Ch1. Introduction 
1.1 The presidential election on December 27th, 2007  

Due to the relative political and economic stability in a region that is embroiled in conflict, Kenya has been praised as the hope of Africa. The growing middle-class
, the expansion of shopping malls and modern technology, such as mobile telephones, televisions and computers, and enormous and colorful billboards advertising automobiles and cosmetics inundate the city of Nairobi. The city’s appearance rapidly changed over the past decade. The stereotypical image of Africa -- children with swollen stomachs and skinny arms, wild animals, civil war and violence -- seemed to be gone. However, these images of Africa could still be seen on the periphery of the city, in stark contrast to the lives of middle and upper class Kenyans. In the suburbs near the city center, there are growing slums, informal business, violence and desperate people living under poverty. 
Enjoying its position as the leading economy of Africa, the unrest after the presidential election in December 2007 challenged Kenyan and foreign understanding of the economic and political situation in Kenya. Kenya had been seen by many as proof of the appropriateness of the liberal development path -- less state intervention in the market and privatization of businesses – that had been recommended by rich-nations and international organizations. It was an example for the neighboring African nations to emulate and justified the structural adjustment programs (SAP),
 and reinforced the importance of fair electoral democracy. Yet, violence of 2007 challenged the theories an expanding economy due to stable government and expanded infrastructure would eventually bring democracy and a modernized (Western-like) nation.
This paper discusses the nature of the political stability, which was seen as the key factor for Kenya’s economic growth, and tries to understand the causes of the post-election violence of 2007.
The political stability Kenya maintained since independence was exceptional among the unstable nations in the region. Despite the two decades of low economic growth in the 1980s and early 1990s, democracy in Kenya, which had become the multi-party state due to the demand from the aid donors, was considered successful in establishing political stability (Seierup 1994: 5) followed by economic growth at the beginning of the new century. This fact made Kenya an example confirming the relevance of the SAP it adopted in return for development aid from international organizations and nations in favor of free market and privatization.
It is said that Kenya’s political stability was achieved through “relatively strong bureaucratic institutions for policy development and management, providing state leaders with considerable ability to intervene in the market and in society.” (Grindle 1999:13) The concentration of power in the central government inherited from the colonial period, however, nurtured dictatorship and corruption. Jomo Kenyatta and Daniel Arap Moi, the firs and second presidents, augmented their power through constitutional amendments that granted the president the power to appoint and dismiss civil servants, power over issues of public security and justice, and power over elections and voting rules.
 (Grindle 1999:97-98) 

The election in 2002 gave a symbolic victory to Mwai Kibaki, who promised to fight against corruption and establish fair democracy, yet the issue of corruption remained and is still a critical factor in Kenya. (Kenya Review, 2007:16) The election ended the nearly 40-year leadership of KANU
 and brought the opposition coalition party NARC
 into power. It was “the most significant political event in the history of Kenya since British colonial rule formally ended in December 1963.” (Ndegwa 2003:145) It ended Moi’s 24-year dictatorship, and stood as a lesson for other authoritarian states like Cameroon, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. (Ndegwa 2003:145) However, Kibaki’s unfulfilled promises to make comprehensive reforms and fight against corruption keep “the legacy of the bureaucratic-executive state
 […] intact.” (Branch & Cheeseman 2006:28) As a consequence of continuing corruption, the World Bank suspended aid and the IMF delayed loans to Kenya in 2006. Yet, Kenya achieved an annual 6% growth in GDP since 2002, and the growing middle class created a hospitable political and economic atmosphere for foreign investors, leading to an increase in foreign import and investments. Moreover, the Kibaki regime further extended the tribal monopoly of the Kikuyu within the central government, intensifying already existing ethnic and tribal rivalries. The election of 27th December, 2007, proceeded under such circumstance, and the expectation of change was extremely high.
The December 27, 2007 general and presidential elections became historic events in Kenya and in Africa for the violence that followed, and which resulted in the deaths of 1,600 and the displacement of 250,000 people. The violence was concentrated in the slums and informal sectors of both rural and urban areas, where people did not hesitate to show their rage and frustration against Kibaki regime and the Kikuyu.
 The major unrest was reported in Eldoret Riftvalley, Kisumu West Kenya, and Nairobi -- the so called White-Highlands -- where land has been the bases for ethnic disputes since the colonial period. The fact that most of the assailants and victims were from the slums in urban and rural areas indicates not only the secure and isolated status of the rich-middle class, but also a complete division between the poor and the rich.
As briefly described above, political stability in Kenya was sustained despite its systematic corruption and numerous riots, including an attempted coup d’ état in 1982. Kenya’s political system is not constructed independently from the international political system, and it reflects the political interest and ideology that dominated the political discipline during the colonialism and post-colonial period to the present. Thus, Kenyan political development and its system of stability cannot be understood without looking into its colonial and post-colonial history, which is the focus of the first chapter of the paper. 
1.2 Growing inequality in Kenya
 
In describing the violence after the election 2007, many foreign media, together with Kenyan political elites, were quick to conclude that the reason for the violence was ethnic conflict. They focused on the unfulfilled promises of Kibaki with regard to power sharing and the power monopoly of the Kikuyu tribe in the cabinet, which increased the tension between the Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu. The media reported on the degree of violence in the slums and informal sectors, but did not mention that the rich middle class was not directly affected by the violence, nor did they focus on the growing disparity between rich and poor. Despite the concentration on ethnic cleavages reported by the foreign media, local Kenyan journalists were able to cover the truth behind the violence. The Daily Nation reported that foreign medias has, “failed to realize that the root causes of the violence had more to do with Kenya’s economic and political reality than it did with ethnic chauvinism -- although all three are linked.” (Warah
 2008: 7th paragraph) The violence exposed the political and economic reality of inequality in Kenya; the growing gap between the rich and the poor, growing slums, unresolved unemployment rates and higher dependency on the informal sector, all despite the fact that it has been achieving the 6% annual economic growth in the recent years.
The promoters of SAP would argue that this growth was due to its policy in creating a welcoming environment for the Foreign Direct Investments (FDI). It encouraged the privatization of state-owned enterprises; for example, Kenya’s Export Processing Zones (EPZs) were established in 1990 with an objective to promote export-oriented industrial investment, job generation, technology transfer, development of backward linkages and diversification of products and market. It offers fiscal, physical and procedural incentives to facilitate investment operation, seeking to increase Foreign Direct Investment. (KHRC 2007) Although the performance of EPZ in the 1990s was observed to be rather poor (Mireri 2000:149-150), the government under Kibaki strengthened its liberal policies by formulating the Private Sector Development Strategy to support the EPZs, small and medium-sized enterprises and entrepreneurs. (KEPSA 2005)  
	Indicator
	Unit 
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Population
	million
	34.2
	35.1
	36.139

	Growth of GDP at constant prices
	percent
	5.1
	5.7
	6.1


The Ministry of Planning and National Development, (2007), Kenya Fact and figures 2007 Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS)

Despite the high GDP growth indicated above, the population under poverty line remained about 50%. Even though the percentage of the absolute poverty lessened, referring to the population growth, the number of population under poverty did not. The number of slums in Nairobi increased, and Kibera,
 the biggest slum in Nairobi, became the symbol of poverty both nationally and internationally. It is assumed that around one million people live there, most of them living under poverty line. Moreover, despite its growing middle class population, 40% of the Kenyans remain unemployed. 

