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Kenyans and Democracy: What Do They Really Want Frm It Anyway?
Abstract

Between 2003 and 2005, satisfaction with “the weasndcracy works in Kenyadropped a full 26
percentage points, plummeting from 79 percent BB326€o just 53 percent by 2005. This does not appe
to bode well for democracy in Kenya. But thereraumerous practical and analytical questions about
what “satisfaction with democracy” really meansaivih measures, and whether it matters. Some
analysts have argued that the very concept andingeahsatisfaction with democracy is ambiguous] an
that the measure should be abandoned. Othergriéggara useful summary indicator of support for a
regime. To answer some of these questions, wgzanhhks between declines in satisfaction with
democracy and indicators of system support, syfteetion, and incumbent performance. We find that
satisfaction with democracy is actually a very ukgfdicator, revealing important things about what
Kenyans expect democracy to do for them and tloeies/. Arguing that we should abandon this
indicator in part because it is linked to peopledsying hopes and values concerning their political
system therefore overlooks one of its lstyengths In particular, it helps to show which of the man
“promises” of democracy Kenyans are most interestesgeing fulfiled. Among other things, we find
that having “the right institutions” matters to Kems, but they wardutputseven more, both political
ones as well as more instrumental or material oAesl the democratic output that is most on Kenyans
minds isequality, both political and economic. More than anythitge, Kenyans hope that democracy
will bring about a more equitable distribution gfpmrtunity and resources in their society. Growing
dissatisfaction with the current constitution amhgpointment in the government’s handling of the
reform process also played a key role in declisatgsfaction.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Between 2003 and 2005, satisfaction with “the wasndcracy works in Kenyadropped a full 26
percentage points, plummeting from 79 percent B82€o just 53 percent by 2005. This does not appe
to bode well for democracy in Kenya. But thereraumerous practical and analytical questions about
what “satisfaction with democracy” really meansatvih measures, and whether it matters.

Some analysts have argued, for example, that tlyecemcept and meaning of satisfaction with
democracy is ambiguous, and that the measureeipneted inconsistently. They suggest it should be
abandoned. Others regard it as a useful summdigaitor of support for a regime, more so than ffier t
current government. They also note, however,rgiondents in newer democracies such as Kenya's
may understand the question differently.

To answer some of these questions about whatyihany, these declines in satisfaction with demogra
mean for Kenya, we first examine responses togihéstion in detail, and then analyze their links to
several types of indicators, including indicatofs o

» System support support for democracy and its formal rules arstitutions;

» System functior the quality of theolitical outputsof these formal rules and institutions; and

* Incumbent performance popular evaluations of the government’s dayag-erformance.

Regardingchanges in satisfaction with democracy across socio-demographic groups, we find

* Whereas positive attitudes were quite widespreddelatively consistent across groups in 2003,
as dissatisfaction has grown, greater cross-grdtggehces are observed.

* In particular, the gaps between young and old, amehwomen, educated and uneducated, and
urban and rural have all widened between 2003 808.2Young people are particularly
disillusioned relative to their elders.

» By far the most noticeable cross-group differerareswith respect to ethnicity. Satisfaction with
democracy has increased by 1 percent among the, Mhiie falling by 43 percent among the
Kamba.

Declines are also observed in almost all othercatdirs, but these changes range from insignifitant
quite substantial.
Among indicators of system support:
e Support for democracy is down by just 5 percent sbhpport for the constitution has collapsed,
dropping by 24 percent.
» Kenyans remain somewhat unconvinced about the iieémultiparty competition, but the
shifts that have occurred in this measure areivelgtsmall.
Among indicators of system function:
* In 2005, over three-quarters still said that freed@f speech, association and voting were better
protected in 2005 than they had been a few yedicsehe
» All indicators concerning equality, however, seeked declines. In particular, just 41 percent
thought that equal treatment of all groups by gorent had improved in the past few years,
compared to 65 percent in 2003.
Among indicators of incumbent performance:
» Extremely positive evaluations of the governmehgadling of education are down, but not by
much (94 to 85 percent).
* Kenyans are far more pessimistic about the statieeofconomy in 2005 at both the national and
personal levels. A majority (54 percent) now i national economy as “fairly” or “very bad.”
» Likewise, ratings of the government’s economic pemiance have plummeted, led by marks for
general management of the economy, which fell f8@npercent to 51 percent.
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» The worst declines in government performance ratingwever, concern the fight against
corruption, which saw a collapse of 45 percentagetp (85 percent down to 40 percent).

* The president lost the approval of about one-quaft&enyans, falling from his position as the
most popular leader across 16 countries in 200 €9@ent) to the middle of the pack (65
percent).

Findings

Satisfaction with democracy is, in fact, a veryfubmdicator in Kenya, revealing important thingisout
what Kenyans expect democracy to do for them aeid slociety. It helps to show which of the many
“promises” of democracy Kenyans are most interestesgeing fulfilled. In particular, we find that:

» Satisfaction with democracy is indeed a summaricatdr, which combines evaluations of
system suppofto a lesser extent) with evaluations of bsyistem functioandincumbent
performancegto a greater extent). Having “the right insiibais” matters to Kenyans’ evaluations
of democracy, but they wantitputseven more, both political ones as well as morungental
or material ones.

* Socio-demographic factors play at most a smallirolgetermining variations in these measures.
This is especially surprising with regard to etltyicgiven the wide variation in satisfaction with
democracy seen across this variable. Ethnicity, thayever, still play an important “behind the
scenes” role, as several attitudes and evaluafeogs of equality, constitutional reform, and
others) that are clearly linked to satisfactionvdemocracy vary significantly with ethnic
identity.

» The democratic output that is most on Kenyans’ miisequality, both political and economic.
More than anything else, Kenyans hope that demgavdcbring about a more equitable
distribution of opportunity and resources in tlsgiciety. Moreover, there is evidence that
Kenyans are concerned abegualitynot only for themselves and their own ethnic grdug
rather, that they see it as an important goalHerttenefit of all groups in society.

* But Kenyans also expect democracy to bring themhnmoare concrete benefits as well. First,
they expect it to deliver more honest and effed@aslers. Second, they count on democracy to
help them solve their most immediate and pressiaglpms, especially by reducing corruption,
strengthening the economy, and improving safetysaedrity. The prediction that support for
the current government along with these more imatedind instrumental evaluations of
performance would play a greater role in deterngjriive level of satisfaction with democracy in
a newer democracy like Kenya’s is borne out.

» Finally, it is clear that the constitutional debh#es played a key role in Kenyans’ evaluations of
democracy over the past several years. Growirgatisgaction with the current constitution and
disappointment in the government’s handling ofréferm process are among the most important
factors resulting in declining satisfaction withnatgcracy in 2005.

Thus, analysts who argue that we should abandfesdion with democracy as an indicator in part
because it is linked to people’s varying hopes\aldes concerning their political system have
overlooked one of the kestrength=of this indicator. People can and should rater ttheinocracies
according to their own understandings, values, figpel expectations. The satisfaction with demgcrac
indicator can help us to look inside those undaditays and explore Kenyans’ aspirations for theino
political future.
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INTRODUCTION

Between 2003 and 2005, satisfaction with “the weasndcracy works in Kenya” dropped a full 26
percentage points. Two successive Afrobarometeegs show that it plummeted from a continent-
leading high (among 16 countries) of 79 percer(@3, to a bare majority of just 53 percent by 2005
On first blush, this does not appear to bode veglbiemocracy in Kenya. But there are numerous
practical and analytical questions about what &atition with democracy” really means, what it
measures, and whether it matters that must be sslttdoefore we can draw any conclusions.

This analysis explores the concept of satisfaatidth democracy, addressing these questions al®ut it
validity, and examining what this indicator tells about Kenya'’s political evolution in the earlyspioi
era. We find that, contrary to some assertiortgsfaation with democracy is indeed a useful measun
fact, decomposing satisfaction with democracy tgdlsome vitally important things about what Kersyan
really want from democracy. To begin with, we fihat the way Kenyans assess their own satisfaction
with democracy is not uni-dimensional. Rathersfagtion is a complex and multi-faceted concept —
what some have termed a “summary measure.” lucapelements of support for democratic institigion
and structuressfystem suppartperceptions of how well democracy functionsiiagtice gystem

function), and evaluations of the performance of the incumgexernmentgovernment performange

Several key findings stand out. Most significanthe main hope Kenyans’ have for democracy isithat
will set the country on the path toward a more &dplé distribution of political and economic

opportunity. The success or failure of the governtin treating all people equally is the numbeg on
factor determining Kenyans’ satisfaction with demamy. Kenyans also value their democratic freedoms
of speech, association and voting, and these tostitate a fundamental part of what they expeanfro
democracy.

But they also have more down-to-earth, daily, unsental expectations of the benefits that a
democratically elected government should yieldt INoeasonably, Kenyans hope that democracy will
provide them with an effective and honest leader wém tackle the country’s most pressing problems,
especially the struggling economy and an enviroriraEpervasive corruption. To the extent thagitd

to do so, democracy will be regarded, at bestphsapartial success.

In sum, we find that satisfaction with democracyraatually be amspeciallyuseful indicator in newer
democracies where popular understandings and extjmers of democracy are not well understood. In
young and partial democracies such as Kenya's, ddrabcracy means and what hopes people have for
it are still uncertain and contested. Survey neteaxplores these questions in a variety of whgth
direct and indirect. We ask Kenyans and othercafis, for example, what democracy means to them,
and we have in the past asked about “the most timlskeatures” of a democracy. But understandiog h
Kenyans come to their individual assessments ofodeatic satisfaction opens a new window onto the
guestion of what, first and foremost, they realtyp democracy will do for them and their countiry.
particular, it helps us to identify which of themerous “promises” of democracy they value mostliyigh
To some extent this finding turns the argumenttho$e who oppose the use of the satisfaction with
democracy indicator on their heads. In fact, [&gibecause people rate democracies accordihgito t
own understandings, values, hopes and expectatioasndicator offers significant insights.
Simultaneously, it also has value as a summarg#tdi for cross-country comparative analysis.

