this direction as well. 
 
12 In six other surveys conducted over the last three years, percentages for the Luhya ranged from 13 to 15 
percent, and for the Luo, from 12 to 16 percent. Since the same basic fieldwork methodology was employed in 
all cases, these represent random variations. 
 
13 For purposes of comparison, for demographics as well as for response-distributions to certain other questions 
included in this survey, it will be useful to refer further (beyond those cited here) to the two Kenya 
Afrobarometer surveys (Wolf et al, 2003; Afrobarometer, 2005), both of which employed rather larger samples 
(2,400 in the former, and 1,380 in the latter). 
 
14 In the context of real-world politics, however, such frustration also finds itself translated into considerable 
violence, especially during election campaigns, with many youths more than willing to undertake such 
‘missions’ on behalf of their heroes, and/or pay-masters. Mwagiru et al (2002) provide one portrait of such 
behaviour in advance of the last general election, as do two publications by a local NGO (CAVI, 2002a; 2002b) 
in the contexts of two Nairobi constituencies and at the University of Nairobi, respectively. The above is not to 
say that such frustration/antipathy (and at times violence) emanates only from young people. 
 
15 The incentive for such alliances is mitigated, however, by Kenya’s ‘first-the-past-the-post’ election system, 
however, so that in contests with multiple candidates, winners often obtain far less than an outright majority. 
 
16 Previously, there had been no national presidential contests, as the leader of the majority/single party had only 
to be elected to parliament from his own constituency (as with the prime minister in the UK, for example); in 
any case, no parliamentary candidate ever challenged either Jomo Kenyatta or Daniel arap Moi during the single 
party era. 
 



‘Using multi-party democracy in Kenya: public attitudes, civic awareness and participation’ 
 

 6

required17), means that no aspirant can go very far without such alliances, even if these are 
hammered out between a very limited number of political leaders,18 who generally use 
political parties as (in some cases, quite transient) political vehicles of convenience, largely 
vacuous in terms of distinctive policy-content.19 

Turning to the socio-economic profile of the sample, the main two features of Kenyan society 
are clearly visible: widespread poverty, and a high degree of inequality.20 This can be seen, 
for example, in terms of (estimated) monthly household income figures. Based on them, over 
half earn below $1,700 annually (that is, KShs. 10,000 per month or less), whereas only about 
ten percent earn over $4,000. But with an average household size of four, the resulting per 
capita GNP figures fall substantially below this minimum figure.  

In addition, at the household level, the main sources of such income are quite diverse, as 
Figure 1.1 indicates. 

                                                 
17 One significant change in the (defeated by a 57-43 percent margin) draft constitution was the removal of this 
geographical-distribution requirement for presidential elections; instead, the successful candidate (in order to 
forestall a run-off) would have been required to (1) obtain more than 50 percent of valid votes cast, and (2) 
obtain most votes in at least half of the country’s 70+ administrative districts; see, Republic of Kenya, 2005); 
indeed, some have suggested that an effort will be made to effect this change through a piece-meal amendment 
process before the next election. 
 
18 Such negotiations have been shown, across much of Africa, to be largely informal in nature; Rothchild (1985) 
provides a useful comparative discussion. For an interpretation of the Kenyan case with reference to the 2002 
elections, see Wanyande (2003). 
 
19 On this subject, see, Wanjohi (2003), and Wolf (2006c, forthcoming; parties themselves are discussed further, 
below). Indeed, to the extent that actual policy debate occurs, it is more frequently found within parties than 
between them (and even more often, between government officials and private sector ‘special interests’ – 
themselves largely lacking formal political representation – (as is apparently currently happening between media 
owners and the Government over the proposed restrictive Media Bill), and donors. 
  
20 See, also, ‘Top 10 per cent who control Kenya’s riches’, Daily Nation, 23 May, 2006, pp. 1, 4. Useful details 
on the wealth-gap may also be found in, Society for International Development (2004).  
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Figure 1:1 
 

Main Source of Monthly Household Income
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Evident, too, is the fact that more Kenyans work for themselves (most in the informal sector) 
than are in formal, wage employment, and that even in rural areas, a minority of households 
rely upon agriculture as their principal income source (depending to a greater extent on one 
or more family members engaged in off-farm activities, whether or not they are resident).21 

Also of note here, even without selecting only those respondents who are household heads, 
we find an expected close correlation between respondents’ educational level and total 
household monthly income. This is seen most clearly in negative terms for primary school-
only leavers, and in positive terms for those with any post-secondary education. 

 

 7

                                                 
21 Prof. T. Ryan points out that only 1.9 million of the 20 million Kenyans aged fifteen and over are in the 
formal (enumerated) sector of the economy (Conference Remarks, Nairobi, 22 May, 2006). 
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Figure 1:2 

Monthly Household  Income: By Education
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Individually, only about a fifth of our respondents have regular, full-time employment, even 
if the more numerous self-employed may actually earn more than those in the wage-sector. 

Figure: 1:3  
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More generally, respondents report themselves as nearly equally divided (in thirds) between 
those who consider themselves better off, worse off, and the same in material terms since a 
year ago. 

Figure 1:4 
 "How Would You Describe Your Personal Economic Situation 

Now Compared To A Year Ago?"

Better, 33%

Worse, 34%

About The Same, 30%

Not Sure, 1%

RTA, 1%

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Within these three broad groups, although little variation was found in terms of either gender 
or setting (i.e., urban/rural) comparisons, Muslims have fared far worse than people of all 
other faiths, with only 12 percent reporting that their personal economic situation had 
improved, while 53 percent said it had worsened.22 

A more graphic illustration of this comfort-hardship contrast can be seen in the distribution of 
household amenities, shown here for both the entire sample, and in terms of setting. 
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22 These figures mirror quite closely those of the Luhya (at 16 and 53 percent, respectively), the only one of 
Kenya’s five main ethnic groups whose distributions on this question differed markedly from the overall total. 
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Domestic Amenities: By Setting
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Figure 1:5 

 

The distinctly higher level of deprivation in rural areas – where the majority of Kenyans live 
– is clearly evident, even if that population has more immediate access to its daily sustenance 
than do urban dwellers. 

 B. Conclusion 

Directly related to much of the subsequent sections of this report, it should be emphasized 
that these material characteristics go beyond simple demographic and socio-economic 
description, but are highly relevant to the distribution of responses to many of the items 
covered in the survey, in two senses.  First, they influence (if not strictly determine) 
individual attitudes and behavioural patterns.23 Second, and more broadly, such population 
characteristics are a critical factor in the durability of recent democratic gains in countries 
such as Kenya.24 As Bratton and van de Walle have argued in a comprehensive, comparative 
study of recent political change in Africa: 

…[T]he structural prerequisites of stable democratic rule are missing in Africa. Most 
countries are poor, with per capita incomes well below the level commonly posited as 
the minimum necessary to sustain democratic rule…Of the new democracies in 
Africa, only Namibia, Seychelles, and South Africa appear economically prepared for 

                                                 
23 Numerous such examples are presented below.  A concise discussion of the relationship between population 
characteristics, attitudes and behaviour, see Monroe (1975:97-99, passim).  
 
24 Chweya (2002) takes a rather contrary view: that it is the liberal democratic model itself that is ‘out-of-sync’ 
with Kenyan/African realities, of both an historical (political structure) and contemporary nature. 
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democracy, with most African states falling below the $1,000 [per capita] GNP level 
defined by Huntington as the bottom of the democratic “transition zone…”…These 
structural characteristics undermine the independent sources of state accountability 
that are critical to the institutionalization of democratic rule. The economic structure 
of most African countries gives rise to a weak private sector as well as small middle 
and professional classes that are likely to prove incapable of constituting an 
autonomous power base to balance and circumscribe state power…In part because the 
economies in Africa are small and barely diversified, states play a predominant 
economic role and remain privileged vectors of accumulation…[which] turns politics 
into a zero-sum game in which control of the state and its resources is the primary end 
of politics [1997: 237, 238-9]. 

True, Kenya boasts, in relative terms, a robust and diversified, private sector,25 giving efforts 
to make rulers accountable a considerable boost26 (enhanced, perhaps, by donor support for a 
higher decibel-level of complaints and demands through various non-state actors). Yet the 
fact that so much of this sector remains in non-indigenous hands (foreign- and local, non-
African-owned enterprises) makes much of it prone to longer-term investment ‘anxiety’, and 
corruption, from whichever side of the line the latter is initiated,27 while encouraging the 
anti-democratic use of state power by indigenous economic forces attempting to compete 
with/displace them. 28 

At the same time, the impact of such widespread poverty in Kenya is magnified, it is clear, by 
the highly unequal distribution of the variables that determine individual and household 
standard-of-living.29 

In brief, then, the sample’s profile should be viewed not just in terms of its approximation to 
an accurate national distribution of particular characteristics, but also in terms of how these 
characteristics relate to the problems and challenges of Kenya’s democratic development that 
the WFD programme (among other similar efforts) seeks to address. Several dimensions of 
this general proposition will be explored in the remainder of this report. 

 

                                                 
25 The shifting orientations of particular sections of the business community towards the state over the last 
decade have been considered by Holmquist both before and in the aftermath of the last election (2002; 2006).  
 
26 In individual terms, it would have been useful to determine how many (and in particular, which) respondents 
in this survey file annual tax returns. 
 
27 For the general argument as applied to sub-Saharan Africa, see, Harsch (1993). Several recent (and widely-
publicized) Kenyan examples covering both the Moi and early Kibaki years may be found in, Sihanya (2005). 
The classic comparative exposition of the propensity for corruption engendered by the significance presence of 
non-indigenous economic elites in a variety of geographic and historical settings is by Scott (1972). 
 
28 Among relevant works are: National Council of Churches of Kenya (1968), Swainson (1980), Himbara 
(1994), Chege (1998), and Vandenberg (2002); for the more general argument as applied to Kenya, see, Leys 
(1975).  Marris and Somerset (1971) provide a fascinating, microscopic look at the attitudes and performance of 
African entrepreneurs in the process of capital accumulation in the context of the country’s racial stratification 
in the immediate post-colonial period. 
 
29 This starts with the dichotomy in the productivity-potential of land between the 80 percent that is arid/semi-
arid and the remainder that is arable, and moving to the vast disparities in its ownership, especially with regard 
to the latter (Hunt; 1984); see, also again, Society for International Development (2004). 
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Part II: Broad Themes 

A. Extent of Democracy 
Before presenting results relating to particular institutions and officials, it is useful to 
examine attitudes towards the political system as a whole. Doing so rests upon an assumption 
that the criteria people apply in judging the performance of such institutions as well as their 
own levels of engagement with them are influenced by their perception of their legitimacy, 
that is itself based in large part of their understanding of just what benefits they should derive 
from them. 

To explore Kenyans’ overall evaluation of their political system, therefore, respondents were 
asked the extent to which, in their view, it fulfils the requisites of a full democracy.  

Figure 2.1 
 

“According To You, How Much Of A Democracy Is Kenya Today?”

Democracy with minor 
problems, 25%

Democracy with serious/major 
problems, 34%

Not a democracy, 7%

Not sure, 13%

RTA, 4%
 Full democracy, 17%

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In response, those viewing the current situation as a ‘glass half-full’ and ‘half-empty’ are 
seen to be in nearly equal proportions30 (especially if we combine the two positive and two 
negative categories of response-choices: “a full democracy”/”a democracy with minor 

                                                 
30 In addition, the fact that more than one in ten is unable to make a judgment in this regard suggests the need for 
further civic education that identifies the criteria to use in making such an evaluation.  (This is not to imply that 
defining ‘democracy’ is unproblematic.) 
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problems”, and “not a democracy”/”a democracy with serious problems”) with 42 and 41 
percent, respectively.31 

It was further seen that no significant variations emerged on this issue in terms of age, 
gender, or setting (i.e., urban/rural).  When the results are disaggregated in terms of the 
country’s main ethnic groups, however, small but noticeable variations do appear, as seen in 
Figure 2.2. 