The critics of SAP argue that it widens social inequality and leads to a massive concentration of wealth (Petras and Veltmeyer 2002), which could result in growing informal sector due to the reduction of government spending on welfare and encouragement of  private formal entrepreneurs. However, SAP view inequality as “the inevitable short-term effect of the market-led growth process.” (Petras and Veltmeyer 2002: 21) How long the short-term is assumed to be is unclear, however, the 40-year existence of the informal sector in Kenya, largely based in the slums, should not be separated from the development reality of Kenya as a short-term effect behind Kenya’s economic growth. 

Since independence, the Kenyan government has been conscious of the informal sector and has tried to reduce its size together with foreign aid assistance. However, they have consistently failed to control the growing slums and informal sectors, which have also meant growing poverty and inequality. This paper argues the contradiction of growing economy and, at the same time, the growing slum is explained by the complex nature of Kenyan political stability. 
1.3 Problem formulation

The problem this paper investigates is: 

What was the nature of political stability in Kenya, which was kept steady despite the growing inequality, numerous riots and a coup? By understanding this, the paper hopes to clarify the cause of the violence after the election of 2007, and speculate whether the violence merely rustled the fringe of society and lead to no structural change, or whether it began a process of structural political change. 
Ch2. Methodology 
2.1 Paper structure


This paper consists of three separate analytical chapters in order to answer the above problem. The first chapter (Ch. 3) is a historical analysis of Kenya’s political development and its structure. It gives a substantial idea of whose interest Kenyan politics serves and how they are materialized. The historical analysis contains four separate periods: colonial, independence movement, Kenyatta, and the Moi era. The recent Kibaki regime, which started in 2002, has no independent section, but is mentioned in the end of the Moi regime section. This chapter intends to demonstrate 1) The vigilant political intervention of Great Britain in structuring the independent Kenya and its continuous interference together with other nations, and 2) The formation of political and economic elites in Kenya, who have been the solid powerful actor in the Kenyan politics since colonial time.

The second chapter (Ch. 4) analyses the Kenya debate. It discusses the nature and meaning of the emergence of political and economic elites observed in Chapter three. The chapter intends to indicate how these elites (political elites and the bourgeoisie) on the one hand, undermine the development of fair and transparent democratic political procedure, and on the other hand, use the same democracy as the mechanism for legitimacy and established a seemingly strong and stable government. The relation between the political elites and the economic elites/bourgeoisie is described as the key of Kenyan political stability.


The final analytical chapter (Ch. 5) takes a case study approach illustrating the (in)capability of the Kenyan politics dominated by the elites discussed in the preceding chapters. Kenya’s “jua kali,” the informal sector, policy is chosen as the study case because 1) it was where the violence of 2007 mainly occurred, 2) it represent the social status of majority of Kenyans: poverty, and 3) it is a sector that was left out in the Kenya Debate, discussed in Chapter 4. 
2.2 Methods and limitation

This work depends highly on secondary sources, using the work of the scholars specialized in the Kenya studies. The historical analyzes is mostly based on the work of Norman N. Miller (1984), who lived and worked in East Africa intermittently since 1960, and Geroge Bennett (1963), who specializes in the colonial history of East Africa. Most articles employed in the Kenya debate chapter are from the Review of African Political Economy, where the debate actually took place. The reviews of the Kenya debate from more recent articles are used, in addition to the debate articles themselves, to reduce the writer’s biases in the Kenya debate and to represent the two sides in a fair manner. As Beckman writes in his critique of the Kenya debate, the empirical cases in the debate given by Leys, Kaplinsky and Langdom, are understood in the way they would prefer to interpret and are hardly treated as neutral examples: Scholars are inclined to choose the examples that may prove their theoretical argument rather than extracting a theoretical understanding from a given fact. The writer of this paper, there fore, prefers to give an overview of the Kenya debate rather than taking a side on the debate. 

However, as some of the scholars who took part in the debate were also aware, examples illustrated in the paper are conveniently interpretable according to what the scholars would like to prove and their political stance. Therefore, this work may face a predicament of exposing the prejudices and political views of the writer herself in interpreting the examples and the understanding of the argument developed by scholars she refers to. Additionally, using the secondary resources contains the danger that these works may enclose a political implication of that specific time period. This paper tries to clarify this possible political implication by giving a historical background of the theories employed, before applying the theories to the Kenyan case. Given that the current fashion in development studies is neither top-bottom approach (represent by modernization theory) nor bottom-up approach (represented by empowerment or civil society approach), scholars wondering in search of alternative theories, this paper also refuses to take side in either of earlier dominant development theories. This position itself may already imply a biased political view.
Finally, since the writer has lived most of her life, especially her childhood, in Kenya and was involved in some projects concerning poverty reduction and healthcare in the slums, it likely that her interpretation and judgments would be in favor of the mass Kenyans than the elite class in Kenya, thus some judgmental comments should be treated cautiously, even though no survey or direct interpretation of a survey by the writer is displayed. 


Another challenge the paper faces is its ambition to involve and demonstrate multiple aspects of the Kenya to materialize the nature of the ‘stability’ of Kenyan politics. It contains three different chapters with different analytical view in order to construct a substantial understanding of Kenyan political ‘stability.’ Taking this ambitious approach, it relies on many assumptions which may confront critics. Two major assumptions are discussed separately to minimize the ambiguity of the paper.   