Before exploring these and related issues, wed@stribe the surveys’ parameters.
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SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY

The first Kenya Afrobarometer survey was condudiedng August and September 2003. It went to the
field less than eight months after the countryfedimark transition from 24 years under Presidenti€an
arap Moi (and 39 under the Kenyan African Natidoalon (KANU)) to a new government under the
leadership of Mwai Kibaki and the National AllianRainbow Coalition (NARC). The second was
conducted two years later, froffi & 23 September 2005.Both surveys were based on nationally
representative samples of Kenyan men and womeantifgrage. The 2003 poll surveyed 2,398
respondents, but due to resource limitations, éingpde size for the second survey was reduced #81,2
The first survey therefore has a margin of sampdirigr of +/-2 percent at a confidence level of 95
percent, while for the second the margin is sliglatger (+/-3 percent).

For both surveys, interviews were conducted iriglht provinces of Kenya, reaching both urban and
rural areas in proportion to their share of theéamatl population according to the 1999 census. él@w,

in both surveys, North Eastern Province was ovepseahto ensure that there would be enough cases for
sub-sample analysis. However, all national-leteistics reported here are weighted to reflectitteal
population share of North Eastern Province as tedon the census.

Table 1 shows the demographic breakdown of botlpken

BACKGROUND: TWO STEPS FORWARD, ONE STEP BACK?

In formal, constitutional terms, Kenya’'s modern esment with multiparty politics began with the 299
elections, when, under immense domestic and infierna pressure, President Moi opened the door to
renewed political competition.However, it was not until NARC presented a unifieont that Kenya’s
opposition was finally able to oust KANU from powarthe 2002 elections (with nearly two-thirds loét
vote in both the presidential and parliamentarytests). Only then did most Kenyans feel truly dble
celebrate the country’s liberation from one-parttler NARC’s achievement was met with an outpouring
of national jubilation, and hopes were high both@ne and abroad for a new government that had
promised to usher in a new “people-based” congiityaddress past human rights abuses, tackle
corruption, create jobs, and, in general, resutrectountry’s sagging economic, political and abci
fortunes.

From the outset, however, there were more groumdsafution evident than the euphoric Kenyan voting
public seemed willing to admit. These includeghezsally, the very disparate origins of its leading
elements. One major block, under the umbrellhefiberal Democratic Party (LDP), had just exited
KANU itself. This block included a number of indtiwals personally associated with the sort of abuse
the new government claimed it considered anathdmaddition, the country’s constitutional stru&ur
still left nearly unchecked power in an executivesidency. As a result, cracks in the NARC caaiiti

! The 2003 survey was part of Afrobarometer Roundttle the 2005 survey was part of Afrobarometeufb3.
Kenya was not included in Round 1 of the Afrobartame Round 2 included a total of 16 countries adidition to
Kenya, these were: Botswana, Cape Verde, Ghanathi®edMalawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria,
Senegal, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambiaziamthabwe. Round 3 included these 16 countries Bkenin
and Madagascar. For more information on the Afrobweter, go tavww.afrobarometer.org

2 The most comprehensive account of this developaueshits aftermath in terms of the 1992 electiomyi®avid
W. Throup and Charles Hornsby, 1988,lti-Party Politics in Kenya: the Kenyatta and M8iates and the Triumph
of the System in the 1992 Electi@xford: James Currey).

% We note that NARC did not constitute a coalitinritie more usual sense, that is, as a group opérdtent parties
that come together post-election to form a workimagjority. It was NARC, rather than its constituparties, that
issued nomination certificates and contested tii2 20ections. The original party identities ofétmnstituent parts

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 2



Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Survey Samples

2003 2005
N % N %
(unweighted) (weighted) | (unweighted) | (weighted)
Total 2398 100 1278 100
Gender
Male 1198 50.0 634 49.7
Female 1200 50.0 644 50.3
Location
Urban 482 19.5 376 19.3
Rural 1916 80.5 902 80.7
Age
18-30 1086 45.3 582 44.6
31-45 783 32.8 431 33.3
46-60 349 14.5 171 13.9
61 and over 154 6.4 87 7.5
Education
No formal schooling 320 12.0 139 10.7
Primary only 902 38.3 514 43.0
Secondary only 857 36.2 436 33.3
Post-secondary 315 13.4 188 13.0
Province
Central 296 13.1 152 13.1
Coast 208 8.7 128 8.7
Eastern 390 16.3 192 16.3
Nairobi 176 7.4 144 7.4
North Eastern 120 2.9 64 2.9
Nyanza 352 154 184 15.4
Rift Valley 584 24.3 270 24.3
Western 272 11.9 144 11.9
Religion
Protestant 1138 48.6 485 394
Catholic 718 30.6 351 28.8
Other Christian 188 8.1 159 12.6
Muslim 247 8.2 152 9.0
Other 106 4.5 129 10.0
Ethnic group
Kalenjin 280 11.7 176 16.7
Kamba 270 114 132 10.5
Kikuyu 450 19.5 230 17.8
Kisii 134 5.8 92 7.5
Luhya 354 15.3 165 13.0
Luo 284 124 156 11.1
Meru 164 6.9 85 7.1
Pastoralist groups 239 8.0 108 6.5
Other 219 9.1 134 9.8

had no formal status within government, althougtytfemained registered legal entities, and sontkaske elected
continued to refer to themselves in terms of thaiiginal,” pre-NARC party identities. For his gaon several
occasions Kibaki claimed that “these other litthatfes” no longer existed, contributing still fuethto NARC's
internal wrangles.
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emerged almost immediately after the election, @ been exacerbated sirfc&ensions rose over

perceived unfairness in the allocation of key cabposts and other positions in the state machjmesry
well as Kibaki's decision to discard his one-ter@dge. This latter issue proved especially contant
in the context of disagreements about proposeditatisnal changes in Kenya's political structures.

Above all, however, were the bitter divisions taadse with regard to the constitutional reform pssc
The complex and troubled history of the countrgastitutional reform efforts extends back more than
decade. But Kibaki's government won the 2002 @ectvhile campaigning, among other things, on a
promise to promulgate a new constitution within Ha§s of taking office that would, among other
things, significantly reduce executive poweT.o make a long story shdrit took much wrangling,
multiple drafts, and unabashed insider maneuveaninthe part of the government, to finally produoe t
so-called “Wako Draft” in mid-2005, just as the @ed survey was going to the field. This draft —
energetically supported by the governmenivent on to defeat by a 57-43 margin in a nationa
referendum on November 21, 2005. Despite widespdeaire for reform, it was not possible to
overcome broad disagreements about the exact satpecy elements of the new constitution should
take. The re-structuring of executive power wagspecially contentious issue. In fact, many mesty
committed reformers, having entered government, stowd to gain more by preserving the status quo
with its structures of highly centralized executarghority that had previously been the primargeaiof
their reform efforts. Several other issues alsved highly divisive, including the number of lowlewel
tiers of authority, the scope of the Islamic kadbixts, and certain provisions related to gendéiis
defeat and the divisions over the draft have sied¢o major shifts in the political landscape, ibeghg
with the expulsion of nearly all LDP members frdm tabinet in early 2006, and the new working
alignment between the LDP and KANU (the officiapogition party) that resultéd.

Other issues also chipped away at the public’s-fpassition optimism. For example, NARC's loudly-
proclaimed zero-tolerance for corruption and goweent mismanagement was soon undermined by
revelations (during 2004) of a number of massiveuggion deals. Some of these had been initiated i
the final years of the previous government, buergtoriginated within the Office of the Presidentier

the new administration (the so-called Anglo-Leasingndal). By 2005, the government’s own anti-
corruption “czar,” the Permanent Secretary for &fand Governance, John Githongo, had quit in despa
and gone intale factoexile. Moreover, the lack of action even in resg@to conclusive reports prepared
by several very high-profile investigating commis®s (e.g., Goldenberg and Ndung’u) also undermined
public confidence in the government’s commitmentiitkle this issue. Not one major figure implezht

in any of these corruption scandals has been citet alone fined or imprisonéd.

* See, for example, Holmquist (2005).

® In fact, proposals for power sharing were conagieegely in terms of the country’s major ethniogps. Results
from the 2003 Afrobarometer survey give graphiogbmf this reality (Wolf,et al, 2004).

® For a thorough review of these processes, seeeCathd Ghai (2007).

" This defeat for the government side was not witlomsiderable extra-legal backing. See KenyadWati
Commission of Human Rights and Kenya Human Riglasi@ission (2006), “Behaving Badly: Deception,
Chauvinism and Waste During the Referendum Campdiffairobi. The report also cites some abusethbye
outside of the government who supported the “ndévo

8 See also Wolf, 2006b.

® Nor had any of the billions of shillings allegeditashed overseas by members of the previous rdmemelocated
or recovered — another loudly-proclaimed NARC caigmpaledge. At the same time, four ministers irgied in
past and present scandals had exited Cabinet &eaftar being pressured to do so) at the timéaef005 survey;
two were subsequently re-appointed. For an overaiethis record for Kibaki's government generakyd for the
case of former President Moi in particular, seeSBanya, ed., (200%}ontrol of Corruption in Kenya: Legal-
Political Dimensions, 2001-20Q4#airobi: Claripress; and Wolf (2006b).
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But the first whiff of such goings-on had yet toenge at the time of the initial Afrobarometer syrve
Rather, as was reported at the time (Wetlfal, 2004), it clearly captured the widespread pudliphoria
following the transition, and the high hopes fa ttountry’s future. Drawing attention to Kenya’s
standing in comparison to respondents in over amother countries, the survey report noted that:

On item after item, Kenyans give some of the mositve assessments of their
government’s performance, the quality of their deraoy, and even the condition of the
national economy, of any of the countries inclugtethe survey. They also stand out as
having one of the highest levels of commitmentémdcracy and democratic
institutions, and their confidence in a more bduhfuture is overwhelming. (Wolkt

al., 2004: 1)

The report goes on to note, however, that, “In saidontext, it is virtually inevitable that sometaing
down-to-earth’ must occur. But the question far MARC government, at least in part, is whether, fo
Kenyans, it will be a hard landing or a soft onigid., 60).