Figure 2.2 

Extent Of Democracy: By Ethnic Group
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In particular, whereas the Kikuyu are most positive regarding the extent of democracy, the 
Luhya are the least so (at 31 percent). Why the former, with State House now occupied by a 
fellow-Kikuyu, should be the most sanguine here is perhaps obvious (even if we might have 
expected the frequency of this view to have been greater still than this combined-positive 

                                                 
31 By comparison, the first Kenya Afrobarometer Survey undertaken in the wake of the transition-2002 election 
found 76 percent of this combined-positive view, and only 17 percent considering the country to be either “a 
democracy with major problems” or “not a democracy”, so this current positive figure does represent a rather 
precipitous drop. In comparative terms, too, Kenyans ranked exceedingly high at that time, coming second only 
to Ghana among fifteen African countries in their expressed “support for democracy” as opposed to several 
alternative systems of rule (Wolf et al, 2004: 18-19). Two years later, the second Kenya Afrobarometer survey 
recorded a decline in these two combined category-evaluations to just 52 percent, though Kenya still ranked 
with Ghana in terms of the most support for democracy (among fifteen African countries), even if the drop in its 
perceived extent of democracy had lowered it to seventh place among the eleven countries ranked 
(Afrobarometer, 2006a: 3, 5:). 
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score of 48 percent). But why the latter should be so negative (only 31 percent, combined) is 
less clear.  

While Luhya leaders are (typically) split over their current political alignment (see Figure 
3.8a, below), Western Province has long been recognized as among the most deficient region 
in Kenya in terms of a high man-land ratio and a paucity of cash-crop production 
opportunities, with corresponding levels of poverty.32 But whether the views of members of 
this community on this issue are based more on political or economic factors would require 
investigation beyond the confines of the current survey. What is more interesting, perhaps, is 
that the deeply-entrenched notion that the Kikuyu and Luo are always at opposite poles in 
terms of public issues does not hold here, even if the latter, based on their responses to this 
question, do emerge as slightly less enthusiastic about the country’s current democratic 
status. 

All respondents were then interrogated regarding specific strengths and weaknesses of this 
political system as they see it (in a multiple-response question), the results to which are 
shown in Figures 2.3a and 2.3b.33 

Figure 2.3a   

"In What Way(s) Is Kenya Most Democratic?"
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32 This is seen, for example, in several measures as reported in Society for International Development (2004). 
 
33 For such questions, the responses invariably add up to more than 100 percent. 
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Figure 2.3b 

"In What Way(s) Is Kenya Most Democratic?" (Con't)
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Regarding the former, with a frequency more than double any other, the basic freedom of 
expression/speech was mentioned, together with that of the press/media (in all, 54 percent). 
This was followed by several institutional features: free and fair elections and/or open 
political competition (18 percent), also associated with the right to form political parties and 
contest for power (16 percent), and freedom of movement and of religious expression (among 
others) in their wake. 

Based on the widespread public awareness of how restricted such freedoms were prior to the 
return to multi-party politics that most Kenyans continue to cherish (especially in light of the 
change-of-ruling party they effected in the last election), such positive acknowledgement of 
this recent expansion of ‘political space’ is unsurprising. 

Yet this emphasis on procedural-institutional aspects of democracy is much diminished when 
the country’s democratic ‘failings’ are queried. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 15



‘Using multi-party democracy in Kenya: public attitudes, civic awareness and participation’ 
 

Figure 2.4a 
"In What Way(s) Is Kenya Not Democratic?"
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Figure 2.4b 
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Here, two substantive-economic aspects of public policy – unfair labour/employment 
practices and unequal distribution of/access to resources, together with the rich-poor gap – far 
out-strip any other attributes, the most frequently mentioned of the latter being the general 
abuse of power, and more specifically, limitations on press freedom (perhaps a reflection of 
public reaction to the ‘illegal’ police raid on the Nairobi offices of The Standard Group just a 
few weeks before the survey was conducted34). 

Taken together, these results reflect another point emphasized by Bratton and van de Walle 
regarding the ‘bread-and-butter’ focus in evaluations of government performance across 
Africa, and the latent threat to post-transition democratic consolidation this implies: 

The African economic crisis will continue to undermine the legitimacy of any 
political regime, when incumbent governments receive blame for prevailing 
economic conditions. Democratic governments rarely rely for legitimacy on 
economic performance to the same extent as authoritarian governments do, but they 
must improve material conditions on their watch. In a consolidated democracy, 
economic grievances are expressed through the ballot box and can lead to the 
replacement of one elected government by another; in a non-consolidated democracy, 
however, the penalty for poor performance may well be the end of democratic rule 
itself and a return to authoritarianism [1997: 239-240]. 

Ironically, however, it may be that the decidedly egregious record of the previous (Moi) 
regime, especially in the area of human rights (but also the near-zero/negative growth rates 
that marked its latter years) has bequeathed to its successor a sufficient store of goodwill to 
insulate it somewhat from whatever its own failures might be in terms of economic 
improvement, allowing it to continue to benefit from such comparisons. At the same time, 
given the repeated assurances from the current government of a rising growth rate,35 it will be 
important to ascertain perceptions as to how widely such growth is seen to benefit Kenyans in 
different sectors and regions, and especially across socio-economic strata, in the future, 
assuming it actually continues to increase. 

B. Most Important National and Local Public Issues, and Institutional Ratings 
 
As indicated above, most Africans have a largely instrumental view regarding their political 
systems.36 It was important, therefore, to next ask respondents first to identify their priorities 

                                                 
34 For the initial corporate comment on the raid, see, ‘Board Statement: Standard directors speak out’, The 
Standard, 2 March, 2006, p. 1.  The action was subsequently justified by the Minister for Internal Security on 
the grounds of “national security” (‘We’ll raid you again, Michuki warns media’, Daily Nation, 16 May, 2006, 
pp. 1, 4), but as of the time of writing, no evidence to back up this claim had been produced. 
 
35 See the recent figures and accompanying remarks of the Minister of Finance in releasing the 2006 Economic 
Survey; ‘Economy grows by impressive 5.8 per cent’, The Standard, 23 May, 2006, pp. 1, 6. Some critics have 
argued that much of this reported growth is simply a consequence of a different way of calculating it (for 
example, J. Kisero, ‘Economic figures don’t lie, but…’, Daily Nation, 31 May, 2006, p. 8; J. Mageto, 
‘Economic growth figures misplaced’, The Standard, 10 June, 2006, p. 7.) 
 
36 Ake (1996: 137) makes this same point, as do Bayart (1993) and Ekeh (2004) in their more extensive 
discussions. See also, Young’s (2002) review of five recent works on the subject. 
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in terms of areas of actual government performance, and then, to judge it on each of these. 
This was done for both central and local government.37  

Starting with national level priorities, by far the most frequently mentioned were 
unemployment (66 percent), poverty (56 percent) and corruption (43 percent), all clearly 
related to the public’s well-being.  

Figure 2.5 

" What Are the Most Important Problems Facing Kenya Today?"
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Following these with a gap of 10 percent or more came first, drought, and then health/HIV-
AIDS. These, too, of course, relate directly to material/physical well-being, even if the 
concern with the former probably reflects a (hopefully) transitory situation (that began to end 
with the on-set of the rains in March).38 With regard to the latter, the modest but significant 
frequency-difference in terms of gender should be noted, with 37 percent of female 
respondents identifying it as one of the country’s most pressing problems, whereas just 29 
percent of males did so.39 

                                                 
37 Percentages shown indicate the frequency at which each was mentioned. Since up to three were allowed, 
totals again exceed 100 percent. 
 
38 This is so even if its effects, especially on livestock holdings, are predicted to remain for at least a decade, 
particularly in the country’s arid and semi-arid pastoral areas. 
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39 Beyond the religion-gap (discussed below), no other significant variations in terms of basic demographics 
emerged, aside from the urban-rural gap with regard to HIV/AIDS (38 to 30 percent) and corruption (47 to 41 
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One interesting variation in terms of the sample’s demographics, however, is that the 
frequency-mention of unemployment by Muslim respondents was somewhat higher than for 
Christians (78 versus 65 percent). This appears to reflect a clear difference in education 
levels, with the former having a distinct advantage (78 percent with secondary school and 
above, as opposed to only 50 percent for Muslims). 

For local government, water supply, health services and rubbish collection topped the 
priorities list.40 

Figure 2.6 

"What Are The Most Important Issues 

Facing Your Local Authority?"
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Of considerable worry for both levels of government, however, is the reported dissatisfaction 
with regard to performance in nearly all of these service-delivery areas, as seen in Figure 2.7. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                        
percent), apparently reflecting greater media access and more general public awareness in towns; see the 
discussion of Civic Awareness, in Part V, below. 
 
40 Estates Road Maintenance virtually tied with the latter of these three; Primary Education was actually rated 
just above this, but it actually is a central government responsibility in all but eight local authorities. 
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Figure 2.7* 
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"How Would You Rate Central/Your Local Government Performance On...?"
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* Percentages shown in parentheses are taken from Figures 2.5 and 2.6. 

Especially with regard to central government performance, it is clear that the higher the 
public’s priority, the worse its rating, though even in the case of the third most frequently 
mentioned priority, corruption, the gap (of 30 percent) between the “Very Good” (at 2 
percent) and Very Bad” ratings (at 30 percent) is striking. 

Local government fares somewhat better, though even here, there is little to celebrate.41 Only 
for health services do the combined ratings of “Very Good”, “Somewhat Good”, and 
“Neither Good nor Bad” exceed the combined ratings of “Somewhat Bad” and “Very Bad” 
(60 percent versus 38 percent).  

Turning to institutions themselves, overall, neither parliament nor local authorities earn very 
impressive ratings.  Notwithstanding the widespread goodwill (if not euphoria) associated 
with the peaceful transfer of power in the 2002 election,42 only about a third of respondents 
perceive any improvement in the performance of either since that dramatic event, whereas 

                                                 
41 These local level ratings ignore what have been found to be significant variations when individual Local 
Authorities are compared. Such an exercise would require a far larger sample, however. For a preliminary effort 
along these lines, see the 2004 urban governance study conducted by Transparency International-Kenya (2006). 
 
42 The first Kenya Afrobarometer survey (cited above) conducted towards the end of NARC’s first year in 
power captured this atmosphere well (Wolf et al, 2004); see also, Anderson (2003), Holmquist (2003), and 
Ndegwa (2003). 
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well over half (61 percent) are of the view that such performance has either remained at about 
the same level or worsened during this period.43  

Figure 2.8 

 
“In General, Would You Say the Performance of Parliament Since the Last Elections Has (Been)…?”

Improved, 32%

About the same, 30%
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C. Local Government Institutional Design 

Several other aspects of local government were explored. Among these was the issue of the 
perceived dominant influence over its performance, where considerable variation (if not 
confusion) is evidenced, itself perhaps a reflection of a competition of roles and 
responsibilities on the ground. 
 

                                                 
43 Urban and rural respondents differed little on this matter: 64 percent among the former and 60 percent among 
the latter. The Transparency International-Kenya urban governance survey produced somewhat more positive 
results, with 48 percent of the view that their urban authority’s performance was either “somewhat” or “much 
improved” (2006: 13). This contrast may reflect the fact that it was conducted less than two years into the 
current government’s term when less of the public’s immediate post-election optimism had dissipated. 
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Figure 2.9 
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More significant, perhaps, a full two-thirds of respondents expressed clear dissatisfaction 
with the current system, opting instead either for councils headed by popularly elected heads 
(56 percent), or for commissions appointed by and directly answerable to the Minister for 
Local Government (11 percent); by contrast, only a fifth prefer to continue with the current 
system.44 

                                                 
44 Only minor variations were seen in terms of particular sections of the sample (setting, gender and other 
variables), aside from Muslims, among whom only 8 percent support the current system, again underscoring 
their widespread dissatisfaction with the status quo.  For further exploration of such (urban) local government 
issues, again see, Transparency International-Kenya (2006). 
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Figure 2.10 
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Just what the implications are for the general relationship between central and local 
government should the latter be headed by such elected leaders (thus significantly enhancing 
their own legitimacy) that (supposedly) would require major revisions in the Local 
Government Act (if not the Constitution itself) cannot be explored here.45 

More broadly, however, one may question what the relationship should be between political 
values (discussed further below) and the perceived performance of government institutions in 
a healthy democracy. Whatever the case, it may be assumed that support for such basic 
democratic rights as the freedom of expression and choice (noted earlier, at least as expressed 
through ordinary electoral politics) will diminish if the services provided by institutions – 
even if filled by or accountable to officials selected through ‘free and fair’ contests – are seen 
as failing to come anywhere close to what the public demands, or expects. 