2.3 Theoretical discussions
2.3.1 Modernization Theory: Colonial and Decolonization Period 

In the historical analysis (Chapter 3), theories that dominated the politics in the corresponding time would be used. The British administration in the colonial period followed the logic of modernization theory and strong-nation-state as a core of capitalist development. These theories are reflected in the British policies towards their colonies. For example, in the pre-independent period, Britain made a scheme for the strong –nation-state and used the “savage” Mau Mau as a contrast to create a “modernized” Kenya.      
The disciplines of development and international relations in the early 20th century have the economic growth theory as the base assuming that the prioritization of business, even with the government intervention, will lead to a higher level of economic activity, higher government revenue, and thus improve well-being of the nation. Under this logic, the survival of nation-states depends on the capacity of the state and the people to creating economic activities and capital accumulation, which are considered possible through the wage-labor system. Following this logic, the liberal market and property rights were the basic condition to be achieved in newly independent nations. (Preston 1996: ch9) Having the wage-labour system, property rights and liberal market was considered “modern” and not having them was “traditional” or “barbarian.”
This linear thought dominated the British administration during colonialism and the Cold War, when many African nations were allowed to be independent. They were there to “modernize” barbarians so that they could be a use for the British Empire. Therefore, the British political discipline during colonialism was to modernize the colonies, however, not to maximize the well-being of the indigenous people of the colony, but to modernize them to serve the well-being of the white Europeans belonging to the British Empire, both the people back in Britain and the colonial settlers. There were basically two possible strategies for modernization; assimilation and segregation. The British authority pursued the assimilation strategy through missionaries and establishment of wage-labor system, sending of settlers and educating the indigenous people in English. Furthermore, since they brought Asians from India as laborers, they had to make sure that the Africans did not fall in to the Asian culture, and become modernized. British authority maintained its position that “the African must be defended against the Indian economically, as also from ‘the antagonistic influence of Asiatic, as distinct from European philosophy’”, which was an argument to legitimate further white settlement, claiming that settlement is “to carry out the ‘trust’ and expose the native to Western civilization.” (Bennet, 1963:43)
2.3.2 Modernization under Strong Nation-state
After the great depression and the Second World War, was the beginning of the Cold War, where capitalist ideology had to be defended and proved better than the Communism. At the same time was the wake of independence movement in Africa, where colonial administrations had to make sure that the colonies modernized along the capitalist path. Despite the fact that the ultimate goal of capitalism is a purer version of market capitalist system or laissez-faire market capitalism, the success of the planned economy in the USSR, while the Western countries suffered depression, led to the Keynesian revolution, where strong nation-state intervention in the market was thought necessary even in the capitalist country for the sake of economic growth and stability. (Preston 1996:154) The idea of nation-state naturally colluded with nationalist ideology where policies to create a strong nation-state with a sense of nationalism was applied in the decolonization process in Africa under the British authority. There were no concerns for the applicability of the theories in different cultures. The British authority handed the political power to the elites they trusted and used the Mau Mau rebels to legitimize its modernization policy through the concept of strong nation-state. The image of Mau Mau rebels continues to play a central role in constructing and deconstructing in both Kenyan nationalism and ethnic acquaintance in the present time. 

The argument of the state as the central actor for development continued until the late 80s, when economic crisis in Latin America, and some nations in Africa, such as Kenya, took place following the oil crisis in the 70s. (Grindle 1999:1) The definition of a strong-state is multidimensional so as the definition of state capacity, however, much analysis was centered on “what states ought to do to manage dynamic and sustained economic development and what political characteristics ought to define good governance.” (Grindle 1996:8) Grindle summarizes four capacities a capable state ought to have: Institutional, Technical, Administrative and Political
. The British administration did not recognize these four capacities a strong nation ought to have, and concentrated only on institutional and to some extent political aspect and not on technical and administrative capacities during the process of decolonization. For example in case of Kenya, the bureaucratic institution was carried out unchanged after the independence; however, the institutional aspect began to erode due to lack of technical and administrative capacity of the appointed technocrats and bureaucrats, which led to growing corruption and eventually to economic crisis challenging the legitimacy of the political power.
2.3.3 Neo-liberalism and Structural Adjustment Programme   

The fading of the strong nation-state argument after the economic crisis in Latin America and Africa brought the market back to the development theory, thus the emergence of neo-liberal policies in the 1980s, where international organizations demanded that developing nations follow the SAP in return for aid. SAP aimed “to create order in the macro-economic balances (balance of payments, debt, inflation and state deficits) in developing countries” (Degnbol-Martinussen & Engerge Pedersen 1999:47) and demanded liberalization and removal of state control from national economy. It meant privatization of state enterprises, including welfare and education. 

The withdrawal of the state intervention from welfare left some gaps which could not be fulfilled by the private sector. These gaps were taken over by the civil societies, which brought the recognition of the civil societies. Consequently, SAP brought the role of civil society, which could replace the state responsibility, back into development theories. Opposition parties, local and community level movements, business and voluntary associations, and the cultivation of mass-media led to the increasing public debates, which extended the role of civil societies into the disciplines of politics, economics and sociology. The projects concerning poverty reduction and democracy continued under NGOs to a lesser degree, but the major concern of the donors at the time shifted to the introduction of liberal economic system, therefore were less concerned on poverty or political legitimacy of the aid receiving nations. Once the Cold War was over, development theory included democratization in the form of multiparty elections, human rights and good governance in its argument. As a result, in the 1990s, many African nations, including Kenya, went through political transformations and became a multi-party state.   
2.3.4 The alternative theory: Social Capital Theory
The rise of the theories concerning civil society –  so called alternative theories - do not seem convenient enough to replace the neo-liberal theory, and a focus on civil society remains on the periphery of development policies, mainly emphasized by NGOs. Among these alternative theories, social capital is one of the paramount ideas, which was acknowledged as the missing link of the development enterprise by the World Bank.  It focuses on the non-market and non-state area of human life; mainly participation, networks and trust among people and society. The theory is used in chapter five in the study case of Kenyan policy addressed to the jua kali sector.   
The Kenyan political development faithfully follows the above shift of development theories, and therefore is praised as a model nation among the development disciplines. However, the focus on structural development, such as the electoral system and the emergence of complex elite politics and ethnic rivalry in Kenya obscured the negative effects of the recent development on the Kenyan economy. As a consequence, development theories fell short in explaining the worsening state of affairs in Kenya despite the aid Kenya received from various international institutions and countries under conditions to improve Human Rights and good governance together with the liberalization of economy (World Bank 2004)
. 

2.3.5 Theories for the case study of “Jua Kali” Kenya 

The case study basically follows this line of development theories, where the policies towards Kenya’s informal sector are divided into 1) the economic-macro approach, assuming that there is a strong and effective state, and 2) the civil society approach through educational reform. The policies addressed to decrease informal sector, however, were unsuccessful in both approaches. The reasons of the failure will be analyzed in the third part of the study case through social capital theory. The social capital theory is chosen to be the analytical base because it has been a popular theory that would indicate the “third way” or an “alternative” to the neo-liberal theories. Social capital approach, therefore, has a potential that would give an understanding to the failure of both macro-economic approach and the bottom-up approach. The applicability of social capital theory to the case of Kenya is not discussed in the paper, assuming that the acknowledgement by the international organization and both developed and developing countries give a legitimacy to be used in the case of Kenya, too. 
2.3.6 Power in present capitalist world
Kenya is the main focus of the paper; however, the case is not understood in the isolation from the global context. The present world has a necessity for the continuous production and accumulation of capital. (Inglhart, 2000:92) It is the world where “the need for economic progress is deeply entrenched in our culture” (Robbins, 2005:384), and where this economic growth is only possible “by converting non-monetary forms of capital –such as natural, political social capital- in to money.” (Robbins 2005:386). Naturally, in such a circumstance, those with higher economic capital and the capacity to convert natural, political and social capital in to money possess the decisive power. In the global level, they are represented by organizations and nations such as the World Bank, IMF, WTO, OECD, USA and EU. 