It is no surprise, then, to find that by 2005, moélhe glow had worn off. Kenyans were getting re
acquainted with political reality, including theadlenges of solving their most difficult problentsda
changing deeply entrenched attitudes and behavidrs.scale of this reality check was, however,
notable. Declines are evident in virtually everglicator of government performance, as well asuiolip
satisfaction with the political system and its ftioging. These drops frequently reach 25 percentag
points or even more.

We now turn to an assessment of these survey fisdlreginning with satisfaction with democracy.

SATISFACTION WITH DEMOCRACY, 2003-2005

When we first interviewed Kenyans, they were thetic@nt’'s most satisfied democrats. In 2003, 79
percent said they were either “fairly” or “very iséied” with “the way democracy works in Kenya.”his
was well above the 16-country mean of 53 percent,sarpassed that of the next most satisfied cpuntr
Ghana (71 percent), by a relatively wide margin.

The picture had changed dramatically by 2005. thstand-a-half years after Kibaki's governmentkoo
power to widespread acclaim, satisfaction withwlag democracy was working had plunged by 25
percentage points; by this time, only a slim ma&yo{b3 percent) expressed some degree of satsifacti
with how democracy was performing (Table 2). Imparative terms, Kenyans had dropped from the
lead position to the middle of the pack: the 18rtoumean in Round 3 (2005-2006) was 45 perceit, an
Kenya ranked just"™8out of 18 countries (Figure 1).

Table 2; Status of Demacracy, 2003-2005 (percent)

| 2003 | 2005 | difference
Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democrey works in Kenya?
Fairly / very satisfied | 78 | 553 | 25
In your opinion, how much of a democracy is Kenyadday?
Full democracy or democracy with minor problems \ 76| 52 | -24
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Figure 1. Satisfaction with Democracy across Countries, 2005-2006 (percent fairly / very satisfied)
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As mentioned, some decline in the perceived supptiemocracy over this period was to be expected.
was clear from a host of indicators that the Kenyablic was elated in 2003, reporting exceptionally
positive ratings of the government across the ho8&u very high expectations of what the governimen
could accomplish were also evident — expectatibasrio government could have realistically hoped to
fulfill. But even given the extent of this wishftilinking, the magnitude of the drop in satisfactio
Kenya warrants further investigation. It is wontbting, for example, that the drop in satisfaciion
Kenya roughly matches that observed in two eantyests in Nigeria. Satisfaction with democracy in
Nigeria has since continued to free-fall over savsubsequent rounds of surveys.

Yet Kenyans remain, at least on average, reasoagliiyistic about the future of democracy in their
country: in 2005, 60 percent believed that it wistsee “likely” or “very likely” that the country wald
remain a democracy (compared to a 17-country aeesb§4 percent): Even so, this leaves a sizeable
proportion (40 percent) expressing uncertainty &bdmeicountry’s political future. It is thus wordh
closer look to better understand how Kenyans jullge own satisfaction with democracy, and whad thi
implies for the country’s political future.

Ratings of the extent of democracy followed a samgattern, dropping 24 points in just two yearat[é

2). Specifically, in 2003, 76 percent thought ¢toentry was either a “full democracy,” or a demagra
“but with minor problems,” while just 52 percentvgathe country similarly positive ratings in 2005.
Cross-nationally, Kenya dropped frori (bf 16) to 18 (of 18) among the countries surveyed (Figure 2).

19 satisfaction with democracy in Nigeria droppedtir84 percent in 2000, just 8 months after the ayist
transition to democracy, to 57 percent just oneahdlf years later. Since then, it has plummet#idurther,
falling as low as 26 percent in 2005, though itonatded slightly to 39 percent in early 2007.

M This question was not asked in 2003, and it wassked in Zimbabwe in Round 3 (2005-6).
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Figure 2: Extent of Democracy across Countries, 2005-2006 (percent full democracy or democracy, but
with minor problems)
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A VALID CONCEPT?

There is some controversy among analysts oventieepretation, and in fact the very validity, oéth
concept of democratic satisfaction. Canaehea], (2001), for example, argue that this conceptstap
multiple dimensions of political support,” and thmeans different things to different people, and in
different countries. Moreover, they contend thatiaus analysts have explicitly interpreted thestjoa
to mean diverse things, some treating it as a meadisystem support, others as a measure of
performance of the incumbent government, andatikrs as a mixture of the two. As such, they
conclude that the meaning of the question is andhigurendering it useless as an indicator (506-510)

Anderson (2001), however, rejects these conclusibtescounters that, while imperfect, satisfactiagth
democracy has proven to be a reasonably reliatlleator, usually linked primarily to relatively flilse
system support (or “regime performance”), morehsmtto specific incumbent performance. Anderson
also argues that analysts’ use of the conceptd®s imuch less careless and inconsistent than Gamdch
al., suggest. He points out, though, that the contegt operate somewhat differently in newer
democracies: “[T]he link between specific suppord aystem performance on one hand and the
satisfaction with democracy measure should be matramger in newer democracies where there is less
of a reservoir of diffuse support” (7). This Kenyease study may prove a useful test of this hygsish

We will therefore evaluate satisfaction with denamyrin Kenya in light of both the dramatic changes
observed between 2003 and 2005, and the equally ghastions that have been raised about what, if
anything, the concept means. We will do so byringating popular understandings of satisfactioti wi
democracy, examining the relationship of this cpihée a number of other indicators. Doing so stoul
shed some light concerning both the validity o$ ttdncept in general, and its specific meaningén t
Kenyan context. In particular, we will analyze thnks between satisfaction with democracy anddhre
key types of indicators.
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First, we will consider indicators afystem suppartvhich tap into popular backing for a country’s
system of government. These can include aggrégaitsators, most notably the classic indicator of
“support for democracy™® They can also encompass more particular meastisegport for specific
components of a nation’s political and institutibsiauctures (e.g., the constitution itself, ortmadar
structures or practices embedded 1).it System support is thus concerned with what léeeyregard as
the “right” or most appropriate set of politicafigttures and institutions for their country.

Second, we will consider indicators yfstem functian These measures register popular evaluations of
how the political system and its rules and strieguactually perform in practicé.For example, while
support for freedom of speeahprinciple would be an indicator of system support, evalutiof how
well freedom of speech is actually proteciegracticewould be a measure of system function. In other
words, we are concerned here not with the strusfimat with thepolitical outputsof those structures.

Finally, we will consider indicators éficumbent performanceHere we are concerned with popular
evaluations of the government’s day-to-day preséampeople’s lives.

Of course, in reality the distinctions among thieleal categories can be somewhat fuzzy. For example,
attitudes toward multipartyism as a structure,(aecomponent of system support) are unlikely to be
divorced from evaluations of how political compietit plays out in practice (i.e., an element of sgst
function). And many aspects of system functiog.(dhow freedom of speech works in practice) are
likely to reflect, at least in part, evaluationstied incumbent government.

In Kenya, overlaps among these conceptual categareeparticularly evident with respect to the
constitution. Support for the current constitutglould be considered an element of system suppaoitt.
attitudes toward the current constitution are delstdinked to popular evaluations of the governit&n
performance in managing the constitutional reforotpss specifically’ as well as to broader aspects of
support for the governméfi(both elements of incumbent performance). Moreosaluations of the
overall reformprocessand how it has progressed, if we had them, wordggrly be considered elements
of system functian

Anderson notes, however, that it is common — i, fa®bably inevitable — to find that indicators of
diffuse and specific support for a political systara correlated, often strongly (2-4). We concithis

12 Note that elsewhere in their paper, Canaehal, actually separate these variables into two sepagtegories,
distinguishing between support for the politicadteyn more specifically and support for democracy agstem of
government more generally. This distinction is central to our analysis, however, and we will tiagport for
democracy as one component of system support.

13 Note that institutional confidence or trust is eoonly used as an indicator of system support (@frred to as
“regime performance”). We avoid the use of thestitutional trust indicators, however, becausétintonal trust
cannot be clearly distinguished from incumbent supjm the Kenyan context. For example, trustia president
and approval of presidential performance are catedlwith Pearson’s r=.606 at significance at p¥=.hile
Anderson notes that it is well known that indicatof diffuse support (e.g., trust, at least in tiyand specific
support (e.g., performance) are often correlatéd Mery high degree of correlation suggests titdgast in Kenya,
questions of trust are better treated as indicatbspecific support for the government, rathentbdiffuse
support for the regime.

4 Anderson refers to this as a countrytmistitutional reality a term that we consider apt, but which we wibhigv
using here to avoid confusion in the discussioveigithe centrality of Kenya’s current constitutamd the
constitutional reform process to the country’s deratic experience of the past few years (Ander2601: 12,
citing Dieter Fuchs, Giovanna Guidorossi and Pallensson, 1995, “Support for the Democratic Systentlans-
Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs, e@@tizens and the Staf@lew York: Oxford University Press: 328

15 pearson’s r=.145, significant at p=<.01.