                                                 
45 But here see Mitullah’s revealing comment regarding the current confusing mix of statutory authority for such 
bodies (2002: 127). 
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Part III: Electoral Practices, Access to Elected Officials, and Political 
Values 

A. Adherence to Free and Fair Electoral Practice, and Declared Propensity to 
Vote in the Next Elections 

 
We next turn to elections themselves. With 62 percent considering the election of their MP in 
2002 as free and fair, and nearly the same proportion (57 percent) doing so for their 
Councillor, there remains a fair distance to travel before Kenyans are convinced that elections 
– especially close ones – truly reflect the wishes of voters (leaving out the challenging issue 
of imposed candidates by particular parties at the nomination stage, especially in one-party 
dominant areas46). 

Figure 3.1 

“How Free and Fair was the Election in 2002 For MP in Your Constituency?”

Very free and fair, 62%

Somewhat free and fair, 24%

RTA, 1%Don't Know, 6%

Not  free and fair, 3%

Neither  free nor  fair, 4%

 

                                                 
46 It may be assumed, but would require empirical confirmation, that this occurs more often in such one-party 
‘zones’.  This issue is discussed further in connection with Civic Participation, in Part V.  The urban governance 
study cited above probes this issue further to ask just why such elections were seen as less than fully free and 
fair (among those who held this view; Transparency International-Kenya, 2006: 23). 
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Figure 3.2 
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“How Free and Fair was the Election in 2002 for Councillor in Your Ward?”

Very free and fair, 57%

Somewhat free and fair, 26%

Neither  free nor  fair, 5%

Not  free and fair, 4%

Don't Know, 8% RTA, 1%

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At the same time, given that a not insignificant number of respondents (13 percent) admitted 
to have taken a ‘gift’ in connection with that election,47 it is not only the political class, let 
alone formal institutional structures, that appear to warrant reform attention. This is so even if 
we do not know how many other respondents were offered such ‘gifts’ that were refused, or 
whether those who did take them actually changed votes (though 12 percent of these 
respondents who accepted ‘gifts’ admitted that they simply would not have voted at all unless 
they had been so motivated or ‘rewarded’, with 80 percent denying this effect, and 6 percent 
refusing to answer the question). 

 

B. Interaction with Elected Leaders 
 
Also closely related to the issue of institutional performance, and regardless of how much the 
2002 elections may have deviated from completely free and fair practices in their areas, MPs 

                                                 
47 Note here that 14 percent of rural respondents took such ‘gifts’ as opposed to just 8 percent of those in towns 
(though in the 2004 Transparency International-Kenya study this latter figure with reference to the same 2002 
election was 16 percent; 2006: 24). Whether urban politics, being more ethnically heterogeneous and thus more 
visibly competitive, needs therefore to rely less on a culture of ‘generosity’ or ‘sharing’ would require further 
research to ascertain. Or it may simply be that mass bribery, an election offense, is more difficult to conceal in 
towns. Several collections on recent elections in Kenya explore such practices, among other themes, at the 
constituency and regional level; see, Rutten et al (2001) for the 1997 elections, and Oyugi et al (2003), Wolf 
(2003) and Maupeu et al (2005) for the 2002 contests.  
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and local government Councillors appear to be incessantly bombarded with requests by their 
constituents for personal audiences.48  

Figure 3.3 

"Have You Ever Gone To See Your...For Any Reason?"
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Yet surprisingly, perhaps, members of the public are almost as likely to seek audience with 
the former (13 percent) as with the latter (18 percent), notwithstanding the fact that MPs are 
much less frequently ‘on the ground’ in their (often, quite large) constituencies, given the 
much smaller scale of the ward represented by Councillors on local government councils.49 
This likely reflects another reality, however: that the MP is considered a far more powerful 
(and therefore ‘useful’) figure. It may also be the case that due to proximity of (and thus 
personal familiarity with) the district/urban council, citizens find it much easier to go directly 
to its offices to see the personnel relevant to the issues that concern them, having less need, 
therefore, to use the Councillor as an intermediary. Finally, the fact that MPs – whatever their 
level of personal wealth prior to election – are seen by many (based on their recently vastly 
increased salaries and emoluments) as ‘moving ATMs’50 (often in contrast to Councillors 

                                                 
48 Indeed, one need only visit the environs of Continental House, Nairobi, where MPs’ offices are located, or 
spend a few hours with their local government counterparts in either rural or urban areas – including even at 
their homes – to appreciate this fact. 
 
49 These results may be compared with those of quite similar frequencies obtained in the 2004 urban governance 
survey, cited above (Transparency International-Kenya, 2006: 22). 
 
50 For a small-scale study of this issue based on data collected shortly before the last election, see, Transparency 
International-Kenya (2003). 
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who, while rarely poor, are usually far less well-endowed than their parliamentary 
counterparts) makes them particularly ‘attractive’ to their constituents. 

Based on this contrast in terms of scale, it is less surprising that the ‘success rate’ for 
approaches to Councillors is marginally higher, as is the ‘satisfaction rate’ of those who gain 
an audience, in terms of the response obtained (if somewhat less so).  

Figure 3.4 

"Were You Satisfied With His/Her Response?"
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Yes No Could Not See Him/Her RTA

MP Councillor

 

For both types of elected officials, however, the overriding motivation for those seeking such 
a meeting is to obtain financial assistance, whether for personal or collective/community 
benefit, as opposed to discussing public issues or concerns. Yet, as was already pointed out, 
in a context of widespread poverty, and the general absence of political organisations guided 
by competing policies (let alone ideologies), combined with a highly executive-centred 
political system, this use of elected officials as ‘bridges’ to material resources and for solving 
other kinds of problems should be expected.  

And this point leads to a more general consideration of values associated with political life in 
Kenya.51 
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51 Haugerud (1993) offers a detailed recent treatment of this larger subject (when Kenya was on the cusp of its 
return to multi-party competition), with an ethnographic case-study from the Mt. Kenya region.  Widner’s 
account (1993) takes a more specific look at party-state relations as they developed throughout especially the 
early Moi years, whereas Bienen’s (1974) rather summary treatment (and without any ground-level research) of 
the mixture of participation and control is based on material from the Kenyatta period. 



‘Using multi-party democracy in Kenya: public attitudes, civic awareness and participation’ 
 

C. Political Values I: Associations with ‘Politics’ 
 
Notwithstanding fairly robust levels of participation (see again, below), respondents’ 
associations with the term ‘politics’ are predominantly negative, with only 16 percent 
offering decidedly positive characterizations.52  

Figure 3.5 
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These latter included such comments as: “development of the economy/infrastructure”, and 
“fighting for the rights of people”, “stability of the country”, and “the right of people to 
choose their leaders.” Among the more frequently mentioned neutral responses were: 
“elections and voting”, “political parties”, and “government performance.” Finally, the most 
common negative association with ‘politics’ was “a dirty game/struggle for power”, followed 
closely by such descriptions as “politics at the expense of development”, “tribalism”, 
“corruption/abuse of office”, “a self-serving game that frustrates the people”, and “enemies 
who argue with each other.” Given the preponderance of such negative associations, it must 
be questioned as to how much such responses are a reflection of the current political 
atmosphere in the country as opposed to deeper, more permanent, values.53 That the survey 

                                                                                                                                                        
 
52 This was one of the very few entirely open-ended questions in the survey instrument.  The wording was: 
“When people talk about ‘politics’, what comes to your mind first?”  Answers were recorded verbatim, and then 
grouped into these three broad categories. 
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53 The WFD Draft Strategy paper for Kenya (2006) itself notes the “the disillusionment with political progress 
in terms of integrity, transparency, and accountability”, in large part of reflection of the revelations of deeply-
embedded corruption in the new regime, despite its having loudly proclaimed its “zero tolerance” for the same 
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was carried out in the aftermath of a highly acrimonious (and on occasion, lethally violent) 
for-or-against campaign over a new draft constitution, following three years of something 
approaching ‘trench-warfare’ between the feuding partners of the new government itself 
(leading to the expulsion of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) ‘rebels’ from the Cabinet in 
January, 2006; see below), may have contributed to such a high level of negativity.54 

D. Political Values II: Propensity to Vote in the Next Elections, Current Party and 
Presidential Preference 

 
It was seen earlier that Kenyans are, on balance, disappointed with the performance of their 
representative institutions (parliament and local authorities) over the last few years.  Together 
with the largely negative view that Kenyans appear to have of politics in general, and of the 
political class, it might be expected that turnout in the next election will be dramatically 
lower than in the recent past. 

Based on the findings of this survey, however, that does not appear to be the case.  An 
overwhelming majority (87 percent) claim to be “certain” (69 percent) or “likely” (18 
percent) to vote in the next election (and the same percentage deem it to be “very important” 
or just “important” who wins in its various contests), certainly not a sign of a rejection of 
politics-as-is. Yet, since turn-out rates over the last three elections have reached nowhere near 
this level (about 60 percent, and this among just the roughly 70 percent of adults who are, in 
fact, registered voters55), at least some respondents are likely to change their minds once they 
see the actual choices (or find it inconvenient to vote on the actual day, for various reasons).  
As such, this figure must also be taken with at least a small ‘pinch of salt’.  

                                                                                                                                                        
during the 2002 election campaign. In addition to Sihanya (2005) cited above, see, Mitullah (2005), Holmquist 
(2005) and Wolf (2006a) for considerations of these and related issues as of early 2005. Public perceptions of 
the government’s anti-corruption efforts as of late 2005 are considered exclusively in Afrobarometer (2006b). 
 
54 Not all this ‘credit’ should be given to NARC, however; Moi and other leading KANU figures went to 
considerable extremes to undermine their opponents during especially the ten previous years, following the 
return to multi-party competition in 1992, starting with the highly contentious election at the end of that year 
(for details of which, see, Throup and Hornsby, 1998). More fundamentally, it is to be expected that such 
disgruntlement should be directed at actual individuals and groupings (especially parties), as opposed to the 
design of the constitutional-political system, the latter being more distant/abstract. This is so even if other recent 
surveys have shown overwhelming dissatisfaction with the country’s institutional status quo, however profound 
the disagreements as to its preferred alternative (i.e., Steadman-Gallup Poll, 2005, cited below; Republic of 
Kenya, 2006). 
 
55 Rather significant variations have occurred in terms of particular constituencies and even provinces, however.  
For example, in the 2002 elections, these ranged from under 40 percent in Mvita/Mombasa (in Coast Province) 
to nearly 80 percent in Othaya/Nyeri (in Central Province). 
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Figure 3.6  

“How Likely are You to Vote in the Next General Election?”

Very likely/Certain, 69%

Quite likely, 18%

Rather unlikely, 3%

Definitely not, 3%

Not sure(May or may not), 6% RTA, 1%

 
In particular, since voting is widely seen as a reflection of ‘good citizenship’, such responses 
should not be used to predict actual behaviour, even if the election were to be held a day 
following the interviews.56 Further, it is unclear whether in voting, Kenyans are expressing 
any particular level of support for these representative institutions per se, as opposed to the 
party or individual candidate as a person (assuming one could make a cognitive distinction 
between the two). Whatever the case, when asked whether they would vote for the same 
people in the future, should current incumbents stand again, 43 percent said ‘yes’ for their 
MP (with 41 percent saying ‘no’ and 16 percent uncertain) and only 29 percent for their 
Councillor (with 46 percent saying ‘no’ and 24 percent uncertain).57  On this basis, the 
‘mortality rate’ in local government politics appears even higher than at the national level, 
where re-election rates often barely exceed 50 percent.58 
Regarding the choices with which voters are actually confronted, a key feature of the Kenyan 
political landscape since 1992 has been its considerable fluidity, and that has continued 
unabated since the 2002 contests. During this latter, period, in simple terms, on the one hand, 
the composite-Opposition-plus the Kenya African National Union (KANU) ‘Rainbow-rebel’-

                                                 
56 National turn-out figures in the last three general elections have been around 60 percent,). 
 
57 This assumes that such incumbents would actually again be candidates.  According to another survey, 
conducted on behalf of the US International Republican Institute in June, just over half (54 percent) of those 
interviewed felt their MP did not deserve to be re-elected (‘Kenyans to sack 114 MPs in 2007, says poll’, Daily 
Nation, 11 July, 2006, pp. 1-2). 
  