The common elements in the nation-states in this world are class division, property rights, trade, market oriented production and consumption system, and the notion of articulation of capital as a divine end. As mentioned, since the 1990s, these capitalist elements included the concepts of both liberal economy and electoral democracy embraced in the concept of human rights. 
For a nation or individuals to survival in this world’s framework, as Francis Fukuyama states, culture shifted to adjust itself to the capitalist world. In other words (not to justify the colonialism), every culture was required to adjust its tradition, virtue and social structure to enter and survive in the modern world. 
2.4 Basic assumptions of the paper 
2.4.1 Capitalism brings inequality.
In the world context described above, it is assumed that present world is “largely and increasingly polarized; peasants and workers are exploited as never before; the number of impoverished grows; and above all, directing the process, is an omnipresent, arrogant and intrusive Euro-American empire with incredible resources but few saving graces of virtues.” (Petras and Veltmeyer 2002: 163) Taking side with this view, the paper understands current capitalist world as dynamic yet inclined to serve the interest of the “haves” than the “have-nots”, thus there will always be a dichotomous line of thinking underneath: modernized-traditional, developed-developing, core-periphery and rich-poor; therefore, inequality as a natural result of modern world described above.    

It is crucial to focus on the inequality because it “leads to discrimination and exclusion, thereby becoming not only a matter of social injustice, but also a matter of human rights and governance.” (SID, 2004:iii) Furthermore, although the argument is still controversial, “there is growing evidence now that greater equity is associated with faster economic growth. It is now widely believed that lower inequality can create faster growth. […] What matters for poverty reduction is not the rate of growth but the distribution corrected rate of growth.” (SID, 2004:4) Furthermore, growing inequality leads to unstable governance and a rise in crime rate; factors which disturb the social and economic development of a nation. “It is significant that the top three most unequal countries are from Africa; two of which have been involved in social and political conflicts [Sierra Leone and the Central African Republic].” (SID, 2004:7) This paper does not analyze the relationship between inequality and economic growth; however, it acknowledges the correlation between the two. 
2.4.2 Electoral Democracy and neo-liberalism
This paper now briefly discusses why representative electoral democracy is a key issue in current development theory and why its failure could lead to instability; as the Kenyan election of 2007 demonstrates, the failure to perform a fair election can ignite the accumulated dissatisfaction of the nation leading to violence. Considering that from the 1990s, democracy and human rights were demanded in return for foreign aid, this paper argues that representative electoral democracy is a strategic system to legitimate inequality, especially in the developing and underdeveloped countries in the modern days. 
Fair electoral democracy is indispensable for development of a nation-state because the notion of “democracy” itself infers the fulfillment of human rights. Thus, even if a nation does not protect and promote human rights, declaring to be a “democratic” nation, or more specifically, maintaining the image of electoral democracy makes people/citizens believe their human rights are secured by the nation-state. As the UNDP claims; “democracy builds the institutions needed for the fulfillment of human rights.” (UNDP 2000:59) It is important to note that although there are many types of democracy, it is hoped that democracy as an overall ideology promotes human rights and therefore the word “democracy” contains hope for development and the fulfillment of human rights. In case of Africa, Lindberg argues that no matter how unfair and obscure they are, elections lead to democratic advances by reaching the higher level of civil liberties in a society: participation, competition, and legitimacy (Lindberg 2006). 
There are nations that underwent regime changes during the wave of democratization in the 1980-1990s as a reaction to both the end of Soviet Union and SAP. In most of these nations democratization did not occur from within, but was a result of international pressure. Hence, these countries have the trappings of democracy, usually in the form of elections, but cannot be said that they fulfill basic democratic qualifications—in a sense of majority rule or people’s participation. Kenya falls into this category: embracing a form of electoral democracy, but maintaining a de facto authoritarian regime functioning in favor of certain tribal and elite interests. 

Furthermore, the conditionality of democracy gave political elites legitimacy because the ability to receive loans was taken to mean approval for being on the right track to democracy. Walle points this out clearly:

We can expect that political leaders [in Africa] will adapt to changing international circumstances by seeking new methods for obtaining or retaining power. In an international context where liberal ideas are hegemonic, all political leaders – regardless of their true beliefs and objectives- will attempt to cloak themselves in the legitimating mantle of democracy and make themselves available as candidates for elected office. (van de Walle 1997:32)

Consequently, a form of democracy—where electoral democracy has been the most commonly implemented—was needed by the aid donors and the political leaders in developing countries, to veil their responsibility for the widening inequality and to legitimize their presence. Nonetheless, this charade works only when political leaders are capable of constructing an electoral system and convincing their nation in carrying out fair elections. Kenya failed to do this in 2007, and as a result violence broke out immediately following the electoral process. This assumption of democratic structure giving legitimacy to liberal economic policies signalizes Kenya because the 2007 election was not the first time that rigging happened. Kenya kept is stability until the 2007 election, despite the lack of fair and transparent elections since independence. 2007 was the first time where the violence of this extent to took place ignited by the electoral fraud. 
2.5 The Presumed Relevance of the Research

This paper hopes that understanding the nature of stability will give an explanation why the violence was not contained this time. Through historical analysis and the study case of the informal sector, it hopes to serve as an epigram for the countries following the similar development path. It hopes to cast Kenya as an exemplar for countries facing large inequality with only the illusion (or form) of democracy. This paper does not seek to justify fair and transparent electoral democracy as a virtue per se, because it could serve modern capitalism to conceal inequality or some authoritarian regimes; however, it recognizes democracy as one of the possibilities towards achieving human rights, as already discussed. 
Ch.3 Development of Kenyan Capitalism: a historical analysis 

History of modern Kenyan politics and its relation with ethnicity begins with the British colonial legacy. Despite the fact that wage-labour system was brought by the British, “[t]he reasons behind Kenya’s capitalism are imbedded in history. The ground was fertile for such mercantile activity because the Kikuyu, Kamba, Swahili, and others had been entrepreneurs for at least 500 years before the Europeans arrived.” (Miller, 1984:30) The first president, Kenyatta, helped European style of trade and business to be embedded in Kenyan economic structure, following the policies recommended by the British authority. His belief in capitalism ideology, leaving the Pan-Africanism he once worked for, and the power of capital constituted the foundation of the Kenyan capitalist development, which could be characterized by the elite monopoly and ethnic factionalism.  

Miller inferred the existence of four ideological positions in the Kenyan political economy from his research on Kenyan writers, artists and academics: Marxists, socialists, liberals (the majority of citizens and the government), and conservatives. (Miller, 1984:105) Alas, these ideological discourses stayed in the academic sphere far from challenging the political decision making in the parliament or bureaucracy. The strong ties between the economic elites and the political elites have made anti-elite movements almost impossible, and politics fragile and sensitive against economy. For example, the coup attempt in 1982 and the riots following the economic recession in 1981-1983 destabilized the country for a few years. One notable characteristic of the instabilities following the economic regression is that most were reoriented to be conflicts among ethnic groups instead of economic inequality or unemployment problems. In other words, when the conflict or violence broke out, the Kenyan elites seem to have their strategy to shift the focus away from them, for example to ethnicity, or smudge the point making even the anti-corruption slogans a tactic to preserve the current corrupt political structure. 