18 pearson’s r for the correlation between suppartte constitution and evaluation of presidentizdfprmance is
.169, significant at p=<.01.
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argument that it would therefore be pointless szalid our indicators, or our conceptual categoaes,
this basis. Thus, while these indicators may roa$empirically distinct as we might like, the
conceptual distinctions and their value as a Hasistructuring our analysis of satisfaction with
democracy should be clear.

We will continue our analysis with a simple demgunia analysis of the changes observed in satisiacti
with democracy between 2003 and 2005. We will thlaborate further on the conceptual categories
introduced here. We will identify the specific ioators to be considered for each, before contgoim

to the analysis of the linkages between these atalis and satisfaction with democracy.

DECLINING SATISFACTION WITH DEMOCRACY: WHO IS SATIS FIED, OR NOT?

We begin by noting the growing disillusionment amd®8 to 30 year olds. Young Kenyans shared the
positive disposition of their elders in 2003, exgziag equally high levels of satisfaction with denaey.

But by 2005 they were markedly less satisfied thizners (Table 3). Their level of satisfaction felly

29 points, and the gap between youth and 46-60agtdarclimbed from just one percentage point up to
13 percent. This could indicate that young pebjlee higher expectations of democracy than older
Kenyans, who may have been more realistic about thiee2002 transition could really produce. The
higher level of dissatisfaction among the countggsngest cohort is particularly important giver th
prominence of the under-30s in the population pydadb percent of respondents were aged 30 or under

Declines in satisfaction are also substantiallgegamamong women than among men. By 2005, the gap
between men and women had grown from just 4 petoel® percent. But this is not because women are
more dissatisfied, but rather, because they are mnocertain or ambivalent than men. Consisterfit wit
findings elsewhere (Logan and Bratton, 2005), womere much more likely to respond “don’t know”
whether they are satisfied or dissatisfied with deracy (23 percent of women, compared to just 8
percent of men. Lower levels of media access afitigal awareness and participation among women
may all contribute to the gap. Women may also birhp more willing toadmituncertainty or

ignorance.

Educated respondents were more likely to be sadisfith democracy, while urban respondents were les
so, despite being considerably more educated tirafrdwellers. With regard to education, the key
distinction is again that the less educated arenfae likely to “opt out” of rating the system thte
educated, not that the former are more dissatisfradly 40 percent of those with no formal eduzati
respond that they “don’t know” how satisfied theg,acompared to just 7 percent among those with at
least some secondary school education. Greatpticken among urbanites, in contrast, likely reftec

the higher media exposure and political awarenessban residents, and perhaps also their highgrege
of dependence on state services for their dailyigair

By far the most startling inter-group differenckewever, are those observed across region anccgghni
Satisfaction with democracy has declined in eveoyince, but the drop ranges from 13 percent in
Central Province, to a whopping 55 percent in CBasvince, and 45 percent in North Eastern.
Similarly, among the Meru, whose home is in EasBnovince, satisfaction is actually up by 1 poiBut
among the Kamba — also of Eastern Province, anabiiee most satisfied ethnic groups in 2003 -ai h
dropped 43 points, to just 42 percent. Politicalye Meru are closely aligned with the neighboring
Kikuyu," the President’s ethnic group, so their high leeélsatisfaction are not surprising. In fact, the

7 Along with the Embu, these groups form what is stmes referred to as the “Mt. Kenya cluster.”

@ Copyright Afrobarometer 9



Table 3: Changesin Satisfaction with Democracy (percent fairly / very satisfied)

2003 2005 Difference
Age
18-30 78 49 -29
31-45 81 56 -25
46-60 77 61 -16
61 and over 73 52 -21
Gender
Male 80 59 -21
Female 76 46 -30
Urban-Rural
Urban 76 a7 -29
Rural 79 54 -25
Education
No schooling 63 37 -26
Primary only 81 52 -29
Secondary only 81 58 -23
Post-secondary 78 58 -20
Province
Central 77 64 -13
Coast 85 30 -55
Eastern 81 59 -22
Nairobi 71 39 -32
North Eastern 71 26 -45
Nyanza 85 60 -25
Rift Valley 77 57 -20
Western 73 48 -25
Ethnic Group
Kalenjin 79 52 -27
Kamba 85 42 -43
Kikuyu 81 61 -20
Kisii 88 63 -25
Luhya 72 52 -20
Luo 82 56 -26
Meru 76 77 1
Pastoralists 64 37 -27
Other 79 35 -44
TOTAL 78 53 -25

Meru affiliated themselves even more closely wité then) ruling NARC coalitiofi than the Kikuyu
(81 percent of Meru, versus 53 among the Kik8yuThe fact that satisfaction with democracy degbp

'8 As suggested above, since the 2005 survey therbden considerable shifting and political realignm In
addition to the LDP’s departure, some of the otiregginal NARC partners, increasingly alienated Hyaivthey see
as the selfishness and arrogance of the Mt. Kelitgaaeound Kibaki, have expressed reluctance tragffer their
party’s support to his 2007 re-election bid. Amshsidering the on-going tensions between what iresv&f NARC
and newcomer NARC-Kenya, even Kibaki’s own partfliafion (in terms of what ticket he will run omgmains
unclear.

19 eaders and voters from Meru provided Kibaki’s-pr@RC Democratic Party (DP) with its deepest andmo
stable support throughout his decade-long sojauthe opposition.
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20 points even among the Kikuyu likely reflects tlidsions within this community between those who
were pro-Kibaki and supporters of Uhuru Kenyattsg @ Kikuyu, and leader of the opposition KANU.
The roots of the particularly stark disenchantneérithe Kamba people with democracy are harder to
disentangle. They are one of the most deprivedpgdn Kenya, a condition that at least in paftew$

the semi-arid nature of much of their Eastern Frowihomeland. They may, therefore, have had séme o
the highest hopes for concrete benefits followinligalki’'s election. Yet in reality, economic growths

been concentrated in the most productive agricallpparts of the country and in areas of tourism
attractions, few of which are found in Kamba arelasaddition, a leading Kamba politician, Kalonzo
Musyoka, had been increasingly at odds with theaKiilmner-core (although he was still in the Cabuie
the time of the survé).

SYSTEM SUPPORT

Turning to our first set of indicators that maylinded to satisfaction with democracy, the Afrobarier
includes several indicators system suppartWe will begin with our key aggregate indicatépopular
backing for Kenya'’s current system of governmeupport for democracy. We will then consider two
more particular measures: support for multipartypetition, and support for the current constitution

Support for Democracy

In 2003, across 16 countries, Kenyans were secolyd@ Ghanaians in the level of support they
expressed for democracy as a system of governnketlly 80 percent agreed with the statement that
“democracy is preferable to any other kind of goweent,” compared to just 8 percent who thought #éhat
non-democratic system could be preferable in sdrmarastances (Table 4). By 2005, support for
democracy had dropped, but only slightly, to 75pet, and Kenyans continue to “top the chart” dg th
measure. Across 18 countries in 2005, KenyansGtianaians and Senegalese in expressing the greates
support for democracy (see Figure 3). It wouldstappear that the strong support for democracy
expressed by Kenyans in 2003 was not transitomnyins are more than fair weather democrats.

Table 4: Demand for Democracy, 2003-2005

| | 2003 | 2005
Which of the following statements is closest to yowiew (percent)

A. Democracy is preferable to any other kind of

80 75
government.
B. In some circumstances, a non-democratic 8 5
government can be preferable.
C. To someone like me it doesn’t matter what system 5 8

of government we have.
Don’t know 7 13
There are many ways to govern a country. Would yodisapprove or approve of
the following alternatives(percent disapprove / strongly disapprove)
The army comes in to govern the country 92 89
Elections and the parliament are abolished sattieat 90 38
president can decide everything

Only one political party is allowed to stand for
elections and hold office

75 74

% He later left the cabinet as part of the LDP esjuu following the government’s defeat in the céingibnal
referendum. Musyoka is now among the leading pialechallengers to Kibaki in the forthcoming paestial
race.
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Other findings confirm the stability of this suppoin further exploring commitment to democracyg w
asked whether Kenyans approved or disapprovedvefakalternative systems of government. Fully
nine out of ten respondents rejected both militatg (89 percent) and “one-man” rule by an “impEria
president who abolishes parliament (88 percentired-quarters (74 percent) disapproved of a onty-par
state. Rates of rejection of these authoritariaamreatives have remained quite steady, with deslin
rejection rates of just 1 to 3 percent, differented are well within the margin of sampling error.

Figure 3: Support for Democracy, 2005-2006 (percent agree demaocracy is preferable)
80
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Support for Multiparty Competition

As we saw, Kenyans are somewhat more ambivalent @one-party state as compared to other forms
of authoritarian rule. This suggests that, likenemther Africans, Kenyans may welcome the freedoms
associated with democracy, but remain less thayndnlamored of its competitive aspects. What deot
indicators tell us about the support for compegiparty politics?

It is clear, first of all, that Kenyans do not halaubts about the value of voting: they continue to
resolutely support elections as the most apprapraans for selecting their leaders (88 perce?0@b,
89 percent in 2003). Support for multiparty contp®t has, however, dropped slightly, from 74 peice
in 2003 to 69 percent in 2005 (Table 5). Afteregable of struggling to make multipartyism a funuitig
reality, it appears that some Kenyans remain tiulbeconvinced of the value of party choice. Digsp
this decline, however, Kenyans continue to be rsapportive of multiparty competition than people
elsewhere in Africa: across 18-countries in 2005aeerage of 63 percent supported it. But theimedh
Kenya counters the prevalent upward trend seersad® countries, which saw support climb 8 points,
up from 55 percent in 2003.