58 Both the dynamics and the legitimisation function of these turn-over rates in Kenya, among other issues, are 
examined by Barkan (1984) and Throup (1993). The fact that many incumbents fail to retain their parties’ 
nominations also contributes to this high rate of ‘attrition’, however. 
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defectors59 who came together to form the National Alliance Rainbow Coalition (NARC) has 
largely disintegrated, with its estranged LDP wing now functioning as a de facto opposition 
party. This process began almost immediately after the election in the wake of un-kept pre-
election commitments as to how senior posts – several of which were part of a promised new 
constitution – were to be shared, among other issues. At the same time, bitter controversy 
over nomination rules (still to be decided) regarding selection of its presidential candidate for 
next year’s general election is threatening LDP’s own internal coherence.60 

On the other side, although most leaders in KANU (aside from those who took up positions 
in President Mwai Kibaki’s Cabinet starting in mid-2004), made common cause with LDP 
late in 2005 in successfully opposing the proposed draft constitution in a self-proclaimed 
arrangement dubbed the Orange Democratic Movement (‘ODM’61), earlier suggestions that 
these partners would seek to agree on a single presidential candidate in 2007 initially 
appeared unrealistic.  This followed repeated rejection of such an arrangement by (Official 
Opposition Leader) Uhuru Kenyatta, a stance backed energetically by former President 
Moi.62 Also part of this evolving scenario has been the reluctance within some sections of 
KANU to again back Uhuru Kenyatta as its presidential candidate, and the determination of 
his Secretary-General, MP William Ruto – having announced his own presidential ambitions 
– to maintain the party’s links with LDP via the ODM (if not actually to agree on a joint 
presidential candidate).63  Indeed, well after this survey was conducted (and apparently in 
large a part a reaction to NARC-Kenya’s success in the July by-elections), LDP and KANU 
succeeded in formalising ODM’s identity, making a collective effort in the forthcoming 
election a far more likely possibility than had been previously imagined.64 

                                                 
59 Having rejected President Moi’s imposition of Kenyatta as KANU’s presidential candidate, the latter first 
moved to/took over the hitherto unknown LDP, and then merged with the equally obscure National Alliance of 
Kenya Party (which had already become a ‘working group’ of most key opposition leaders), to form NARC 
(through a change-of-name at the Registrar of Societies); see, here, for example, Wolf (2006a: 199-200), as well 
as more extensive discussions in Oyugi (2005). 
 
60 These disagreements relate, most directly, to tensions between the Raila Odinga and Kalonzo Musyoka camps 
(see below) over the party’s future presidential nominations; see, for example, ‘Differences over presidency 
could force MP out: Kalonzo’s future in LDP ‘uncertain’’, The Standard, 6 April, 2006, pp. 1, 4; ‘Tough times 
for LDP ahead of poll’, Sunday Standard, 9 April, 2006, pp. 1, 6; ‘Kalonzo: I’ll defeat Raila in LDP polls’, 
Sunday Nation, 2 July, 2006, pp. 1, 6. 
 
61 The Electoral Commission of Kenya assigned the orange and banana symbols to the “no” and “yes” 
campaigns, respectively, in preparation for the November, 2005 referendum on the proposed draft constitution, 
as these appeared on the ballot papers for the benefit of illiterate voters. 
 
62 See, for example, ‘LDP ready to go it alone in elections, say officials’, Daily Nation, 4 August, 2006, pp. 1, 4. 
 
63 This is notwithstanding Moi’s dogged support for Uhuru, and (as noted above) his recently-expressed 
opposition to KANU forging an alliance “with any other party” as well as to Ruto’s possible candidacy (see, 
‘Moi’s fury: Ex-president scoffs at Ruto anointing’, Kenya Times, 5 June, 2006, pp. 1, 4.  Such issues are 
elaborated in, ‘Leaders in big dilemma’, Sunday Standard, 16 July, 2006, p. 9.  For the specific threat to Uhuru 
that Ruto’s ambitions appear to represent, see, ‘Ruto made elder amid calls to kick out Uhuru’, Sunday Nation, 4 
June, 2006, pp. 1, 26. 
 
64 Following a meeting of LDP and KANU luminaries in August, it was announced that an application for this 
purpose (using the name “ODM-Kenya”) had been lodged with the Registrar of Societies, though it was 
subsequently made clear that neither LDP nor KANU was contemplating dissolution; see, ‘Enter ODM, the 
party’, The Standard, 25 August, 2006, pp. 1-3; ‘ODM Unity Strategy’, Sunday Times, 27 August, 2006, pp. 1, 
4.  Earlier efforts to obtain registration had been blocked by a group allegedly aligned to State House that used 
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Further a-field, the future of certain minor parliamentary parties such as FORD-People is also 
cloudy, where the expected retirement from public life of party leader and (since mid-2004, 
as part of Kibaki’s “government of national unity”) Cabinet minister Simeon Nyachae may 
mark its end as a viable electoral entity, even in his native Kisii-land.65  Whatever the future 
scenario,66 the overall distribution of our respondents’ preferences provides a ‘snapshot’ of 
party alignment as of the time of the survey (i.e., April, 2006).67  

Figure 3.7 
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While the incumbent ruling party, NARC, has a slight plurality, two key factors raise 
questions about its future standing. One is that the two ‘ODM’ parties (LDP and KANU, that, 
as noted, cooperated closely during the referendum campaign), in combination, overshadow it 
                                                                                                                                                        
this term (i.e., “Orange”) to register its own party (“Orange Democratic Party”) following last year’s 
referendum.  This was overcome, however, when – following approval by Attorney-General, Amos Wako – the 
Registrar of Societies issued a certificate for the “Orange Democratic Movement-Kenya” party on 11 
September; see, ‘ODM-K a party at last’, Daily Nation, 12 September, pp. 1, 4.  Whether threats by ODM 
luminaries to “storm” the Registrar’s office for this purpose influenced this decision cannot be discerned. 
 
65 This prediction is offered in, ‘Nyachae calls time on career’, Sunday Standard, 11 June, 2006, p. 19. 
 
66 The fact that Moi has withheld judgment on this move (whatever the extent of his remaining grip on KANU) 
should encourage caution as to just how firm this new ‘relationship’ is; see, ‘Moi allies plot to oust Uhuru’, The 
People Daily, 31 August, 2006, pp. 1-2, which notes son Gideon’s call for party elections (on the grounds that 
the current leadership “has auctioned the party”) that at least raised the possibility of Uhuru’s ouster. 
 
67 Given that formal party membership is generally quite thin on the ground, the more ‘flexible’ measure of self-
defined party ‘alignment’ (see Appendix II, Question 9b) was used.  Also note that only 10 percent of 
respondents preferred to identify with “none” of those found on the current party ‘menu’.  Relevant here, too, is 
the fact that the country’s current election laws do not allow for independent candidates. 
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considerably. The other, and apparently of greater import, is the launch of a new party, 
NARC-Kenya, in early June, by a number of senior government figures considered very close 
to Kibaki,68 which less than two months later won three out of five seats in by-elections 
occasioned by the deaths of five MPs in a tragic plane accident in March.69  In the meantime, 
reacting to such events, several key parties (aside from LDP) that came together in NAK 
(especially FORD-Kenya and the Democratic Party)70 have made it known that they will 
revert to their pre-2002 individual identity in 2007, fielding their respective presidential 
candidates.71   

Such uncertainty in the evolving partisan ‘menu’72 suggests that perhaps the most stable basis 
of political alignment in Kenya is geo-ethnic identity.73 In these terms, the main divisions in 
the country at the time this survey was conducted are clear (as revealed in Figure 3.8).  

                                                 
68 The formal launch took place on 3 June, 2006; see, ‘Vice-President and half the Cabinet attend launch of new 
party’, Sunday Nation, 4 June, 2006, pp. 1-2; ‘Entry of Narc-Kenya complicates political equation’, Sunday 
Nation, 4 June, 2006, pp. 12-13. 
 
69 NARC itself put forward only two candidates in these contests, both of whom lost; see, ‘Uhuru and Kombo 
were the big losers…as Kibaki made a resolute comeback in Monday’s mini polls’, The People Daily, 26 July, 
pp. 1-2). 
 
70 NAK (as noted, unknown prior to 2002) had been ‘colonized’ sometime before the election by (now, Cabinet 
minister) Charity Ngilu, then a Social Democratic Party MP, who herself had earlier vied unsuccessfully for the 
chairmanship of the Democratic Party (DP) against Kibaki. For his part, Kibaki remains the registered Chairman 
of DP, even as he (though without partisan rhetoric) campaigned for the NARC-Kenya candidate in one of the 
recent by-elections (i.e., in Nakuru; see, ‘Kibaki backs Narc-Kenya as Uhuru, LDP allege rigging’, Sunday 
Nation, 23 July, 2006, pp. 1-2).  Indeed, just before these contests, another opinion poll recorded that those 
identifying with this new party had climbed to 10 percent (Steadman-Gallup Poll, July, 2006, reported in, 
‘Kibaki in front but Raila on the rise in latest poll’, Saturday Nation, 22 July, 2006, pp. 1-2.) 
 
71 Whether such declarations are short-term bargaining-ploys as opposed to serious intentions remains to be 
seen. 
 
72 Indeed, so far have de facto political identities in the current parliament ‘evolved’ from what they were at the 
beginning of its current term that one local newspaper recently accused the MPs involved as having blatantly 
“broken the law”: “If the law were strictly applied, a very large number of MPs would [be obliged to] 
automatically vacate their seats and seek a fresh mandate on [tickets of] their new parties” (Editorial, Daily 
Nation, 25 May, 2006, p. 8). According to Electoral Commission of Kenya commissioner H. Nyamu, however, 
such behaviour does fall within the (very bad) law, and which therefore requires urgent amendment; see, 
‘Political Opportunism: MPs exploiting void in law on parties’, Daily Nation, 30 May, 2006, p. 9.  Reflecting 
such a shifting party constellation, the Electoral Commission of Kenya recently warned that the de facto 
procedure by which its commissioners are nominated has also been thrown into uncertainty, given the 
‘understanding’ (since 1997) that its membership should reflect the (current) strength of parties in parliament, a 
critical issue, with the terms of a considerable number of them set to expire before the next election (‘ECK 
chiefs warn of 2007 election crisis’, Sunday Nation, 16 July, 2006, pp. 1-2).  And following the recent by-
elections noted above, a local daily could proclaim, ‘It’s the end of the political party’, The Standard, 3 August, 
2006, pp. 2.  P. Ochieng offers a rather tongue-in-cheek analysis of this situation (see, ‘Which one is Kenya’s 
ruling party today?’, Sunday Nation, 30 July, 2006, p. 9).  Another (summary) analysis locates Kenya’s parties 
(as of 2005) in a broader, historical context (Wolf, 2006b). 
 
73 A distinction should be made in this regard, however, between those four or five ethnic groups that consider 
their numbers large enough to give a presidential aspirant from within their community a ‘running start’, and 
those constituting the other one-third or so of the population who belong to ‘marginal’ groups that, at least under 
the current system, have no realistic presidential aspirations. Also, in both the 1992 and 2002 elections, the 
Kikuyu had two serious contenders (as they may well do in 2007), raising the question as to how much ‘ethnic 
unity’ this community actually has. For an early, post-independence, analysis of the competing contents and 
roles of ethnicity in Kenyan politics, see, Okumu (1968) and (in addition to the various election studies, cited 
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Figure 3.8a 

Political Party Alignment: By Ethnic Group (I)
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It pits the Luo on one side (attached to LDP), and the Mt. Kenya peoples (Kikuyu, Embu and 
Meru) on the other (NARC/NARC-Kenya).74 At the same time, the Kalenjin are equally 
concentrated in their attachment to KANU, whereas the Luhya and Kamba, while showing 
clear preferences, are far more dispersed across this landscape. While political alignments 
among these two groups assume some geographical concentrations (related to sub-ethnic and 
other divisions), they do suggest a much higher level of inter-party (as opposed to just intra-
party) rivalry on the ground. Other groups also exhibit contrasts, but being so fewer in 
numbers, have far less national political impact. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                        
above) the references found in Footnote 52 (among others), starting perhaps with Jonyo’s (2003) analysis of the 
2002 election alliances.  Additional insights are offered by Berg-Schlosser (1992), Atieno-Odhiambo (2004) and 
Muigai (2004), among others. 
  