The following sections will give the overview of the history of Kenyan capitalist development and its political system, followed by the analyses of the characteristics of the elite politics.  
3.1 Colonial period

The beginning of capitalism structure in Kenya may be marked by the start of wage-labor system brought by the Europeans in the 1880s. Kenya was not the prior interest of the British at the time they started building the railway in 1896. For the geographical strategic view, Kenya was important because it was a neighbor to Uganda, which had Lake Victoria, the head water of the Nile that continues to Egypt and the Suez. (Bennet 1963, Miller 1984) Despite Kenyans’ long history of entrepreneurial spirit, which Miller repeatedly refers to, the British considered that Africans were not accustomed to the wage-labor and the demanding tasks of railway building, therefore imported coolies from Punjab, India. (Bennet 1963, Miller 1984) This British solution to bring more than 32,000 Asians
 added complexity to the class structure of Kenya in the following history, where 7,000 were elected to settle in Kenya. 

The building of railway was a controversial issue in Britain. Even though it contained the possibility to open the Kenya-Uganda commercial trades, there were only a few commodities that could actually be traded. As a result, British authority came up with a solution “to bring in European settlers to produce the commodities, to stimulate trade, and to make the railway profitable.” (Miller 1984:10) This decision led to the change of Kenya’s status from protectorate to a colony in 1920 under the pressure from the European settlers. 


These settler “were independent in their outlook and refused to be constrained by the Government and its regulation.” (Bennet 1963: 11) Unlike the British authorities in London, who banned the Arabs’ slave-trade in 1807
, and who debarred the racial discrimination especially in land issue from their experience in other colonies such as Australia, the white settler in Kenya were keen on possessing land and starting their own plantations and farming. They were capitalists with a strong aristocratic flavor adopting policies without authorization from London. (Bennet 1963:13) They, for example, made sure that no grants to be made to Indians, certainly not to the African, in the region later became the White Highlands. (Bennett 1963:13) 
They “talked of law and order, a new civilization, and economic expansion,” and the missionaries carried the “civilizing mission”. (Miller 1984:13) They were eager “to instill good moral, businesslike (usually Protestant) ethics” (Miller 1984:8) to expand the possibility of economic growth and exploitation in Kenya. Unlike London, the settlers sought Kenya to be another Australia or New Zealand, and therefore were eager to establish and protect the power of the Europeans in the White Highlands.   
The hardship of Kenyan history began from the settlement of Europeans to this highland, from Ngongo Baragas to near Mt. Kenya in the south, stretching through Machakos and Riftvalley. It was based on the misunderstanding of the Europeans that the area was never occupied before. The fact was that the Kikuyu temporarily left the area because of the drought and renderpest plague that killed many of their cattle. (Miller 1984:12) Miller analyzes that “[t]his misunderstanding was at the core of the land dispute that was to plague Kenya for the next sixty-five years.” (Miller 1984:12) 


There were some protests against the settlers’ discriminative policy concerning the land by Asians in the later years of colonialism. The Colonial Office reacted to the protests by simply saying that “‘a reasonable discretion’ would be exercised in dealing with applications by non-Europeans since the area for Europeans was ‘comparatively limited’.” (Bennet 1963: 24) Pursuing the policies based on racial discrimination, the colonial government broke with the imperial policy. This led to the division between the African population and the Europeans and Asian both socially and economically, not to mention the political arena. Consequently, ethnic and regional inequalities emerged during the colonial period, where the socio-economic divides between the races were much greater than the ethnic/tribal divisions. (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:18) The protests of the Asian were not for vain, and in 1923, the Devonshire declaration “provided a new land policy which included the right of Asians, but not Africans, to own land.” (Miller 1984:20)
Despite the dispute between London and the settlers, the economic opening of central Kenya was relatively easy for the Europeans because of the “indirect rule” and the absence of Kikuyu in the highland when the settlement began. (Miller 1984:12) The indirect rule began with the help of two chiefs, Lenana-Massai, and Waiyaki-Kikuyu, who cooperated with the Europeans, where “British controlled the chiefs; the chiefs controlled their people”. (Miller 1984:12) This system was eventually involved in the colonial bureaucratic structure, which was also carried out after the independence in 1963. 


The colonial system was led by a Colonial governor (governor’s office), who had a Chief Commissioner and a Council of ministers under him, where each had an authority over government department. Under the government department were the Provincial commissioners supported by the District commissioners, who headed the district officers which appointed chiefs and headmen of the villages in the district. (Miller 1984:19) This system carries on in the development of centralized bureaucracy after the independence “marked by the retention of clientelism, the centralization of power in an executive, the displacement of the party by a bureaucracy answerable to the head of state, and the downgrading of representative institutions (Allen, 1995:305-306).” (Branch & Cheeseman 2006:15)  The bureaucratic and centralized power structure inherited from the colonial period had “provid[ed] state leaders with consigereable ability to interene in the market and in society.” (Grindle 1999:13) 

The political structure using the tribal chief as part of administrative system was crucial, not only to create the centralized political network, but also to legitimate the colonial rule itself. The dispute between London and the settlers was especially sensible in the use of African-labour in the white farms, where London wanted to give Africans some governing rights, while settlers needed the slave-like African cheep labour and the minority (white settlers) ruling government, which contradicted the “universal rights” consciousness the people in England already shared. (Murphy 1986:60) Therefore, to avoid the confrontation with its own people, London had to create a legitimating logic of its rule over African colonies. This was to “protect Africans form capitalism individualism” creating the self-image as a “guardian over an idealized African “organic community”” (Murphy 1986:58), and the involvement of the tribal chiefs was the safeguard of the logic. 

To confirm this logic, traditional peasants and white agriculture industry were strictly separated, and “[t]he colonial state also actively intervened to prevent the development of an African capitalism in agriculture.” (Murphy 1986:58) It regulated the trade entry of Africans, individual tenure in land, and refused their demands for the registration of individual titles. These regulations also secured the supply of African labour to the white settlers. As the twisted logic of London and the settlers demonstrates, “colonialism was not constructed on the modern political ethos of equality, justice and most crucially, universalized rights. In this sense it was pre-modern. Yet, this in return meant it was vulnerable to cries of legitimation in the imperial center, where such principles were expected.” (Murphy 1986:60) Furthermore, “[t]he colonial state was not, then simply an instrument of settlers class rule; if it suppressed an African capitalism, it did so on the basis of other of its contradictory logic than ensuring settler interests.” (Murphy 1986:63) While agriculture was strictly controlled by the settlers and London, commercial and manufacture industry began to be dominated by the Asians, where African’s entry was also restricted for racial regulations. 