This small drop in support for multiparty competitiin Kenya may be linked to the even sharper
increasein the number of Kenyans who believe that partppetition and violent conflict are directly
connected. In 2003, 54 percent asserted that ddrapdetween political parties “often” or “always
leads to violent conflict, but by 2005 this hadntlied to 66 percent. This finding is somewhat ssirmy
given that by most measures Kenyans’ actual expegief political violence has decreased in recent
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years. During the 1990s, frequent outbreaks démie along the coast and in the Rift Valley were
widely attributed to the Moi regime’s efforts tdimidate its rivals, and voters. In contrast, the-up to
the 2002 elections was generally quite peacefukeas the immediate post-transition years, fomtiost
part. Itis true that at the time of the secomyayin 2005, tensions were beginning to rise indbntext

of the bitter campaigns for and against the progpasaft constitution. However, the survey was
conducted almost immediately after the referendua announced, and before the heightened national
tensions and occasional violence associated withaferendum had fully emerged.

Table 5: Attitudes Toward Elections and Multiparty Competition
Which of these statements is closest to your viey
Choose Statement A or Statement B: 2003 2005
A. We should choose our leaders in this countrgubh
regular, open and honest elections.
B. Since elections sometimes produce bad results, w
should adopt other methods for choosing this cgimtr 10 9
leaders.
A. Political parties create division and confusiiinis
therefore unnecessary to have many political Faitie 23 25
Kenya.
B. Many political parties are needed to make sha¢ t
Kenyans have real choices in who governs them.

89 88

74 69

The Kenyan Constitution

System support also includes support for a countrtghstitutional structure. As discussed, thiskesen

an issue of special significance in Kenya overpghst several years, culminating in the defeatef th
government-backed “Wako Draft” in a November 20€erendum. This defeat occurred despite the fact
that in the 2003 survey we found a widespread @omadnsensus concerning the need for constitutional
reform: fully 81 percent believed that “constitutéd reform was still needed to strengthen demociracy
Kenya” even with the new government in power.

The divisions and disappointments of the constihal reform process are clearly reflected in Kesyan
shattered confidence in their present constitutidmnch remains the law of the land despite the
widespread desire for reform. In 2003, nearly thiods (64 percent) expressed confidence that it
“expresses the values and hopes of the Kenyan@&oput by 2005, positive perceptions of the
Constitution had plunged; just 40 percent expressafidence in the document, a 24-point drop (Table
6). Moreover, a plurality (46 percent) voiced traéissatisfaction with the government’s handlinghaf
review process, compared to just 33 percent whoghiothe administration had done a good job (21
percent were unsuré&). Given the centrality of the reform issue to tbemtry’s political life in recent
years, the failure to achieve reform may well hamdermined democracy in the popular mind.

Table 6;: The Constitution and the Failed Reform Process

2003 2005 difference
64 40 -24

Our constitution expresses the values and hopestbie
Kenyan people(agree / strongly agree)

Overall, how satisfied are you with the way in whih the
current government has handled the constitutional NA 33 NA
review process up to now?percent fairly / very satisfied)

2L Note that, per our earlier discussion, evaluatimiithe government’s handling of the constitutiorefbrm process
will be treated as an indicator imcumbent performance
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SYSTEM FUNCTION

We now turn from indicators of support for the stures and institutions of democracy to popular
assessments of how well these institutions aretifuming in practice, i.e., to indicators ystem

function Conceptually, evaluation of system functionuste similar to examiningemocratic quality
Diamond and Morlino (2005) identify multiple dimeass and numerous indicators of democratic quality
—too many to tackle here. For the purposes efahalysis, we will focus on what they describéhas
“substantive dimension” of democratic quality, caised of freedom and equality, because these are th
elements that most closely correspond to Kenyang' @efinitions of democracy. When we asked
respondents in 2005 “What, if anything, does democmean to you?” mentions of civil liberties and
personal freedoms were far and away the most comesponses (43 perceft) These were followed

by elections and multiparty competition (15 pergeand equality and justice (9 percent). We will
therefore focus our assessments of system funetigropular perceptions of how the system is
performing in Kenya with regard to protection axgansion of political freedoms, and equal treatment
of all citizens?®

Palitical Freedoms

When offering their own definitions of democradye trights and freedoms Kenyans mentioned most
frequently were freedom of speech and associati®mell as voting freedom. In 2005, Kenyans
remained quite pleased with what they saw as exteimmprovements in the protection and enjoyment of
these most basic of rights and privileges (TableQyer three-quarters said that freedoms of speech
association and voting were better protected irb28@n they had been a few years before. Thedggur
are down slightly — from 3 to 7 points — from 2008t this is perhaps unsurprising given the reddyiv
uncritical mood that shaped responses at thatfime.

Table 7: Evaluations of Political Freedoms

Please tell me if the following things are worse dvetter now

than they were a few years ago, or are they aboute same? 2003 2005 | difference
(percent better / much better)

Freedom to join any political organization you want 81 78 -3
Freedom to say what you think 84 77 -7
Freedom to choose who to vote for without feelingsgured 81 76 -5

In 2003, the question read: “We are going to congaur new government under President Kibaki withfdrmer
government under President Moi. Please tell ntleeiffollowing things are worse or better now thhayt used to

be, or about the same?”

For the record, though, not all forms of democrptimgress fare as well as the protection of indisald
rights and freedoms. Kenyans are, for example hntegs optimistic in 2005 about whether they atyual
have greater opportunity to influence the goverrtmethe Kibaki era. In 2003, 67 percent thoudtatt
they had greater ability to influence governmeantbefore, while in 2005, just 47 percent thought s
But other analysis suggests that Africans’ expamuiatof their right to influence political decisiomaking

22 Respondents could give up to three open-endedmssp, which were recorded verbatim and later gaded.
Percentages shown are the share of all substae8penses. Note, though, that roughly one-thiddp@cent) of

all respondents could not offer any definition.

% Unfortunately, a question on election quality was asked in 2003, so we must exclude this thindetision of

democratic quality from the present analysis.

24 1n 2003, the euphoria was so widespread that avarge majority of those who identified themselass
supporters of the recently-ousted KANU party reparthat rights were better protected under the HARC
administration (see Wolé&t al, 2004). Even in 2005, more than 60 percent afehsho affiliated themselves with
KANU still report improvements in protection of $erights relative to “a few years ago.”
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are much less developed than their sense of pdngghis and freedoms (Bratton and Logan, 2006).
Thus, at this stage, individual influence on lead®rd policies may still be much less central tayéams’
ideas of the core features of democracy than esdeuring rights or ensuring equality. This paitac
factor is therefore less likely to shape populaeasments of the overall quality of the system,veilide
left for future analysis.

Equality

As mentioned, Kenyans also identify equality ag@tm@l principle of democracy, and other studiegha
found similar popular emphasis on this isSU©f course, “equality” is a multi-faceted concépit
covers a host of possible concerns. In other wavdamight ask, “equality oihat and forwhon?” Are
Kenyans concerned with political opportunities aesburces, material ones, or both? And are they
concerned primarily with ethnic imbalances, asdheventional wisdom might suggest? Or is the
country’s burgeoning women’s movement an indictitat gender equality might also be a priority
concern?

We begin by noting the troubling finding that inGB) a majority (54 percent) of Kenyans believed tha
people are often or always “treated unequally utisetaw.” This is up 10 percentage points fror@20
(44 percent). Political, and in particular legagquality certainly seems to be on the public’adni
However, gender imbalance does not seem to bea faere; men’s and women'’s views on this issue
were essentially identical. But economic equatitperhaps an even more serious contemdore than
two-thirds (69 percent) reported that Kenya’s niotgsly severe income inequafifyvas worse in 2005
than a few years previously. Clearly both politead economic inequality are of concern.

The conventional wisdom about the salience of etlt@ntity in Kenyan politics would suggest that
feelings of inequality may be rooted in a sensetbhic imbalance in government. Tables 8 and 8ypar
bear this out. Pluralities of Kenyans thought thair own ethnic group was worse off than others i
terms of both their economic standing and theiitisal influence. Moreover, fully 70 percent befésl
that the government, at least occasionally tretiteild ethnic group unfairly. This suggests a reddy
high degree of sensitivity concerning issues ofietimbalance. The failure of the recently relebgeaft
constitution to address the hopes of some groupss fflestructuring of political power to ensure geea
inter-group balance may have heightened thesetiséties at the time of the survey.

However, Kenyans do not see inequality purely imgeof a self-centered version of ethnicity (Ta®je
To be sure, significant proportions of most ettgriosups think their own group suffers from unequal
treatment. But the numbers who report that pegeierally are being treated unequally are often
considerably higher (e.g., by 35 points among tfs#i,kand by 30 points among the Luhya). Only the

% For example, a survey conducted last year for tlestWinster Foundation For Democracy found thasdwnd
most frequently-cited failing of Kenyan democracgsithe “unequal distribution of resources” (see Y\al06a).
And in a survey conducted for a government commisigpointed by the President to suggest the “wayaia” on
the review process, fully half of all those survaygentified the “main purpose of a constitutios’ @romoting an
equal distribution of national resources” as oppdsesimply delineating institutions and officesahigh which
public power is exercised, and how those officesfiled (see Republic of Kenya, 2006, “Reportled Committee
of Eminent Persons,” Government Printer, Nairolfijnally, in another government-sponsored surveg, ia five
Kenyans felt that their right to “equal treatmeafdre the law” was “largely absent” (Republic ofri¢a, 2006
(GJLOYS))

% Although when reporting on their own economic aiton, the concern is not quite as starkly registerWhen
asked to compare their own living conditions tosnof other Kenyans, 35 percent said they wereay@#s percent
said they were the same, and 25 percent said they better.