74 KANU attracts 11 percent of Kikuyu support, presumably due to Uhuru’s leadership of the party. 
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Figure 3.8b 

Political Party Alignment: By Ethnic Group (II)
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Such fluidity in political party status and possible future fortunes can also be seen in the 
distribution of stated voting intentions, with the divisions outlined above made visible in 
terms of the colours attached to the various candidates. 
 
Figure 3.9 

2007 Presidential Preferences
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Orange signifies those who opposed the draft constitution, with a different shade attached to 
Uhuru based on his (earlier) expressed unwillingness to stand aside for any other LDP or 
KANU nominee under an ODM ‘umbrella’) regarding a presidential candidacy. Ruto (like 
 35
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Raila Odinga and Kalonzo Musyoka75), therefore, gets a full orange colour, given his 
commitment to doing so, should he himself fail to win the nomination within this alliance in a 
“fair” contest. FORD-Kenya leader and Cabinet minister Musikari Kombo also gets a pale 
yellow (linking him to Kibaki, if weakly) based on his declared intention to contest the 
presidency on behalf of his party (pending what appear to be contentious forthcoming 
elections for leadership within this party, recently postponed), notwithstanding his pro-
Banana stand in last year’s referendum campaign.76  

The point here is not to try to predict the choices that will confront voters in the next election, 
let alone how they will subsequently respond.77 Rather, it is to suggest that in such a highly 
uncertain situation and one in which most people are motivated by some mixture of (as stated 
above, largely geo-ethnic) affective-allegiance and instrumental-opportunism as opposed to 
more firmly anchored ideological orientations based on policy-alternatives, decisions 
regarding electoral participation are likely to reflect shorter-term calculations as to how 
meaningful/useful the choices are perceived, rather than abstract values about participation 
per se (a motivation at least partly relevant to most people in any democracy). 

E. Political Values III: Main Criterion in Future Presidential Choice 
 

Centrally related to political values, and thus motivation and behaviour in public life, is the 
issue of the criteria people employ in their choice of leaders. As noted, especially since the 
return to multi-party politics in 1992, the salience of regional-ethnic identity in determining 
political alignments, and thus electoral outcomes, has been considerable.78 This reality 
notwithstanding, Kenyans are making increasing demands on their leaders in terms of 
performance-outcomes, a standard that directly challenges such ascriptive ‘identity-politics’. 

In seeking to illuminate the resonance of these contending criteria, respondents were made to 
choose between personal capability and ethnic background in their selection of the next 

                                                 
75 Odinga, MP for Lang’ata, and (in the eyes of many) de facto LDP leader, and Musyoka, MP for Mwingi 
North, who, like Odinga, stood on a NARC ticket in 2002 after leaving KANU.  They both served in the Kibaki 
Cabinet until the removal of nearly all LDP-origin ministers in January of this year. 
 
76 G. Warigi offered one perspective on his recent circuitous political pathway (see, ‘Kombo’s style may be his 
undoing’, Sunday Nation, 30 July, 2006, p. 9). 
 
77 Also critical here, it has been pointed out (given that this would be his second and final term), will be Kibaki’s 
choice of a vice-presidential ‘running-mate’.  Currently, this candidate’s name does not appear on the ballot, but 
is simply (at most) someone whom a presidential candidate may identify during the course of the campaign, and 
leaving the winner constitutionally free to choose anyone he wants from among elected MPs, and subsequently 
to replace his VP as many times/as often as he wants.  Giving formal status to such ‘running-mates’ on the 
presidential ballot was one of the widely-agreed provisions in the (defeated) proposed new constitution.  The 
current vice-president, Moody Awori (who replaced the late Michael Wamalwa), although extremely sprightly, 
is two years older than the president (aged 75) himself, making it less likely, it is said, that he would want to 
remain in this position, should Kibaki be re-elected and prefer him to do so. 
 
78 Among more recent studies (in addition to those already cited) are those of Muigai (1994), Throup and 
Hornsby (1998), Wolf (2000), and Chweya (2002). At the same time, in some two-thirds of Kenyan 
parliamentary constituencies, most if not all candidates are of the same ethnic group. Even in these 
circumstances, certain other ascriptive characteristics may affect election outcomes, including sub-ethnic, 
religious, and local ‘notable’ identities, for instance.  Ethnic heterogeneity prevails, on the other hand, in most 
urban centres and in ‘settled areas’ (where farmers from different backgrounds benefited from government land 
programmes). 
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president.79  Given the pejorative connotation of the latter (and one considerably magnified in 
recent years through civic education activities, it may be presumed), it was expected that few 
respondents would admit to being so motivated, as Figure 3.10 confirms (i.e., just 16 
percent). 

Figure 3.10 
 

Priority Criterion Of Kenya’s Next President: Ethnic Background Or Personal Capacity

 “Which Of The Following Is Closer To Your View?”

"Since only two communities 
have already benefited from 
having one of their members 

as president, the next 
president should come from a 

different community.", 16%

"Since Kenya needs dynamic, 
capable leadership, the next 
president should be such a 

person, whatever community 
he or she comes from.", 82%

RTA, 2%

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notwithstanding this relatively low figure, one variation does emerge in terms of ethnic 
identity: members of the current president’s community are slightly less willing to associate 
themselves with an such an ‘exclusion-test’ than other Kenyans, presumably since doing so 
would undermine the (Kikuyu) incumbent’s legitimacy in seeking another term (which would 
also apply to any bid by Uhuru’s on behalf of KANU). 

                                                 
79 Note the precise wording of the question (Q 37) in Appendix II. In a recent letter to The Standard, for 
example, a reader argued that, “No tribe can solely claim to have fought alone for independence and therefore 
the presidency should be rotational in our provinces. The maximum terms should be two of five years each. This 
should go on until all eight provinces have had an opportunity to rule and lock out dynasties” (7 April, 2006, p. 
4). Yet it should be remembered here that except for Central, Western, North Eastern and (to a large extent) 
Nyanza, the country’s provinces have considerable internal ethnic diversity, so that it is far from clear which 
group would ‘enjoy’ such a rotating system when that province’s turn came. 
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Figure 3.11  

Priority Criterion Of Kenya’s Next President: Ethnic Background Or Personal Capacity 
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The other variation observed here is the slightly lower support for individual ‘merit’ among 
the Luhya (77 percent, compared to the other four groups shown here), numerically Kenya’s 
second largest community,80 whose leaders have periodically stated publicly in recent years 
that it should be “their turn” to have the presidency next.81   

Yet, more broadly, such results underscore a point regarding most of our findings: such 
distributions are a matter of degree, rather than stark all-or-nothing sets of polarisations. 

F. Political Values IV: Trust In Public Institutions 
 

For a final look at political values, the ratings given by respondents of their trust in six public 
institutions are presented.82 Note, however, that the highest rating (or rather, perhaps, the 
                                                 
80 Largely reflecting their numerous sub-ethnic divisions, this community’s political preferences have been quite 
disparate since the return to multi-party politics, however. 
 
81 Indeed, the (subsequently fulfilled) promise of the vice-presidency to the late Wamalwa during NARC’s 2002 
campaign was widely seen as the prelude to a future (post-Kibaki) Luhya presidency, especially given his 
relative youth.  (As noted above, he died in August, 2003, of illness in a London hospital.) 
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82 Respondents were asked, “On a scale of 1-10, where 1 is the lowest and 10 is highest, how much trust do you 
have in…?”  Averages for each office-holder/institution were then calculated and are shown here in terms of 
three categories: low (1-3), middle (4-7) and high (8-10).  As regards the “civil service”, however, it should be 
noted that respondents are likely to have lumped together personnel in the various ministries’ headquarters and 
those in the provincial administration across the country, most Kenyans being more familiar with at least some 
among the latter. 
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least negative) goes to the president as an individual, rather than to the presidency as an 
institution.  

Figure 3.12  

Levels of Trust in Six Public Institutions/Offices: Composite Ratings
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Yet even in this case, fewer than 15 percent accord him the maximum score (i.e., ‘10’ out of 
10). Others, however, fare far worse, with none of them obtaining more than 10 percent in the 
‘high’ category (i.e., above 7), aside from parliament, with just 11 percent, and politicians 
earning just 3 percent in this highest category.83  Indeed, it is only they who fail to attract a 
combined “high” and “middle” range score above the half-way mark, with more than a third 
of all respondents giving them the lowest rating possible. 

Again, how much such ratings reflect reactions to current events as opposed to less transient 
evaluations would require further research, starting, perhaps, by trying to discover the criteria 
being used to make such judgments. Whatever the case, these rather negative results should 
give those in these positions (as well as others able to influence their performance) some 
pause.  

                                                                                                                                                        
 
83 A recent Letter to the Editor of a local daily captured such a negative view of the political class writ large in 
these terms: “…It is common knowledge today that our politicians are among the best paid the world over, with 
MPs taking home monthly tax-free remunerations [sic] of Sh 500,000 each.  This definitely attracts profiteers to 
the political arena the way flies are often drawn to a smelly piece of waste.  These profiteers will stop at nothing 
to get to the top of that system, knowing that an abundant harvest awaits them…”; ‘Keep profiteers out of 
politics’, Saturday Nation, 24 June, 2006, p. 10). 
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Part IV: Other Selected Issues 
The final section of the survey explored several other issues that while somewhat peripheral 
to mainstream political divisions as expressed in party loyalties, have, nevertheless, taken 
their place among other common issues in general public discourse, and whose findings help 
to provide further illumination of the issues relevant to this report. 

A. Constitutional Design: The Contentious Executive 
As a central issue that led to the disintegration of the successful 2002 NARC electoral 
‘composite’, and subsequently lay at the heart of the disagreements accounting for the defeat 
of the proposed draft constitution in November,84 the survey briefly explored views regarding 
the powers of the president. Several points emerge from the findings. 

First, a full two-thirds of Kenyans appear to agree that the current concentration of such 
powers is excessive.85 In terms of the country’s main ethnic communities, not even the 
Kikuyu, who may boast the present incumbent, are particularly content with the current 
constitution, as a clear plurality from this community hold this same view. 
 
Figure 4.1 
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Executive Powers Preference: By Ethnic Group
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84 In the aftermath of this defeat, in response to a question in a national survey as to which document should 
form the basis of any future efforts to produce a new constitution, the following distribution was obtained: the 
Bomas’ (i.e., 2003-04 National Constitutional Conference) draft = 70 percent; the proposed (and defeated) draft 
= 17 percent; the current constitution = 10 percent (Steadman Group, December, 2005). This survey was based 
on a random national sample of 2,000 respondents (resulting in a margin-of-error of +/- 2.2 percent). 
 
85 Given such a majority, the question arises as to why both the Moi and Kibaki regimes have so energetically 
defended the current system. Echoing Bratton and van de Walle’s description (cited above) of Africa’s neo-
patrimonial politics as largely a zero-sum game, see again, van de Walle’s (2003) compelling, comparative 
answer. How the system was so consolidated/concentrated in the immediate post-independence period under 
Prime Minister (and then President) Jomo Kenyatta is elaborated by Okoth-Ogendo (1972), but see, also, 
Gertzel (1970), Ghai and McCauslan (1970), and Leys (1975). 
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Notwithstanding such reservations, they do, nevertheless, stand out as over ten percent more-
supportive of this status quo than any other of Kenya's larger such groupings (at 37 percent, 
compared to 24 percent for the Luhya).  

For their part, the Luo make far more common political cause on this issue with the (largely 
pro-KANU) Kalenjin than with either of their other main (non-Mt. Kenya) partners in the 
2002 election-NARC alliance: the Kamba and the Luhya. Or, to put it another way: it is 
among only the Luo and Kalenjin that the “executive prime minister” position constitutes the 
plurality (and an outright majority, in the case of the former). Given the fact that Odinga, the 
most prominent Luo leader, has been publicly associated with this position since at least that 
election campaign, and that the Kalenjin, having held the presidency for nearly a quarter 
century under Daniel arap Moi, appear to perceive it as unobtainable for the time being, such 
results are similarly unsurprising. The overriding question, then, is how much these generally 
contrasting positions reflect perceptions of short-term political advantage as opposed to more 
immutable notions of ‘good’ or accountable governance (based here, on the constitutional 
structure of the executive). 
 
In this connection, while many additional important questions regarding the Kenyan political 
system’s institutional design could have been asked, these results do suggest how such 
competing criteria may be relevant to the results obtained on various other survey items as 
well. 