The colonial ruling structure be came to be characterized as “bureaucratic-executive” state after independence. It was a powerful combination of “the strength and legitimacy of the executive and the capacity of the provincial administration”. (Branch & Cheeseman, 2006:14) The seats of the provincial administrations, former Provincial commissioners, were succeeded by the African elites during the decolonization. They “not only attained control of the commanding heights of the Kenyan economy, [bur] they also assumed, through their dominance in the legislature and the bureaucracy, the capacity to reproduce the position.” (Branch & Cheeseman, 2006:15) This institution went through a reform under the Moi regime to centralize the power under the president, simply by giving the power to appoint and allocate the officials and civil servants under the president. (Grindle 1999:99-101)    

3.2 Road to Independence and Mau Mau


Organized African political protest against the colonial power began after World War One. The unwilling involvement of Kenyans in WWI changed the view of Africans towards Europeans, where they saw Europeans killing each other, being defeated and showing their weaknesses. This encouraged the Africans, and their experience of WWII, where they saw Europeans being killed by Asians in Burma, made them ready to protest against the British about their home conditions. After the protest, instead of listening to the Africans, the British reacted by increasing the number of European settlers, who were mostly former soldiers. WWI also raised the number of African entrepreneurs because of further land occupation by the Europeans and the African had to make a living without their farm land. (Miller 1984:15-16) Naturally, the main issues of the political protest of Africans were “land rights, land alienation, kipande
, hut taxes, unemployment, and the education of African children.” (Miller 1984:19) 


WWII played an important role in the Kenyan political development. It not only increased the food demand, which consequently rose the white farmers’ demand for more land and labor, but also brought the criticism from the liberals both in Britain and Kenya, claiming that the African interests are being overrun and not concerned. (Miller 1984:22) The most important consequence in the Kenyan political development after the involvement in WWII was the beginning of the African elite politics. In 1943, European representative of African interest was appointed to the government’s Legislative Council where African elites, most of them educated in British University, began to take part in the legislature. (Miller 1984:21) Since then the British authorities in both Nairobi and London took policies for the gradual transition to the decolonization and the development of independent nation-state. The discontent of the African soldiers coming back from the warfront facing unemployment and lower standard of living also accelerated the ‘African for the Africans’ movement. (Bennet 1963:112) Under the Cold War policy, the priority of British authority was to make sure that the decolonized Kenya would not fall into the hand of the communists, as did the neighboring Tanganyika. From this point of view, too, it was crucial for the British authority to choose the elites with high education and strong connection to Europe as a representative of African interest.


This rule of capitalist elite taking the higher ranking position in the political arena was not a natural consequence of the transition under the British authority, but a result of a carefully planned transition. The Mau Mau accusation and the appointment of Kenyatta as the first president was a planned procedure to build elitist politics for the Kenyan capitalist development.   

The political liberation movements first rose among the Kikuyu, who had the most difficult time under the colonial rule, and who owned the White Highland when the settlement began in the late 19th century. In 1925, Kikuyu Central Association (KCA) emerged, which in 1928, Johnstone (Jomo) Kenyatta became its general secretary. The emergence of political movements within Kikuyu was divisive. There were three political groups within Kikuyu society, the conservatives, the moderate nationalists, and militant nationalists. (Murunga 2005:1129) The militant nationalist formed the Mau Mau militias, who later were acknowledged as the heroes of the independence as a reaction to the negative statements made by the British authority and Kenyatta. 

The role of Mau Mau in both independence movement and nation-making process is important in the Kenyan history, especially when dealing with the ethnic privilege of the Kikuyu in the post-colonial political and economic development. In October 1952, colonial government in Kenya declared an Emergency after the uprising of Mau Mau. Emergency, for the British public, meant both “the racial terror of black men wielding carving knives to mutilate domestic pets and close family members”, and “a class-driven distrust for the bearers of imperial power in colonial Africa”. (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:254) The latter became a popular discourse driven by Mau Mau revolts challenging the imperial power. Emergency, for the Africans, meant a period of terror, meaning the killings and executions, the repressions, the detention camps, and the civil war. (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:252) During the Emergency, the priority of British authority shifted from gradual transition for independence to the control of the mass, for both in keeping Kenya in the right track of modernization under capitalism, and protecting it from the communist influence.

The volatility of these rootless masses, their potential for violence and disorder, stimulated a profound ambivalence in both colonial authorities and social scientists. Mobilization was an essential part of the modernization process, but it was of critical importance that the mobilized were reattached as quickly and securely as possible to the institutions and identities of class and national citizenship. Failure to do so could mean either a turning backward towards a recharged tribalism and its fragmenting hostilities or towards a revolutionary communism aided and abetted by the Soviet Union. (Berman 1991:190)


In controlling the masses and preventing Kenya from turning backwards to tribalism or communism, manipulation of the Mau Mau reputation was essential. At the same time, the dominance of modernization theory and the secular nation-state model in Europe, especially after 1945, shaped the political arguments of the colonial authority, providing the legitimacy to their gradual decolonization policy to secure Kenya and other colonies as allies.


Believing in modernization as a guarantee for a prosperous Kenyan future, the British colonial authority “claimed that Mau Mau had emerged among a particularly unstable people who had difficulty adjusting to the strains of rapid social change and modernization.”(Berman 1991:182) They described Mau Mau as “[d]epraved, murderous, and wholly evil” and “had to be totally destroyed”. (Berman 1991:183) The colonial authority legitimized its modernization policy in its discourse accusing the Mau Mau movement as “irrational rejection of the benefits of development” (Berman 1991:182). Furthermore, in regards to nationalism, which the British necessitated for Kenyan independence under a strong nation-state that would not fall in to the communism, they claimed that “Mau Mau could not be an expression of nationalism because it led away from everything the latter represented as an essential part of the modernization process.” (Berman 1991:183) It is figuratively true, that “[Mau Mau] attacked both white and black collaborators and gave the impression that the rebellion was largely Kikuyu civil war.” (Murunga, 2005:1131) 

The British authorities’ rejection to acknowledge Mau Mau as a nationalist movement was based on their understanding of nationalism as an essential part of the modernization, which includes the nation-building process. Their perspective was shaped by high-level bureaucrats and academic political scientists, who claimed that nationalism was essential in the building of “strong and stable national-level institutions capable of effectively containing and controlling rapid social change.” (Berman 1991:188)

Despite the negative coverage of the Mau Mau in the major newspapers in Britain, growing public opinion against racism and the appalling reputation of the British ruling class in colonies (“over there, overpaid and over-sexed with aristocrats yielding to altitude, alcohol and adultery” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:230)), nourished the anti-colonial attitude within Britain. As a consequence, British authority had to remind their public “that The United Kingdom aim[s] to develop its colonies and lead them to self-government.” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:234) There were disputes between London and colonial settlers, who anticipated for an apartheid type of self-governing; however the fact that Europeans were outnumbered by Africans and the sturdy leadership of the African political elites brought the acceptance of multi-racial and cooperative self-governing, which would later be rejected by African elites. The following constitutional conference held in London turned out to be the victory for Africans. They got a promise of majority in legislative council, cabinet, and parliament, which meant that the self-government is for the Africans.  