%"In terms of such indicators as ownership of battdland other capital assets, as well as persohalusehold
income, Kenya has been ranked by various studitdeea@st or second most unequal in sub-Saharaicafand
within the half-dozen most unequal in the world.
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Meru neither feel the sting of inequality themsslveor notice that any other groups are facing such
problems.

Table 8: Ethnic Sensitivity to | nequality

2005
Think about the condition of [your ethnic group]. Are their economic
conditions worse, the same as, or better than othgroups in this
country?
Worse / Much worse 44
Same 31
Better / Much better 22
Think about the condition of [your ethnic group]. Do they have less, the
same, or more influence in politics than other grops in this country?
Less / Much less 38
Same 32
More / Much more 25
How often are [members of your ethnic group] treatd unfairly by
government?
Always 13
Often 19
Sometimes 38
Never 22

Table 9: Perceptions of Unegual Treatment, by Ethnic Group (percent often / always)

Your ethnic group treated People treated unequally
unfairly
Kalenjin 38 56
Kamba 44 67
Kikuyu 11 40
Kisii 13 48
Luhya 22 52
Luo 54 76
Meru 8 16
Pastoralists 58 60
Other 52 66
Total 32 54

Finally, how do Kenyans rate their society’s pregrén securing equality in recent years? In 2003,
nearly two-thirds (65 percent) reported that theegoment was doing a better job of treating allpteo
equally than it had been under President Moi. Haneby 2005 just 41 percent felt that way (Table
10)2®

Table 10: Perceptions of Equal Treatment

2003 2005 difference
Please tell me if the following things are worse dvetter
now than they were a few years ago, or are they abb 65 a1 24
the same: equal and fair treatment of all groups by
government.(percent better / much better)

2 Recall here, too, that “appointments to be baseherit” was another key NARC campaign promise.
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INCUMBENT PERFORMANCE

Finally, we turn to indicators of support for ther@nt government, its policies and programs. We w
focus here primarily on indicators related to wiméght be described as the Kibaki government’s
“signature issues”: free primary education, jokatia, improving management of the national economy
and tackling the problems of corruption and crithén addition, we will consider one aggregate-level
indicator: presidential performance evaluations.

Education

One of the Kibaki government’s first steps uporngloffice was to enact a policy of free primary
education. This explains the remarkable 94 pengesitive marks the government received for its
handling of “addressing educational needs” in 2008e public’s appreciation for this move largely
withstood the test of time, though by 2005, a bihe glow had worn off. This is not surprising,
considering issues such as overcrowded classrondhdexlining educational quality that often confron
such programs, especially in their early stagest tie 85 percent level of support for the govenntse
efforts in this sector recorded in 2005 is stilaendingly positive. Evaluations of the governrngent
provision of other social services received lovegings, although the health sector still performs
respectably (Table 11). Confidence in the goventiaability to handle critical water supply issues
however, started low and continues to decline origfto revamp the country’s water resource
management structures and policies do not appédser teet with public confidencé.

Table 11: Incumbent Government Handling of Social Services
How well or badly would you say the current governrent is

handling the following matters, or haven't you head
enough to say{percent fairly / very well)

2003

2005

difference

Addressing educational needs

94

85

-9

Improving basic health services

75

69

-6

Combatting HIV/AIDS

78

73

-5

Delivering household water

41

32

-9

The Economy

Another key issue at the top of many Kenyans’ agend the 2002 campaign was the country’s
moribund economy, which had been run into the giafter years of misrule by the Moi governmént.
On paper, it would appear that, along with theodtriction of free primary education, the government’
other main achievement has been its contributidrotisting economic growth. According to official
statistics, the Kenyan economy grew by about 4t8gue in 2004, 5.8 percent in 2005, and just over 6
percent in 2006 (projected). In addition, the K&Revenue Authority reports a significant increase
tax collection, while activity at the Nairobi StoElxchange has also risen (see also Afrobarometer,
2006a).

Nonetheless, despite these positive trends, manydtes have grown disillusioned with the country’s
economic performance and prospects. They aredae pessimistic about the state of the economy in
2005 than they were two years previously (Table T2)e proportion of respondents rating the coaditi
of the national economy as “fairly” or “very badasirisen from 31 percent to 54 percent, and thdse w
rated their personal living conditions as such m@@oints, from 35 percent to 45 percent. Siryilar

29 |n addition to evaluations of the government'sdiamy of the constitutional reform process, alredibcussed.
%0 Or at least those measures that are being puplate, including the privatization of many suchvaees, will
take considerably longer to bear fruit in termgopular approval.

31|t was widely reported that prior to leaving offichis government had driven the GDP growth rateriegative
territory.
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economic optimism has also declined sharply. B32®ore than three-quarters of Kenyans thought
their economic situation would be better in juseé @ear, but this unrelenting optimism waned

considerably: under half held out such hopes ir6200

Table 12: Economic Evaluations: Past Present and Future

2003 2005 difference
In general, how would you describe(percent fairly / very
bad)
The present economic condition of this country 31 53 +23
Your own present living conditions. 35 45 +10
Looking back, how do your rate the following compaed
to 12 months ago{percent worse / much worse)
Economic conditions in this country 23 42 +19
Your living conditions 21 36 +15
Looking ahead, do you expect the following to be ker
or worse: (percent better / much better)
Economic conditions in this country in 12 nfmntime 79 45 -34
Your living conditions in 12 months time 77 48 -29

Ratings of the government’s handling of specifioreamic issues have likewise plummeted (Table 13).
In 2003, the marks for general management of tbaauy were among the government’s best: 85
percent said it was handling management of theaagreither “fairly” or “very well.” But given that

the government had been in office a mere eight hgonte have to conclude that these ratings wemdbas

more on populahopesthan on any actual accomplishments. And even tRenyans were guarded
about some of the specifics. Just 52 percent gawd marks for job creation in 2003; perhaps the
campaign promise to create 500,000 jobs a yeaadyriwoked unachievable. And even fewer thought it
would succeed in keeping prices stable (49 perceatjowing income gaps between rich and poor (38

percent), or ensuring that everyone had enoughtt(3& percent).

Table 13: Government Management of the Economy

How well or badly would you say the current governrent

is handling the following matters, or haven't you teard 2003 2005 difference
enough to say{percent fairly / very well)

Managing the economy 85 51 -32
Creating jobs 52 23 -29
Narrowing gaps between rich and poor 38 19 -19
Keeping prices stable 49 17 -32
Ensuring everyone has enough to eat 35 20 -15

By 2005, people could begin to see what the govemmwould actually produce in terms of economic
revitalization. Only a very slim majority (51 pert) still gave positive marks for general economic

management, a 32-point plunge from 2003. And emtbre specific aspects of economic management,

where ratings were already relatively low, the @wottvirtually dropped away. Fewer than one in four
Kenyans endorsed the government’s efforts to cijebte keep prices stable, narrow income gaps, or
ensure enough to eat. It appears that the ecorgams of the last few years have yet to be felihay

public at large. In 2006, Kenya ranked an abysibalout of 177 countries on the Human Development

Index, a decline from its starting position whem#lki’'s government took offic&.

%2 The HDI is based on data that is lagged two yéars the standing in 2006 is based on 2004 figute the
Human Development Report 200&nya ranked 148 of 177 countries. &#p://hdr.undp.org/
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Corruption

The fight against corruption was another key plarthe government’s 2002 campaign platform. As
with the economy, there were high expectationd; bmtthe punishment of past crim&sand for the
prevention of future misdeeds. The positive ratihgovernment performance in this sector in 2083 w
an astonishing 85 percent. By 2005, however,itleettad turned, and sharply. Just 40 percent teve
government a positive review, less than half théegdigure (Table 14).

Kenyans' personal encounters with petty corruplield fairly steady during this period. But their
perceptions of the extent of corruption within wai$ sectors of government increased sharply,
particularly among elected officials (parliamerdgas and local government councilors) and in thec®ff
of the President. The number reporting that “most™all” officials in the Office of the Presiderhgage
in corrupt behavior more than tripled in the twaggebetween the surveys (from 8 percent to 26 pbrce
And perceptions of corruption among elected offg;ihoth at the local and national level, were aigo
very sharply, surpassing levels for those of legal national government officials. Even with retpe
the police ;4a|ready regarded in 2003 as the nwstigt government institution — perceptions worsene
still further:

Table 14: Perceptions of Corruption

How well or badly would you say the current governnent

is handling the following matters, or haven't you teard 2003 2005 difference
enough to say{percent fairly / very well)

Fighting corruption in government 85 40 -45
How many of the following people do you think are

involved in corruption, or haven't you heard enough

about them to sayApercent most of them / all of them)

The President and officials in his office 8 26 +18
Members of Parliament* 15 40 +25
Elected Local Government Councilors* 15 38 +23
National Government Officials** 30 33 +3
Local Government Officials** 30 37 +7
Police 59 64 +5
Judges and Magistrates 28 28 --
Teachers and School Administrators 14 9 -5

*In 2003, the question asked about “elected leadsush as parliamentarians or local councilors,” @reas these

two groups were asked about separately in 2005.

**In 2003, the question asked about “governmenicafs,” whereas national and local government oiiis were

asked about separately in 2005.

Based on such a lack-luster record, it is alscsngirising that the public remains decidedly uncoced
about the government’s general promise to bringthetry’s long-standing culture of impunity to an
end. Fully 95 percent believed that it was “liRety “very likely” that the government would be alio
enforce the law if “a person like you” committedexious crime (Table 15). But this figure fellaonere
27 percent for a top official who does the san®paning 68 percent gap. The enforcement gamfeehi
in Kenya than in any other country except Zimbalftive average gap across 18 countries is just 38
percent). A similar gap is evident when responslamre asked what would happen to someone who

failed to pay taxes they owed.