B. Women in Public Life 
 
While no attention has been directed so far at gender contrasts with regard to the findings 
presented (aside from the greater emphasis placed on HIV/AIDS by women, as discussed 
above in the context of Figure 2.5), several do emerge in the context of the next topic 
considered here through a set of specific questions included in the survey: the role of women 
in public life. One asked respondents why they thought so few women manage to enter 
parliament.86  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
86 At present, there are 10 elected and 8 nominated women there (out of a total of 210 elected and 12 nominated 
MPs), making a total of 9 percent.  By contrast, Uganda and Tanzania have 14 and 22 percent, respectively, 
though these higher numbers are a result not of statutory requirements but self-imposed criteria by political 
parties.  The 49 percent of women in the Rwandan parliament do owe such a presence to that country’s 
constitution, however (according to information supplied by Dr. Josephine Odhiambo). 
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Figure 4.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Why Do You Think So Few Women Are Elected To Parliament In Kenya?”

"Politics is a 'dirty game' that 
men know how to play better 

than women", 13%

"According to African culture, 
men are supposed to be the 

leaders, not women, who have 
difficulty winning the trust of 

voters", 37%

"Most women are too busy 
fulfilling their family/home 

responsibilities to have time for 
politics", 25%

"Few women consider that they 
have the qualities/experience 
required for politics, so few 

attempt to get party 
nominations", 28%

Others, 4%

RTA, 2%

 

Responses, while far from uniform, nevertheless overlap considerably in terms of 
culture/role-expectations regarding gender differences, and that are seen to depress their 
number.87  

Surprisingly, perhaps, when these responses are disaggregated by gender, hardly any 
differences emerge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
87 Perhaps it would also have been useful to ask a follow-up question: “How would you describe the kind of 
woman who has been able to overcome these barriers and succeed in electoral politics?”  Recall here the 1997 
election that saw, for the first time, a serious presidential contender, Charity Ngilu, who finished last among the 
five most serious candidates, though she did retain her parliamentary seat, while bringing over ten other MPs in 
her Social Democratic Party ‘coat-tails’.  She is currently the Minister of Health. 
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Figure 4.3 

“Why Do You Think So Few Women are Elected to Parliament in Kenya?”

By Gender
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And since, as noted, most of these reasons reflect deep-seated cultural values and practices, it 
is unclear how this situation might be changed, aside from the adoption of a statutory 
provision similar to that included in the proposed (and defeated) draft constitution that simply 
allocated a certain proportion (one-third) of the seats to women in various representative 
institutions (though just how the mechanism designed to achieve this was to have operated 
remained the subject of considerable disagreement, even among many of those who 
supported it).88 

Whatever the level of agreement between them regarding the causes of such low levels of 
representation, when asked whether such an increase in the female ‘population’ of elected 
leaders would, on its own, strengthen Kenyan democracy, a clear gap emerges between the 
genders, however. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
                                                 
88 For a summary of all “contentious issues” in the original ‘Bomas’ draft see, Institute for Education in 
Democracy (2004). 
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Figure 4.4 
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As shown (in Figure 4.4), women are more than twice as convinced of this gain as men, 
though, even here, those holding this view constitute a mere plurality rather than a firm 
majority (42 percent, compared to just 18 percent for men), with a full quarter undecided as 
to its impact, and nearly a third explicitly rejecting the idea that it constitutes an ipso facto 
democratic gain.89 It remains unclear, however, whether such less-than-overwhelming 
support for this position reflects more a lack of faith in the ability of women to contribute to 
public life, or rather, an understanding of ‘democracy’ that does not depend upon any 
particular ‘gender’ balance in order to achieve it. 

C. Civil Society/NGO Involvement in Public Affairs 
 

Opinions on the role of civil society organizations were also queried. At least when asked 
about them collectively, Kenyans express considerable confidence in them. Compared to 
politicians/political parties, for example, they earn nearly twice the level of support or 
confidence in terms of “honestly expressing the views of ordinary people.” 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
89 Nor do the results suggest that the views held by younger adults on this issue differ from those of older 
Kenyans. 
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Figure 4.5  
 

Perceived Civil Society Groups’ Agendas:
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And this support reaches an even higher level when the issue of the preferred relationship 
between such groups and the government is posed, with nearly three-quarters of our 
respondents embracing the notion of a strong government-civil society partnership (with only 
11 percent rejecting it). 

The degree to which such positive views stem from the role such groups play at the more 
distant, national level as opposed to personal familiarity with their practical work on the 
ground, however, cannot be adduced. 

D. External Assistance to Political Parties 
 
A final issue explored here is that of external assistance to political parties, done so by means 
of several questions, as found in Figure 4.6. 
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Figure 4.6 

Regarding External Assistance To Political Parties: Four Questions
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Whereas a clear but not overwhelming majority (57 percent) believe Kenya’s parties could be 
strengthened by such support, a slightly larger majority oppose their receiving this without 
supervision; on the contrary, there are decidedly robust majorities that favour reporting both 
the source and amount of any such assistance received. However, additional questions on the 
subject (probing, for example, views as to the criteria to be employed in determining which 
parties ought to receive such assistance, how much, and for what specific purposes) would 
have been necessary to determine the extent to which such caution reflects a general 
antipathy to the current (if ever-evolving) ‘gaggle’ of political parties,90 as opposed to simple 
mistrust as to how such assistance would actually be used. 
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90 There are now more than forty officially registered such groups. 
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Part V: Some Preliminary Composite Correlations 

A. An Approach to Analysis: Civic Awareness and Civic Participation 
 
As stated at the outset, based first on demographic characteristics, there are many ways of 
segmenting or disaggregating survey respondents in order to investigate their similarities and 
differences in terms of certain views or behaviour. Beyond such characteristics (several of 
which have been used in the presentation of results so far, such as ethnic identity, and 
gender), it is possible to create contrasting ‘portraits’ based on such characteristics as well as 
on responses to particular questions themselves that likewise may reveal an association of 
two or more variables, if not actually constituting a causal relationship.91 

Two that were developed and used here are those of civic awareness (‘CA’) and civic 
participation (‘CP’). To assign respondents’ levels of the former, each of the factual questions 
in the early section of the questionnaire (most of which simply required the correct names of 
certain officials)92 was given a numerical rating, based on its presumed level of difficulty.93 
Each respondent was then given a composite score, according to how many of these 
questions were answered correctly.  

Results were grouped, first, into five categories (Very High, High, Middle, Low and Very 
Low), and then, condensed into three (High, Middle and Low) for purposes of most of the 
correlation analysis used below.94  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
91 The distinction is simple, but crucial. For example, a higher percentage of people walking under one tree as 
opposed to another may contract a certain disease, but this does not mean the disease is caused by the tree. 
Rather, it may be that those passing under this tree were fetching water from a contaminated source, the actual 
cause of the problem. 
 
92 Included are Part I, Questions 1-6; see Appendix II. 
 
93 For example, naming the Director of the Kenya Anti-Corruption Commission earned more points than naming 
the President. 
 
94 While the cut-off points are arbitrary, the resulting categories aim to capture the distribution of these 
characteristics (here, of CA and CP) among the sampled population in a way that serves the intended purpose. It 
is possible, however, to re-assign scores and/or cut-off points in some other way if that is deemed more useful, 
or even to construct these (or other) composites based on different sets of questions.  
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Figure 5.1 

Composite Scoring of Civic Awareness (CA) and Civic Participation (CP) 
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For the entire sample, the CA distribution suggests that most Kenyans have an impressive 
level of awareness of public affairs, notwithstanding the clear impact that access to media 
(see below) – itself partly a reflection economic standing – has on such awareness. 

Figure 5.2 
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Our second measure – CP – was obtained in a similar way: by assigning a composite score 
for each respondent based on the answers to several questions relating to participation in 
public affairs. These activities range from discussing politics with friends or family to being a 
registered voter,95 and belonging to various types of organisations.96  

Figure 5.3 
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On this basis, respondents were somewhat more evenly distributed among the three 
categories than for CA, though specific results did reveal that a substantial number of people 
who appear reasonably aware of public affairs nevertheless are not particularly active in 
terms of the modes of participation covered in the survey.97 

                                                 
95 It should be pointed out here that being a young adult itself constitutes a negative bias with regard to such 
participation, given the significant numbers within this age group who cannot vote, due to lacking a national ID 
and/or a voter’s card. For example, only 43 percent in the 18-24 age group claim to have voted in last 
November’s constitutional referendum (as opposed to 66 percent overall), with 69 percent of this group stating 
they did not do so because of lacking either or both of these necessary documents. (The next most frequently 
given reason, being “too busy” at the time, was given by only 9 percent.) Likewise, in North Horr (now 
preparing for a by-election following the tragic plane crash that cost the lives of five MPs and nearly a dozen 
other senior officials), there are 17,539 registered voters out of an estimated 24,682 adults: “…youths who are 
18 years but are yet to be issued with identity cards constitute the difference” (‘Battle for North Horr pits 
Godana’s widow against former DC’, The Standard, 1 June, 2006, p. 6). 
 
96 This index is based on responses to Part I, Questions 9, 12a, 13a, and 14; again, see Appendix II. 
 
97 Several examples of this ‘participation-gap’ are presented below. This is not to imply, of course, that all 
Kenyans (like people everywhere) are equally interested in public affairs, even if their access to information – 
and thus ‘CA’ – was complete. 
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B. Civic Awareness Profiles 
 
Before looking at several correlations using our CA index, it should be noted that this 
measure of familiarity with public affairs is itself in large part a function of media access, 
rather than of any level of ‘understanding’ of Kenya’s political system. In this regard, as 
expected, access to radio is far more pervasive than to any other medium.98  

Figure 5.4 
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An indication of the logic of this measure can be seen when access to media is correlated 
with awareness of one of the indicators used to construct the CA index itself.99 As expected, 
those having a High level of CA have a collective frequency of media access of 85 percent, 

                                                 
98 In this connection note the high rate of access to daily television for urbanites (70 percent, compared to just 27 
percent for rural-dwellers). It may be assumed, however, that in both settings many viewers view broadcasts in 
bars, cafes and other such places, rather than on their own sets at home. 
  
99 Since access to radio is so widespread and access to magazines so rare, this composite is based on access to 
television and newspapers only. In addition, for correlation purposes here, the four frequencies have been 
combined into two: frequent and infrequent, the former based on daily/weekly access and the latter on several 
times a month/never. 
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those with a Middle level, 71 percent, and those with a Low level of CA, just 47 percent (in 
this frequency-access category).100  

Examining the initial five levels of CA in relation to selected demographic variables reveals 
several significant variations. For example, whereas 41 percent of all males were found to be 
in the Very High category, only 23 percent of females were so placed. The same general 
correlation is seen when just the three basic categories are used, as seen in Figure 5.5. 

Figure 5.5 
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Less dramatic but still significant, urbanites are somewhat better informed than rural 
dwellers, with 10 percent more of the former in the Very High and High categories combined 
(79 percent) than the latter (69 percent).101  

Educational attainment likewise measurably affects such CA, though age does so to only a 
slight degree, aside from younger adults (18-24) who appear to pay less attention to public 
life.  

                                                 
100 In looking at these figures, it should not be assumed that such awareness-levels are completely determined by 
media access in terms of being able to correctly answer the questions; rather, media access should be seen as 
part of a wider set of characteristics that determine a person’s knowledge of public ‘facts’, including income, 
and (as noted) interest. 
 
101 As elsewhere, the higher error-margins when using such sub-groups of the sample presented earlier should be 
kept in mind. 
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Even when using just the three basic categories (High, Middle, and Low) similar results are 
evident. In terms of religion, however, there is a clear divide between Christians (of whatever 
denomination) on the one hand, and Muslims, on the other, with the percentage of those in 
the High category barely half what it is for all Christian groups.102 

Figure 5.6 
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Moving to ethnic identity, the main distinction is between the higher ratings for Kalenjin and 
Kikuyu compared to the rest. 