The experience in WWII, as already mentioned, did bring a change of attitude in both Africans and the British, where “a new generation of colonial civil servants had worked with London to reform the colonial state and redirect trusteeship toward development and training for self-government.” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:239) However, the violence of Mau Mau, which led to the state of Emergence, revealed “the superficial nature of that change could no longer be disguised, as the Emergency all too vividly revealed.” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:239)


The understanding of Mau Mau changes dramatically close as independence approached. By the early 1960s, the African political parties were being established, new constitution for independent Kenya was being discussed, and there was a search for dialogue that would bring a strong nation-state capable of continuing the modernization in the capitalist path for the new-born nation. In the mid 1960s, Kenyan politicians, namely J. M. Kariuiki and Waruhiu Itote, “insisted that Mau Mau was a model, rational, and nationalist political movement, not tribalist reaction, and that the fighters of the Land and Freedom Army had fought a glorious struggle for national liberation.” (Berman 1991:184) The role of Kikuyu cultural content and symbolism the Mau Mau employed began to be downplayed in search of a history that unites the people of the newly independent nation-state. Thus the British interpretation of Mau Mau as “savage and atavistic tribalism” was accused to be “grounded in European racism and ethnocentrism”. (Berman 1991:185) From their view, the outbreak of open violence in 1952 did not occur due to the rejection of modernization of the Kikuyu people, but it was due to the failure of British authority in recognizing the need for social and political reform. (Berman 1991:184) 


In between the pro-, and anti- Mau Mau understanding, Kenyatta shows his political skill in using the ambivalent historical issue for his interest. Kenyatta called to the mass in the speech Suffering Without Bitterness: The Founding of the Kenyan Nation; “We must have no hatred toward one another. Mau Mau was a disease which had been eradicated, and must never be remembered again.” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:255) Contrary to his denouncing of the Mau Mau, his political party, KANU, which was formed during the Emergency, had both Mau Mau detainees and Kikuyu loyalist as a member. (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:255) Furthermore, by choosing, on the one hand, his old allies from Kikuyu politicians and a non-Kikuyu in his first political circle of close political advisers in 1962-1963, which would carry over into the first year of independence, on the other hand he did not forget to recognize the former Mau Mau a lower government positions.
 He further acknowledged and invited them to the independence ceremony and meeting to avoid any violence carried from their discontent (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:255).

Between 1966 and 1969, the Kenyatta’s political party, KANU’s attitude towards Mau Mau changes, facing a political challenge addressed by the Kenya People’s Union (KPU) criticizing KANU of being neo-colonialist.
 In order to meet the challenge of the KPU, led by Oginga Odinga, a Luo, who appealed to the common people and the veterans, KANU “changed its policy towards the Mau Mau memory” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:257), which frustrated the KPU leaders. For example, the government called for building of a new memorial monument to Mau Mau, and endorsed the groups organized by the ex-Mau Mau to ‘outflank’ the KPU. Under such change of political strategy, “[s]uddenly, writers who had been prisoners of the rhetoric of the nation as a symbol and guarantor of national unity and interests, came to realize that it had actually become as instrument of neo-colonial exploitation and repression.” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:270)

In contrast to its victory against KPU, the strategy of using the memory of Mau Mau against KPU narrowed the base of KANU to the Kikuyu identity. This contradiction may be explained through the argument of the African nationalist making the Mau Mau a hero of the war for freedom.
As a reaction to the British denunciation of the Mau Mau, which was a political strategy to bring strong-nation state that would follow the modernization path assuring Kenya to stay loyal to Britain, the African-nationalist began to speak of the Mau Mau as heroes of independence. Although the intention of some writers is unclear, they contained a political interest in legitimizing the Kikuyu dominance in the post-war Kenyan politics. For example, the language and cultural symbolism employed by the nationalist magazine that spoke of Africans and Africans’ freedom, Wanjau, was Kikuyu, even though most were written in English. Therefore, as one may see, “the notions of the imagined community of the nation existing during this period” was fundamentally contradictory. (Berman 1991:199)

The political interest in the dialogue may be clarified by the analysis of who became the African elites, or the black elites that dominated the political arena after the independence, and who since then have constructed the elite politics of the Kenyan capitalism, which will be discussed in the following Chapter. The difficulty of interpreting the national, yet ethnically structured movement, such as Mau Mau, in the phase of nation-building reflects the interest of the main political actor at that particular time and space. In the post-colonial Kenya, “because the political elite continued to summon up the metaphors and rhetoric of nationalism in order to maintain the loyalty of the masses, the contestation of the post-colonial order had to involve the subversion of the discourse of nationalism as generated by the nation-state.” (Odhiambo & Londale et.al. 2003:270) To conclude, “Mau Mau memory has been elusive, changing, diverse, dependent on who is remembering, and where, and when.” (Odhiambo & Londale et al.  2003:252)
3.3 Kenyatta era
3.3.1 Africanization of land and enterprises


One of the main challenges of the newly independent state was the Africanization of foreign companies together with the redistribution of the land to the indigenous Africans. The strategy to buy the land back and not force the white settlers out enabled a peaceful transition; however, the end to the large scale European farming brought a significant drop on productivity at the initial stage of transition. Nevertheless, by 1973 over half of all African customary forms of land tenure in Kenya had been switched to a system based on freehold title, and “[m]ost important, the increase in small holder production that had occurred established a large sector of the farm society as small-time entrepreneurs.” (Miller 1984:50) Contrary to Miller’s positive understanding of the transition, the preference of the distribution of large scale farm lands to the wealthy Africans led to the criticism of elitism and nepotism. The ILO's suggestion to distribute the large plantation lands to the poor families in 1972 was basically ignored and most prosperous lands were granted to the elites who had connections with high level officers, or officers themselves. Still, overall the land distribution resulted in the gradual increase in the production and “many Kenyans prospered”. (Miller 1984:50) 

One example of the land distribution and the elite privilege is the process of Africanizing the British-based Brooke Bond Tea Company. The case represents both the clash between the foreign company and the state in the Africanizing (or localizing) process, and the preference to the elites in Africanizing and privatizing large scale companies. In 1971, Brooke Bond was pressured by the Capital Issues Committee of the Treasury (CIC) to “go public” and issue shares on the Nairobi Stock Exchange, which they did hoping that the local shareholders would assure their existence against the nationalistic movement (or the Africanization of foreign companies). The CIC further pressured the company to make the price of their share as low as possible so that the local Africans could also purchase shares. However, the interest on Brooke Bond was higher in the Kenyan government than its public, and “[t]he government furthermore took a direct interest in the share issue, taking an 11.8% interest in Brooke Bond Liebig Kenya Ltd.” (Swaison 1977:52) Nevertheless, the Brooke Bond Company in UK still controlled 88% of the equity of the Kenyan subsidiary, thus it remained to be “foreign”.