% These included human rights abuses as well; sd&(2096b).

34 For a more detailed discussion of the findingsceoning corruption, see Afrobarometer (2006b).
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Table 15: Official | mpunity

How likely do you think it would be that the authorities could 2005
enforce the law if: (percent likely / very likely)

A top government official committed a serious crime 27

A person like you committed a serious crime 95
A top official did not pay a tax on some of theante they earned 28
A person like you did not pay tax on some of thmme they earned 92

Crime

Perceptions of the government’s effectivenessducimg crime have also dropped sharply (Table 16).
While our findings suggest little change betwee®8and 2005 in the actual experience of crime,
concern about the country’s rampant crime continogervade everyday life for many Kenyans. A
recent government survey found that 16 percenli bibaseholds had experienced crime in the previous
year. Only 40 percent of cases were reporteda@atiicy, and 62 percent of those who did repoth&
police were unsatisfied with the response (Repudili€enya, 2006).

Table 16: Government Handling of Crime

How well or badly would you say the current governrent

is handling the following matters, or haven't you leard 2003 2005 difference
enough to saydpercent fairly / very well)

Reducing crime 75 56 -19

Presidential Performance

The above indicators focus on Kenyans’ evaluatadrgovernment performance with respect to the key
components of the NARC coalition platform in 200&hat about the overall evaluations of the
performance of key government leaders, especiadigifent Kibaki himself?

After earning some 62 percent of the vote in th@22€lection, an overwhelming 92 percent approved of
Kibaki's performance after his first eight monthsoffice. Once again, the reality check two ydatsr

is a hard one: Kibaki's approval fell by 27 points sixty-five percent. Such a level of approvaédint

still be a very respectable figure by global staddaand it would suggests that Kibaki has reason t
remain hopeful about his political future. Butstis nonetheless a heavy blow on a continent titlat s
tends to defer strongly to the “big man.” His 2@Qfproval ratings place him just®@mong 18 national
leaders — a long fall from the top spot that hel iel2003. One interesting aspect of Kibaki's ffescy,
up to the time of the second Afrobarometer surtdgast, is the extent to which he has been able to
isolate — or insulate — himself from most of hizgmment’s failings. In the popular discourse, iteeme
has often tended to fall on his subordinates, ratt@n on him. This may stem in part from his post
election medical problems, which helped to defléeat might otherwise have become much more direct

criticism.

Table 17: Leadership Performance

Do you approve or disapprove of the way that the fowing

people have performed their jobs over the past 12 amths, or 2003 2005 difference
haven't you heard enough about them to say?

President Kibaki 92 65 -27
Your Member of Parliament 66 39 -27
Your elected Local Government Councilor 64 41 -23

Kenyan MPs also bear the burden for popular disappent; nor do local government councilors fare
especially well. Like the President, both have the approval of about one-quarter of Kenyanst Bu
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having started from considerably lower levels i020by 2005 such a drop places them in a much more
precarious position, with the approval of well unbalf of the electorate. By 2005, a significarsjarmity

of Kenyans (59 percent) disapproved of their MRg@rmance, and 54 percent were unhappy with their
local government councilors. Blame for poor perfance therefore appears to be relatively evenly
distributed across all levels of Kibaki's governreBut, because Kibaki has (so far) been lesglyisi
involved in the day-to-day management of governradfiairs, he still retains a much more solid bafse o
support around the country than do other poliicatiers.

ANALYSIS: DECOMPOSING SATISFACTION WITH DEMOCRACY

We have seen that steep declines in Kenyans’ assass of their political system and its performance
between 2003 and 2005 are by no means limitedtisfesation with democracy. In fact, almost all
indicators — of system support, system functiow, iacumbent performance — are more negative in 2005
than in 2003. But the magnitude of the changeiesavidely. With regard to system support, support
for democracy is down only slightly, while suppfot the country’s constitution has plummeted.
Similarly, reviewing system function, we observetdlycsmall declines in indicators of basic political
freedoms (speech, association, voting), but peimepof the extent of equality have fallen sigrafidy.
Ratings of the government’s day-to-day performaorc&ey popular issues are also highly variableh wit
small declines on education performance contrasiédthe unprecedented 45-point crash on anti-
corruption efforts.

We now turn to the links between these variousofachnd satisfaction with democracy. Analysis is
conducted using ordinary least squares regressitinsatisfaction with democracy as the dependent
variable. As shown in Table 18, we have seleatddpendent variables from each of the three categor
of explanatory factors outlined above, along wigly kocio-economic indicator§ystem Suppois

tested using support for democracy generally, sagpomultiparty competition more specifically, dn
support for the constitutiorSystem Functiois tested using an index of political freedoms cosgal of
the findings regarding the three central freedorapeech, association and vofihg along with equality.
And Incumbent Performanas tested using measures of the government’s hrandfiseveral key issues
— education, management of the economy and jolti@ne@orruption, and crime — as well as indicators
of the level of corruption in the office of the pigent, and presidential performance. Althougieihaps
reflects elements of system function as well, tieegnment’s handling of the constitutional refossue
is also treated as an incumbent performance vatigblen the central importance that the reforntess
took on in the country’s day-to-day political lifeiring the first two years of the Kibaki adminisioa.

As shown in Table 18, we ran this model three tirfiest using only 2005 data (Model 1), then th@20
data (Model 2), and finally a combined data setdMa). The only difference between the models is
that government handling of the constitution waly arcluded in the 2005 survey, so this variable is
included in Model 1, but not in Models 2 or 3. W#l briefly review the findings of each of these
models in turn.

Explaining Satisfaction with Democracy in 2005

A review of the findings for Model 1 reveals sonelgaps surprising findings. Most notably, while th
basic socio-economic indicators appear to have sxplkanatory power when taken alone (adjusted
block R square of .065), in the full model shownetihey havenone Not one of these variables retains
significance when system support, system funcaod, incumbent performance are taken into account.
This is particularly noteworthy with respect tomtlity. Note, however, that several of the other
explanatory variables — e.g., assessments of tiittdion and the reform process, as well as ex@ns

% One factor was extracted with an Eigenvalue 09 2@t explained 70% of the variance. Cronbaclphas.782.
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of equality — also display notable differences asrethnic groups. So the fact that ethnicity dugplay
a direct role in this model does not necessarilgmtéat it has “dropped away” entirely as an imgirt

component of the understanding of satisfaction @&mocracy. Instead, it is manifest in differiegéls

of system support, assessments of system funeti@hevaluations of government performance.

System support does have some explanatory powe.nbre an individual supports democracy, the
more likely he or she is to be satisfied with ivadl. And support for the constitution also plays
roughly equal role. The declining support for demagy and, to a much greater extent, for the
constitution between 2003 and 2005 therefore dig: ls@me part in the observed decline in satisfactio
with democracy. However, the overall contributairthese factors to determining satisfaction with
democracy is quite small; they explain at most @idgut 3 percent of the variation in this measure
(adjusted block R square of .031).

The lack of significance of support for multipaglympetition is also an important finding of the rabd
As discussed, Kenyans, like many other Africansrinewed by the Afrobarometer, retain some
ambivalence about the value of political pluraliger se The value of having real choices, when
contrasted with the costs of the political — anshemes violent — conflict that result, is not ajwaeen
as an unequivocal good. But this uncertainty abfmivalue of more vibrant political competitionego
not play a significant role in Kenyans’ assessmehtsow satisfied they are with the practice of
democracy. In other words, their concerns abaintgative effects of competition may be on the, ris
but this has not decreased their overall satigfadtiith the present political system.

Turning to system function, it is evident that wiexaluating their satisfaction with democracy, Kamy
place more weight on thautputsof the country’s demaocratic institutions and preesi. It is not good
enough to have democratic institutions on the bpitleyy want to see the tangible impacts of those
institutions on their lives. In particular, Kenygaaxpect to actually enjoy the democratic promfse o
greater political freedoms; if they don't, theitistaction with their political system will sufferBut even
more important is the evidence of the strong putbdisire for equality — the most powerful explamator
factor in the model. In a society widely seen esply divided, particularly along regional-ethniwels,
this is a startling and important finding. It segts that the greatest hope that Kenyans have for a
democratic political system in their country istthawill help them to leave the inequalities and
discriminatory practices of the past behind thednd while this desire may in part be self-servinge-
saw that an average of 32 percent think that their ethnic group is often or always treated unfairit
may go well beyond this. As noted, far more Kesygdl percent) express concerns about unequal
treatment of people generally, suggesting that tiesjre and value equality not only for themselbes,
for all groups in society.

Finally, we can also see that in addition to gneatgoyment of equality and rights, Kenyans alsotta
see an effective government as a key output of@dsatic system. If democracy is to prove a
satisfactory system, the elected governments dywres must be able to fulfill at least some ofrthei
promises to society.

But not all promises are treated equally. Unfoatefy for the Kenyan government, in fact, Kenyaag p
little attention — at least in terms of their assesnts of the outputs of democracy — to the govents
two “success stories”: free primary education armwhemic gains. Neither plays any role in deterrmgni
the public’s satisfaction with democracy in 2005his is perhaps less surprising in the case of the
educational system. Although free primary educahias been a clear policy choice of the current
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government, it may not be one seen as a choicéstsrtongly linked to democraper se Moi could
have as easily chosen to go this route withoutimgenp political competition at aff.

The finding that economic management does not havefluence is perhaps more surprising. The
country’s economic decline has been seen as otie gfreat failures of the last decade of Moi's raled

it was widely perceived as being either causedt teast exacerbated, by the insular nature of the
political system and the cronyism, corruption, badision making and highly-strained relationshithw
key donors that went with it. Thus, fundamentéfitsin economic management seemed to be one of the
great promises of democratization and politicaingea But it is clear that economic factors have no
bearing on the public’s satisfaction with democricy

The government’s failure to significantly reigndarruption, on the other hand, has been important.
While the handling of the corruption issue is riself significant, perceptions of corruption in O#ice
of the President ar&. The plummeting rating of the effectiveness ofahé-corruption fight has thus

been a significant feature in the decline in demticisatisfaction among Kenyans.