                                                 
102 The actual mix of the factors that account for this gap as well as their relative influence must await further 
analysis, and to some extent, a larger sample. Nevertheless, this correlation should not be taken to mean that 
there is something about the religious practices or teachings of the two religions that account for this difference. 
Rather, we expect it rests upon entirely secular contrasts, beginning with education and income levels. 
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Civic Awareness: By Ethnic Identity
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Figure 5.7 

 

The relative high position for the latter may be explained by their comparative advantage in 
terms of education, with a total of 57 percent of those sampled having gone beyond 
secondary school (the next nearest group, the Luhya, having only 39 percent).  But education 
clearly does not explain the first place position of the Kalenjin, with only 12 percent having 
gone beyond secondary school; rather, such awareness may at least partly reflect a major 
process of communal ‘re-adjustment’ to being out of power (and the uncertainties this 
implies) after having enjoyed it for more than two decades.103 

Variations in provincial terms (based on the initial five categories of CA) should also be 
noted, with Very High levels ranging from 41 and 39 percent in Rift Valley (whose largest 
population groups are the Kalenjin and the Kikuyu104) and Nairobi provinces, to lows of 21 

                                                 
103 This leading position of the Kalenjin is even more intriguing given that this community’s population is far 
more rural than urban (15 to 85 percent), thus making it the least urbanized of the country’s main ethnic groups.  
It is likewise the case that the frequency of media access for the Kikuyu is more than twice that for the Kalenjin 
in terms of all three measures employed in this survey (television, radio, newspapers).  Finally, here, while 
Embu respondents actually surpass even the Kalenjin in terms of the highest levels of CA, constituting only 2 
percent of the entire sample, this figure is too low to either have statistical significance or to significantly raise 
the “Kikuyu” rating if they were added together. 
 
104 Together, they comprise two-thirds of the province’s total population according to our sample, with 44 and 
22 percent, respectively.  The accuracy of such figures is evident when compared with those from another 
survey recently undertaken by The Steadman Group, in which a sample of 2,000 yielded 41 and 20 percent for 
these two groups, respectively, in this province. 
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and 18 percent in Coast and North Eastern Provinces, respectively. Based on general levels of 
development/marginalisation, such results are expected, indicating the general utility of this 
measure. 

Finally, here, levels of CA may be examined in terms of educational and household income 
levels, themselves interdependent to a considerable degree (as already mentioned).105 

Figure 5.8 
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105 Of course, as the latter, unlike the former, is a collective (i.e., family) attribute, its correlation with such an 
individual attribute as CA is likely to be weaker, as was found to be the case. 
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Figure 5.9 

Civic Awareness: By Household Income
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Altogether, then, it is clear that whatever the impact on CA of civic education,106 for 
example, it is correlated primarily with socio-economic factors, beginning with economic 
standing, itself highly dependent on educational levels, which are, in turn, largely (but far 
from entirely) determined by family background (not interrogated in this survey). 

C. Civic Participation Profiles 
 
Turning to CP, it must be first recognized that this is a more complex construct than CA, 
since actually doing something requires both awareness and motivation. And this latter 
attribute itself reflects a combination of internal (individual) and external (especially 
contextual-systemic) factors. Regarding the former, for example, people with little sense of 
self-worth, or engulfed in such poverty that the opportunity-cost of public engagement is 
simply too high, are less likely to engage in the kinds of activities that comprise this index. 
External factors that determine the balance between the perceived benefits and effort/risks 
associated with them are also critical. Among the negative ones that may be assumed to 
militate against higher levels of participation range from fears of general violence or 
personally-targeted victimization, to inadequate local infrastructure that hinder 
transport/attendance at various public events captured by this indicator.  

                                                 
106 This issue was not addressed in this survey. 
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With regard to one variable in particular that has been used to construct these CP profiles, it 
may first be noted that of all respondents, 82 percent reported being registered voters, of 
whom 66 percent claimed to have voted in last year’s referendum on the proposed new 
constitution. Based on such numbers, however, the turn-out figure is 80 percent, far above the 
official figure (53.7 percent), raising serious doubts about the honesty of (some) respondents 
on these two questions.107 

Before presenting several correlations between contrasting levels of CP with other indicators, 
it is useful to test one ‘external’ factor in relation to this CP composite (as noted, that is based 
on various modes of participation in public life, including being party members, registering 
and voting in elections, etc.): whether it is influenced by the degree of competitiveness in the 
local political terrain (i.e., higher where no party is dominant, and lower where one is).  

Before attempting to do this, Figure 5.10 presents the distribution of responses by those 
stating that they reside in an area where a particular party is predominant among the various 
parties.108 
 
Figure 5.10  

Locally Dominant Political Party 

(Based on 79% Expressing Alignment)

Liberal Democratic Party 
(LDP), 25%

Kenya African National Union 
(KANU), 21%

FORD-People, 3%

Democratic Party of Kenya 
(DP), 3%

NARC-Kenya, 3%

FORD-Kenya, 7%

National Alliance Rainbow 
Coalition (NARC), 36%

 

 

                                                 
107 Even more dubious was the 92 percent turn-out figure obtained in the 2003 Kenya Afrobarometer survey, 
which the authors questioned (Wolf et al, 2004: 34). For purposes of this survey, this ‘dishonesty-margin’ also 
increases the ‘high’ rating within the CP index itself, given that (the claim of) being a registered voter is one of 
the factors included. 
 
108 18 percent stated there was no such locally dominant party, while another 2 percent were unable or refused to 
answer the question. 
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As shown, these distributions do not vary markedly from the expressed level of political 
alignment (as shown above in Figure 3.7). 

The next question is whether the presence of such a locally dominant party determined 
election outcomes, with the most competitive contests actually occurring at the intra-party 
(nomination) stage.  Table 5.1 presents these findings, dividing our entire sample (shown as 
“Total”) into three groups: those considering that there is such a party in their area, those 
considering there is none, and those who are unsure about this, and, based on these ‘facts on 
the ground’, whether once party nominations are over, the winner on polling day can be 
(almost always) identified before the polling stations open. 

Table 5:1 
             Predictiability of Actual Election Outcome After Party Nominations: For MP/Councillor
                                     By Presence/Absence of a Locally Dominant Party

MP Councillor MP Councillor MP Councillor MP Councillor
% % % % % % % %

Completely 67 58 70 61 56 51 25 13
Somewhat 14 19 13 19 19 21 8 17
Not At All 8 10 7 9 12 15 13 13
Not Sure 11 13 1 11 13 14 50 50
RTA 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 8

Total A Dominant Party No Dominant Party Not Sure/RTA

 

 

The results, while not absolute in terms of their correlations, do appear to reflect such local 
realities.  For example, in locally dominant party areas, 70 and 61 percent of respondents 
believe election-day outcomes for MPs and Councillors, respectively, can be known once 
such nominations have been conducted; by contrast, where no party enjoys such status, 56 
and 51 percent of respondents, respectively, believe that this is the case, regarding the future 
occupants of these two seats.109  And here it should again be recalled that this situation 
appears to obtain in most of the country (at least since the return to multi-party politics in 
1992), with nearly four-fifths of respondents acknowledging the ‘domination’ – or at least 
preponderant influence – of one party or the other where they live (the base of Figure 5.10). 

Also relevant here, in terms of electoral participation, beyond the conflation of a national 
(presidential) election with these two local contests (that would encourage turn-out however 
certain the outcomes of these latter contests might be assumed to be), is the fact that given the 
weakness of partisan identity, highly popular people can ‘migrate’ to nearly any party that 
will have them.  On this basis, likely winners can often (as stated above) be identified in 
advance, based on such ascriptive factors as ethnicity, clan or even religious affiliation, or 
individual factors, such as character (i.e., generosity) or past achievements.110 

                                                 
109 It should be noted, however, that occasionally when a more popular candidate is ‘rigged out’ of the 
nomination of a locally dominant party, another (and often largely obscure) party is used as a temporary 
electoral vehicle to at least get on the ballot. Further, since the Electoral Commission of Kenya has no 
responsibility for overseeing intra-party affairs, the ‘irregularities’ (including bribery, intimidation and violence) 
are often even more blatant at this stage of the electoral process. Finally, the fact that party ‘bosses’ on occasion 
‘dish-out’ nominations (mentioned above) means that some of them are obtained without actual contestation. 
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Keeping such considerations in mind, it was also deemed useful to ask whether the 
presence/absence of a locally dominant party affects overall participation in public affairs.  
Stated in terms of an hypothesis, the assumption is that uncertainty in election outcomes 
encourages at least some aspects of CP, since potential voters in more competitive areas can 
be less confident as to who the winners will be (whatever party or candidate they support).  

Looking at the results, however, the correlations, though not strong, actually run in the 
opposite direction of what would have been expected: CP levels are lower in areas where no 
particular party is dominant.111 Whether this is because (1) such uncertainty is associated 
with risk (e.g., communal tensions, violence), (2) such uncertainty itself reflects a lack of 
interest in politics, (3) Kenyans are more motivated when affected by the euphoria associated 
by a sense of local consensus, or (4) some other factor(s) cannot be discerned 112.  

Figure 5.11 
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Moving on, disparities similar to those found for CA were found in terms of several, but not 
all, of the demographic variables cited above. For example, males in the combined categories 
of Very High and High were 43 percent, compared to just 27 percent for females.  
                                                                                                                                                        
 
111 Whether even at the time of the survey, respondents’ views of the degree of competitiveness of the local 
political environment are correct, is another issue (and one that would require further investigation). 
 
112 As noted above, this correlation is at least partly undermined by the fact that the election for the presidency is 
held on the same day as parliamentary and civic contests, so that the excitement and uncertainty about the 
former probably ‘evens-out’ a considerable degree of local variation in this regard. This relationship could be 
tested further, however, by examining turn-out figures across the country, and over time. 
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This contrast, significant if modest, is just as visible in the results presented here in terms of 
our three basic categories. 

Figure 5.12 

Civic Participation: By Gender
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A similar variation occurs in terms of setting (urban/rural) which contrasts with the somewhat 
higher levels of CA in urban areas: that the level of CP among this population is decidedly 
lower than for rural-dwellers, with 40 percent of the latter in the High category, but only 29 
percent for city and town-dwellers.113  

 

 

 
 

                                                 

 59

113 It may be recalled here that the last three general elections were held during the last week of December when 
many urbanites had gone to the rural homes for holidays/annual leave and were thus too far from the (urban) 
polling stations where the majority of them had registered to vote (about which also see below). 
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Figure 5.13 

Civic Participation: By Setting
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Whether urbanites’ lower level of engagement reflects a more youthful population (who are 
less likely to be registered voters, to start with, as noted), a significant proportion of people 
who remain oriented to a rural home (but who, due to their absence, cannot fully participate 
there114), or other reasons, requires further investigation. 

Such considerations appear validated by the provincial results, where among Nairobi’s (entire 
urban) population, only 23 percent are found within these two highest categories, lower than 
any other province except North Eastern (at only 6 percent). In this latter case, the area’s 
extreme level of marginalization (along with scattered and shifting settlements, great 
distances and meagre infrastructure) appear to account for such a dismal figure, where harsh 
living conditions (and perhaps also, periodic insecurity) leave little room for the ‘luxury’ of 
‘mainstream’ civic engagement. At the same time, in addition to North Eastern, a much 
greater section of the population in Coast, Rift Valley and Nyanza Provinces also finds itself 
in the Very Low category than Nairobi, adding some qualification to this contrast. 

                                                 
114 It may also be assumed that those who have only recently moved to town from the countryside will require 
some ‘lead-time’ before becoming actively engaged in public affairs, even should they desire to do so; in 
addition, those whose intended stay in town is short-term may not ever bother to do so. In the Transparency 
International-Kenya urban governance study, nearly one in five urban residents was found to be registered in a 
rural home, with rates for doing so varying considerably across the twenty cities and towns included in the 
survey (2006: 21). In the current survey, for example, a slightly higher incidence of voter registration was found 
for rural dwellers (84 percent) as compared to those in urban areas (78 percent). 
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Its correlation is higher (if modestly so), however, with regard to age, with the level of 
participation rising clearly with one’s years.  

 61
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With regard to religion, no real differences exit between different Christian denominations, 
though the markedly higher level of Low CP among Muslims (roughly 20 percent more than 
all Christian groups), stands out, as seen in Figure 5.14. 
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Figure 5.15 

 

Whether such lower levels of participation by Muslims reflects choice, or rather certain 
impediments they encounter in attempting to do so (such as the problem in proving 
citizenship and thus obtaining ID and voters’ cards, or just accessing information about 
public affairs) cannot be determined. 