It is also important to note again the saliencthefconstitutional issue. We already saw thatualiis
toward the existing constitution were a factor @étlghing satisfaction with democracy. But the
government’s failure to manage this process effelstiand bring about a popular outcome was onaef t
two strongest factors influencing levels of satsifan in 2005. In fact, if these two constitutibfectors
are taken alone (support for the current constitytand handling of the constitutional reform ps®)e
they can explain fully eight percent of the variamt satisfaction with democracy.

Finally, we see that our non-specific summary iathic of incumbent performance — the rating of
presidential performance — also plays a majorirobssessments of democratic satisfaction. This
confirms Anderson’s (2001: 7) prediction that mtiship should play more of a role in evaluatidns o
democracy in a young democracy like Kenya'’s thamane established systems. In other words,
individuals are less likely to make distinctiongliese early days of democracy between how they fee
about the current government, and how they feeliatdemocracyer se But it is equally clear that
satisfaction with democracy is neither a purelyngtimor a purely partisan evaluation.

All'in all, we see that the incumbent performanasasures and system function measures between them
provide the greatest value in explaining about dr¢@nt of the variance in satisfaction with demogra

with the former perhaps playing a somewhat larger’f System support plays a weaker but nonetheless
significant part.

Satisfaction with Democracy in 2003, and Over Time
Comparing Model 1 with Models 2 (using 2003 data] 8 (using the combined data) reveals that the
models are fundamentally quite similar, but witmgainteresting distinctions. In general, the same

% Also note that given the very high approval ratioaggovernment handling of educational needs iB52(B5
percent), this variable may be insignificant intg@cause there is so little variation. Howevsrdiacussed below,
in 2003, when there was 94 percent approval andehewen less variation, the factor is significant.

37 In addition to the economic variables tested erttodels shown here, separate tests have showmathaif our
economic indicators, including ratings of the pasgsent and/or future of either the national econor an
individual’s own economic situation, had any begrim satisfaction with democracy in 2005.

3 And these two variables are closely linked (Pa#isso= -.374**). If corruption of the presiderst dropped from
the model, then handling of corruption does becsigeificant; the model adjusted R square drops sinfhtly to
.168.

% The adjusted block R square for a block consistinly of two variables, support for the constitutand
government handling of constitutional reform yietdsadjusted block R square of .082 (not shown).

“0 Adjusted block R square for incumbent performarcé35, compared to .097 for system function.
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variables that proved to be significant in Modelré also significant in Models 2 and'3But we can see
that when 2003 data are taken alone, several tatbens also prove to be significant. Most notaklith
regard to incumbent performance, we see that betigdvernment’'s economic management and its
handling of crime are important factors in pubks@ssments of the most important outputs of a
democratic system. The reason for the differemtedren Model 1 and Model 2 in this regard is fairly
simple to explain: in 2005, the survey was condiickear the culmination of the long and ultimatedyyw
unsatisfying constitutional reform process. Therise public focus on this process dominated public
assessments in 2005, overwhelming what are otherimignore “normal” times, very important factors
with regard to public satisfaction with democrattye economy and crime. The fact that both factss,
well as job creation, also proved to be highly Bigant in the combined model confirms their gehera
importance, even if the constitutional reform psxeverrode them as considerations during 2005.

The other notable changes among the models relatecto-economic influences. Recall that thereawer
none that were significant in Model 1. However2003, and in the combined model, education does
play a significant, and negative, role. More ededd&enyans are apparently inclined to have higher
expectations and be more critical in their assestsrad democratic performance on the part of spciet
and the government. It would appear, however,dissatisfaction on multiple fronts became so
widespread in 2005 that it was no longer only tthecated who turned a critical eye on the systehis T
factor remains significant in the combined modetverty also played a role in 2003 — with the more
impoverished rating democracy less approvingly tHtodoes not carry over into the combined model.

Finally, we note some changes in the sign andfgignice of ethnic dummy variables. In 2003, the Lu
ethnic group — who stood perhaps to gain the mast they had been promised the prime ministerial
post) from theexpecteatonstitution reform — were notably more satisfigth the benefits of democracy
than average. What is perhaps surprising is teasign for Luos remained positive in 2005 (altHoagt
significant) despite the dashing of those aspingtioWe also briefly make note of several groups fo
which the sign (although not the significance)hdit coefficient changed between 2003 and 2005. In
2003, the Kamba, the pastoralists, and the coliectithers” group were all inclined to be more sid
with the democratic system. But by 2005, it is amthese same groups where we saw the greatest
declines in satisfaction, and the signs of thegafficients become negative. As suggested eadikare
relatively marginalized and peripheral groups thaght have had especially unreasonable hopes that
their lot would change under the opening politeydtem, only to find that in reality, little hadariged
for them.

SUMMARY: WHAT DO WE NOW KNOW ABOUT SATISFACTION WIT H DEMOCRACY,
AND WHY DO WE CARE?

Overall, these findings indicate that satisfactoth democracy does indeed function as a summary
indicator, combining assessments of system sujgfmoat lesser extent) with indicators of system fiamc
and incumbent performance (to a greater extentt. CBnache, et al. (2001), disparage it on thisaui;
while Anderson (2001) argues that there is nothingng with a summary indicator of this sort, andtth
it can in fact be quite useful. What does our sssent tell us of whether or not satisfaction with
democracy has a useful story to tell in Kenya?

The unequivocal answer is yes: satisfaction witmagracy is a useful indicator in the Kenyan case,
particularly once we take the time to decomposadt find out what it is telling us. Because peshap
more clearly than any other indicator, it tellsntsat Kenyans really hope to gain from democrackeré
have been ongoing debates about what democracysn@éfricans, and to Kenyans, particularly

1 Recall that handling of constitutional reform ickided from these two models.
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concerning whether it is perceived as primarilyiatrinsic” good or an “instrumental” one (Bratt@amd
Mattes, 2001). We have had various ways to ashissaver the three rounds of Afrobarometer suryveys
asking, for example, about the meaning of democmacgbout what the “essential features” of
democracy are. But this analysis lays out thdtyealite clearly.

In particular, it is evident that Kenyans exped ey “the right institutions” from democracy -tlabugh
these are important. They also wantputs But what kind of outputs — instrumental outplit

provide direct, socio-economic benefits in theiitydives, or outputs of more intrinsic, politicaalue:

the freedom to speak their minds, worship as tihepse, do as they please? The answer is
unequivocallyboth Over the long term, Kenyans expect democratyit them a better future in quite
concrete ways, via better leaders who can producera successful economy with less corruption and
more security. But they also demand “higher” tkifigm democracy: rights, freedoms, and, most
importantly in Kenya’s case, greater equality. @noalysis of satisfaction with democracy reveads, tim
a society that has long seemed mired in ethnic etitign and divisions, equality is the good that th
public most aspires to, and which they most loo#lémocracy to deliver.

We have thus found satisfaction with democracyetadt only useful, but an especially revealing
indicator. In Kenya's young democracy, where tAgyyneaning of democracy and how it can serve the
interests of society at large are still only pathderstood, what the concept means and what hopes
people have for it remain both uncertain and caetesUnderstanding how Kenyans come to their
individual assessments of democratic satisfactierefore opens a new window onto the question of
what, first and foremost, they really hope demognait! do for them and their country. It helpstos
identify which of the numerous “promises” of demaxy — either intrinsic, instrumental, or both —the
value most highly. Thus, in arguing that we shalddndon satisfaction with democracy as an indicato
in part because it is linked to people’s varyingdé® and values concerning their political system,
Canacheet al, have overlooked one of the kstyengthsof this indicator. People can and should rate
their democracies according to their own understgysi values, hopes and expectations. The
satisfaction with democracy indicator can helpaiwbk inside those understandings and explore
Kenyans’ aspirations for their own political future
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Table 18: Explaining Satisfaction with Democracy

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
2005 Data 2003 Data Combined
Adj. Adj. Adj.
Beta Block R Beta Block R Beta Block R
square square square
Constant (1.103) (1.020 (1.126)
Socioeconomic .065 .020 .035
Rural .030 .022 .023
Female -.037 -.018 -.022
Age .029 .008 .015
Education -.010 -.082%** -.064***
Lived poverty -.009 -.047* -.029
Kalenijin (excluded)
Kamba -.055 .008 -.017
Kikuyu -.080 -.020 -.041
Kisii .018 .023 .022
Luhya -.061 -.021 -.032
Luo .073 .082** .080***
Meru -.028 -.044 -.035
Pastoralist -.027 .029 .002
Other -.074 .017 -.012
System Support .031 .052 .061
Support for democracy .073** .069**4 .065***
Support for multiple parties -.017 .015 .004
Support for constitution 074** 109*** 16T
System Function .097 .062 104
Index of political freedoms .065* .051** o
Equal treatment 115%** 101%** 114%+*
Incumbent Performance .135 .086 151
Handle education .011 .007 .009
Handle corruption .059 .043* .053**
Corruption in Office of Pres. -.081** -.036 -.053***
Handle managing economy .034 .100*t .082*4*
Handle creating jobs .027 .043 .052*F
Handle crime .005 .075*** .045**
Handle constitution reform 1157+ -- --
Performance of president 101 .081**F B
Round 3 dummy -.034
Adjusted R square 173 .139 .200

Cell values are standardized regression coeffisjemt. beta.

(Values in parentheses are unstandardized regnessédficients)
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