The final variable used here is ethnic identity, for which no significant variations emerged, 
aside from the slightly greater High CP frequency among Luhya.115 

                                                 
115 It is not clear what would account for this, especially since the Luhya are distinguished from other ethnic 
groups neither by their educational nor income level. Again, however, note the larger error margins associated 
with these sub-groups of the entire sample. 
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Figure 5.16 
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D. CA by CP, CP by CA, and Several Other Correlations 
 
Finally, we present results that cross-tabulate CA by CP, and then CP by CA. The assumption 
here is that if each indicator is measuring what it purports to, CP should be higher among 
those with higher levels of CA (and the inverse also holding true), as should CA among those 
with higher levels of CP. 
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Figure 5.17a 
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Our results confirm these assumptions, but with a moderate, interesting variation: that CA 
predicts CP better than CP predicts CA. Specifically, for example, of those with a high level 
of CA, 45 percent have a High level of CP; whereas among those with a High level of CP, 67 
percent have a High level of CA. In other words, it seems that participating in civic affairs 
depends considerably upon a concomitant level of CA. But having such a level of CA does 
not necessarily mean people will so engage; too many other factors appear to intervene at the 
level of motivation, and action, thereby somewhat depressing this correlation. 

This latter finding appears to be one much worth tracking.  In particular, if those with higher 
levels of CA increasingly ‘exit’ from legal, mainstream forms of participation in public 
affairs, this could constitute an indicator of declining legitimacy of the political system. 

This modest contrast can also be seen when these two composite indicators are correlated 
with a specific action (not included in the CP composite): having voted in the constitutional 
referendum last November (for which we use all five levels of engagement, rather than just 
the three condensed, or ‘banded’, ones). 

Figure 5.18  

“Did You Vote in the Recent (November 21st) Referendum on the Draft Constitution?”:
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As mentioned above, 66 percent reported they did so,116 with a slightly higher proportion of 
rural-dwellers (70 percent) than urbanites (60 percent), and a similar gap between men (72 
percent) and women (59 percent). For the composite CA and CP indicators, while higher 
levels for both are clearly associated with this act of participation, it is stronger with regard to 
the latter (which, as stated, did not include responses to this question in its construction). 
                                                 
116 Though recall the earlier caution based on apparent over-reporting on this question. 
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Clear, if moderate, correlations are also seen in connection with seeking audience with an 
elected official, although it is significantly stronger with regard to Councillors than to MPs. 
 
Figure 5.19  

“Have You Ever Gone To See Your Councillor, For Help Or Any General Discussions?”:

 By CA and CP
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Figure 5.20 

“Have You Ever Gone To See Your MP, Or Any MP for Help Or Any General Discussions?”
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Notwithstanding the fact that a slightly higher percentage of people attempt to see their 
Councillor in the first place (as shown above, 18 percent, versus 13 percent for MPs), the 
stronger correlation for those with High CP (32 percent versus just 18 percent with regard to 
MPs) may stem from the fact that Councillors are viewed (as also noted earlier) more as 
‘civic agents’ (i.e., ‘problem-solvers’, including as sources of useful information) in the 
locality; MPs, by contrast, are seen more as ‘benefactors’, and whose ‘attractiveness’ is less 
confined to constituents in any particular economic or ‘agenda’ category. This is clearly 
another case where the findings could best be supplemented by more in-depth, qualitative 
research, however. 

Taking into account all these examples (and repeating an earlier point), it should not be 
assumed that the particular composite indicators used (CA, CP) are necessarily the most 
important; this should be determined by those actually making use of the data-set, according 
to their particular purpose(s). Rather, it is to suggest that constructing such composites and 
using them to interrogate the results beyond simply presenting aggregate responses to 
particular questions allow for an analysis that helps us to better understand actors and issues 
in Kenyan public life. 
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Conclusion: Civic Awareness, Civic Participation, and Governance 
Programming 

A. Civic Engagement: A Two-Edged Sword? 
 

The emphasis in the above analysis on CA and CP might imply a belief that high levels of 
both in any country are good – if not necessary – for a functioning democracy. In this regard, 
it cannot be disputed that citizens who do not know their rights, or have little interest in 
engaging with public institutions in order to secure them or express other opinions, are in a 
much weaker position in demanding a certain level of performance from such institutions, or 
effecting changes in them if it is not forthcoming. Almond and Verba concisely summarized 
this argument: 

Theorists of democracy from Aristotle to Bryce have stressed that democracies are 
maintained by active citizen participation in civic affairs, by a high level of 
information about public affairs, and by a widespread sense of civic responsibility 
[1965: 9]. 

At the same time, it has been shown that for newly independent countries, especially those 
grappling with problems of severe poverty and inequality and/or without a strong sense of 
national identity (often, sadly, a consequence of either bloody, internal conquest or 
international conflict), too much awareness and participation can be as dangerous as too little. 
That is, if the ‘demand side’ of public life is overloaded, making it impossible for the ‘supply 
side’ to begin to fulfil such demands, the entire system may be endangered. As a prominent 
student of historical political change has pointed out: 

The stability of any given polity depends upon the level of political participation and 
the level of political institutionalization. The level of political institutionalization in a 
society with a low level of political participation may be much lower than it is in a 
society with a much higher level of political participation, and yet the society with 
lower levels of both may be more stable than the society having a higher level 
institutionalization and a still higher level of participation. Political stability, we have 
argued, depends upon the ratio of institutionalization to participation. As political 
participation increases, the complexity, autonomy, adaptability and coherence of the 
society’s political institutions must also increase if political stability is to be 
maintained [Huntingon, 1968: 79].117 

Or, as Bratton and van de Walle put it more recently: 

…[T]he recent literature has sometimes assumed a simple positive correlation 
between the strength of associational life and the success of democratic government.  
In fact, this positive link is far from certain, for associational groups may make 
demands on the state that it is incapable of processing, potentially leading to either 
repression or regime instability [1997: 255]. 
 

As such, voter registration and turn-out rates that are far below universal, as well, perhaps, as 
mass followings of religious sects that emphasize rewards in the ‘after-life’ as opposed to 
                                                 
117 Huntington’s subsequent distinction between the “mass society” and the “participant society” is also relevant 
(1968: 88-89). Recent work on demographic dynamics in Africa, however, makes a compelling case for age-
analysis (i.e., the ‘youth-bulge’) in explaining uncontrolled ‘participation’ in the form of regime-threatening 
violence (Staveteig, 2004). 
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justice and service delivery in this one, may be considered as essential ‘safety-valves’ in the 
face of a set of public institutions (or indeed, an entire political system) that fails to serve its 
intended purposes. Perhaps more important, certain forms of ‘participation’, such as that in 
political militias (noted above) and the kind of vigilante gangs (such as Mungiki) that may 
also offer opportunities for economic mobility as well as other ‘benefits’, can constitute a 
direct threat to the kind of ‘active and responsible citizenship’ that Almond and Verba 
probably had in mind.118 

This is not to say that we are taking a position on such ‘accountability-diversions’ as good, or 
otherwise. The point is, rather, that we have attempted to present (a sample of) the results of 
this survey in an unbiased manner – that is, without a conviction of how things should be as 
opposed to how they are. These sorts of judgments are to be made by those contemplating 
these findings, and using them for whatever their particular purposes may be. 

B. Back to Programming 
 

This survey was undertaken not on behalf of, or to directly influence, those in (or who would 
want to ascend to) power in Kenya.119 Rather, its aim was to inform those undertaking 
programmatic interventions through NGOs and other civic groups, as well as their sponsoring 
organization, the WFD. At the same time, it may serve as a baseline (or in-progress ‘snap-
shot’), against which the findings from future similar surveys may be compared.120 

Given the fact that programmatic interventions themselves target relatively few people from 
amongst an entire population, to make the most effective use of the data obtained in this 
survey, it may be worth also considering the ways in which its findings – and the various 
interpretations based upon them – can be disseminated to the general public as well. 

The spirit in which such efforts are made should be based on a pair of understandings: that 
progress has been achieved over the last decade in Kenya, but that the deeper process of 
democratic consolidation lies ahead, for the most part. As such, whatever the magnitude of 
recent gains in terms of formal structures of democratic participation, the realities on the 
ground encourage considerable caution in reaching conclusions regarding secured 
governance gains, as elsewhere, in sub-Saharan Africa. As Bratton and van de Walle also 
cautioned: 

…If clientelist practices continue to dominate politics and political elites are wedded 
to democracy only in so far as it enhances their power and influence, it is difficult to 
imagine much progress in the institutionalization and legitimization of democracy. 
Regular multiparty elections will change the form in which political actors pursue the 
control of the state apparatus and its resources but not the logic of their behaviour. 
Mechanisms of accountability and transparency will continue to be thwarted, while 
widespread clientelism, corruption and patronage will undermine citizens’ confidence 
in democratic institutions, leading to instability and the possibility to a return to more 
overt forms of authoritarian rule… Multiparty elections of uncertain outcome may be 

                                                 
118 Anderson (2002) and Katumanga (2005) offer portraits of such activities, with strong political overtones, in 
several Nairobi slums. 
 
119 At the same time, we believe that the present (or would-be) members of the political class would benefit from 
a consideration of its findings. 
  
120 Its utility in comparing selected results with previous surveys, such as those of the Afrobarometer of 2003 
and 2005, has already been mentioned. 
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regularly convened; but at the same time, civil and political rights are not fully 
respected between elections and various sections of the population are effectively co-
opted or intimidated. Moreover, formal democratic politics at the national level 
coexist with the informal, arbitrary and clientelistic traditions at the local level [1997: 
235-6]. 

And such a characterization points again to the challenge of building upon such gains that are 
now in hand: 

 …[W]e adopt the literature’s preferred definition of democratic consolidation 
as a long-term process of legitimization and institutionalization….The more 
immediate and relevant issue, however, is whether these democracies will survive at 
all, or whether they will suffer reversals to authoritarian rule…Is there a relationship 
between short-term survival and long-term consolidation?...Democratic rule will not 
survive if the new order does not enjoy either elite or popular backing, or if political 
elites manipulate democratic rules in pursuit of personal interests [1997: 236]. 

If the findings from this survey, accompanied by the preliminary analysis offered above, as 
well as by other (and possibly quite different) interpretations made by those who may 
examine them, make some contribution to meeting this challenge, then it will have been 
worth the effort to obtain them. And in this connection, the first and most important 
individuals to thank should be the 1,008 Kenyans who made themselves available for the 
time-consuming interviews upon which it is based, followed closely, needless to say, by those 
who sought them out and conducted those interviews. 

To them all, let us say, “Asanteni sana!” 
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APPENDIX I: 
 

 SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
 
 
The target population for this survey was all Kenyan adults aged 18 and above (i.e., voting 
age). A sample size of 1,008 respondents was drawn. The maximum margin of error 
attributed to sampling and other random effects of this sample size is +/- 3.1 percent margin 
at a 95 percent confidence level.  
 
To achieve this sample a randomized multi-stage stratified design using probability-
proportional-to-size (PPS) was used. The administrative districts with a higher population 
size, therefore, had a proportionately higher sample size allocation. This 48 included are (by 
province): 
 
Nairobi:  Nairobi  
Coast:   Mombasa, Kwale, Kilifi, Malindi  
Eastern:  Embu, Meru North, Meru Central, Meru, Makueni, Machakos, Mwingi, Kitui  
Central:  Nyeri, Kirinyaga, Nyandarua, Maragua, Murang’a, Thika, Kiambu  
Rift Valley: Uasin Gishu, Trans-Nzoia, Laikipia, Subukia, Turkana, Kericho, Bureti, 

Bomet, Nakuru, Nandi, West Pokot, Kajiado, Narok  
Western:  Kakamega, Mumias/Butere, Bungoma, Busia, Vihiga  
Nyanza:  Kisumu, Nyando, Siaya, Rachuonyo, Migori, Homa Bay, Kisii, Gucha, 

Nyamira  
North Eastern: Garissa 
 
The interviews were conducted at the household level to allow for pure random-sampling, 
thereby ensuring full representation of the various demographics, and for quality control (i.e., 
they allow respondents more time to respond to questions as compared to street interviews, 
and the interview process is less likely to be disrupted). The survey instrument was a semi-
structured questionnaire, having both open and close-ended questions. 
 
Respondents were allowed to choose between two languages for purposes of the interview 
(English or Swahili), though all verbatim answers were recorded in English.  Half (50 
percent) of the interviews were conducted in each of these languages. 
 
All the interviews were conducted between 6-16 April, 2006. 
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