The Kenyan government took a further step in 1972, rejecting an application from Brooke Bond, who had attempted to take over a coffee company owned by European settlers with coffee estates in their district. The CIC rejected this application and accepted the same application coming from “a group of powerful farmers in the area, including the chairman of Gema
 and two top officials of the KTDA (Kenya Tea Development Authority)!” (Swaison 1977:53)  This case is one of the earliest examples where the powers of the state had been used directly to block the expansion of a foreign company.  Here the “Treasury officials made it clear that any foreign company attempting to take over estate companies would encounter resistance from similar quarters.” (Swaison 1977:53) 

The post-independence era may also be marked as period where economic and political elites, who rose during the independence period, allied in order to preserve their privilege and power. Further illustration of the Kenyan tea estate describes how the elites bounded both economy and politics in order to maintain their economic and political power. Back in 1974, the total tea plantation in Limuru and Kiambu Districs, north of Nairobi, covered 5705 hectares, where 2889.5 ha. was owned by KTDA smallholders and 2815.6 ha. owned by private companies and individuals. Within this private owned area, Brooke Bond owned 639.9 ha, Kariana Estate 267 ha. and the remaining 909 ha. was owned by some private individuals. (Swaison 1977:54) These private individuals included some European settlers, but mainly were Kenyan capitalist, who have started their own tea factory. One of the biggest of these was a company independent from both KTDA and Brooke Bond. It is significant that despite it claimed to be an independent private firm, “two of the principal shareholders of this tea company [were] the chairman and general manager of the KTDA. They [were] clearly using their position within the parastatal to further their own entry into tea production.” (Swaison 1977:54)


As the example shows, the methods pursued by the political elites in privatizing, or in some cases starting their own company using the political process to Africanize foreign companies during the 1970s were crafty, but common. An additional cunning practice was that political elites made sure that local citizens saw their opportunities of entrepreneurship either by purchase of shares or a small land title, so that locals would feel that they were also the beneficiaries of the independence. The political elites were, therefore, able to maintain political stability and at the same time accumulate their capital. Swaison used these examples to illustrate the capable but still state-dependent characteristic of African bourgeoisie, however, as it is stated, the examples may also be interpreted as the proof of proximity between the political and economic actors, sometimes overlapping. 

The Africanization of foreign firms during the 1970s analyzed by Langdon in 1977 gives a different view from the above observation. Langdon gives five cases where the state intervened in resolving disputes between the local African entrepreneurs and Multi National Companies (MNCs). In these fives cases, the state used its power to either protect the local firms from the MNCs or to bring the local and MNCs to an agreement that would satisfy both of them, provided that the local Africans in the cases had a close relationship with the state. Consistent with the above case of Brooke Bond, the success of both enlargement and the establishment of a local companies depended on its close tie with the state.
 (Langdon 1977: 95)  


Noticing the strong state capacity and its clear “independence in [its] relationship with the MNCs”, Langdon concludes that the state takes a careful “process of intermeshing and organizing MNC-local bourgeois relations in such a way as to develop a stable, long-term symbiosis at the top of the Kenyan political economy.” (Langdon 1977: 96) By concluding so, he gives an alternative understating of the Kenyan state-centered capitalist development from that of Warren, who sees it “as signs of the domestic bourgeoisie proving eager and able to squeeze foreign capital” or that of Ley’s who “predict[s] of emerging conflict between foreign and 'auxiliary' capital” (Langdon 1977: 96). 


Forty years after Langdon’s analysis of the initial development of Kenyan firms, one could also conclude that the process of organizing MNC-local bourgeois relation had no future perspective such as “to develop stable, long-term symbiosis at the tope of the Kenyan political economy” as Langdom stated. Ruther, it could be understood as being purely individualistic interest of the policy makers related to both local bourgeois and MNCs, pursuing his or her individual benefit and not a social symbiosis. The growing corruption, elites’ power stability, worsening gap between the rich and the poor are the results of long-term symbiosis at the top individuals of Kenyan political economy, and not political economy as government’s policies and their implementations.  

Langdon states that “the institutional apparatus of the state has a significant impact on class relations between domestic and foreign bourgeoisies, meshing together domestic and inter- national capital as it meshes together capitalist and non-capitalist modes of production.” (Langdon 1977:97) Contrary to this relation between domestic and foreign bourgeoisies, the state had a significant role in dividing the domestic capitalist elites and the non-capitalist entrepreneurs’ modes of production, represented by the production of formal sectors and informal sector. Even though Langdon made a line saying that “[t]his does not mean that class conflict will not shape ongoing change in that country. But it does suggest that such conflict is more likely to be rooted in peasant revolts and in the reactions of poorer excluded regions, not in the rivalries of insider embourgeoisement” (Langdon 1977:97), his analyses of the development of Kenyan capitalism seems to be overly optimistic when contrasted to the reality after 40 years. Thus, “[i]t can be seen, […], that the measures taken to Africanize the commercial sector have served to advance the African bourgeois class as a whole, but particularly the dominant fraction” (Swaison 1977:43), where the dominant fraction were mainly Kikuyu elites. 

Another illustration of elite emergence during the Africanization process is given by Leys. During the era of Africanization in the 1960s, the government policy gave priority in industrialization, but there was a “built-in conflict between the interests of African traders and the government’s industrialization policy,” which was the restriction of import and protection of local manufacture. The difficulties laid in the fact that manufacturing was foreign owned and the trade industry was the growing African business, thus in order to support the African owned business, there were many import licenses issued by ‘error’. (Leys 1975:158) A distressing fact was that African owned local small scale entrepreneurs had no space to grow between the growing import goods and the foreign owned local industries.  

This is only one of the problems in the Africanization of the economy, but all the problems “stemmed from a common cause, the contradiction between the desire to expand the economy, which was dominated by foreign capital, in ways which called for the inflow of still more foreign capital, and the desire for African ownership of capital.” (Leys 1975:159) The graver problem rising from this contradiction was the manipulation of the system, such as the issue of import license by ‘error’. This creation of new areas and forms of monopoly, in this case of the African traders, to an extent not to deter the foreign investor happened in other sectors such as road-transport licensing and technical and capital assistance to construction and shareholding sectors. (Leys 1975:149-165)
Leys concludes that “the [Kenyan] economy was still small and externally oriented and that the financial task of inserting individual Africans in to the ownership of a significant share of its non-agricultural assets without expropriating the existing owners was beyond the means of the government or anyone else.” (Leys 1975:168) The persistence of foreign owned business and, at the same time, the growth of monopolies in African owned businesses due to the government protection brought a significant economic development in the initial stage of Africanization of economy, however, in the long term, it benefited only the elite class and  created their inveterate class monopoly, the majority of the Africans were left out of the current of economic development in the two decades after the independence, at least in the non-agricultural sector.   
As Leys concludes, “[t]he real result of African businessmen’s political activities and of the government’s policies was to foster the emergence of a small protected stratum of African capital-owners, a distinctive kind of ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie’.” (Leys 1975:168)  The history after the 1970s has, contradictory proved that they were not small ‘auxiliary’ or ‘petty’ bourgeoisies, but a start of the elites class with central and dominative power in both politics and economy. The understanding of this emerging African capital-owner became a popular research topic in the 70s and 80s, which created the international debate, the so called “Kenya debate”. The Kenya debate is discussed in the following chapter. 
3.3.2 Corruption and Development of Elite Politics in Kenyatta era 

International recognition of Kenya’s sustained stability may be explained not only by its peaceful political and economic transition from the colonial state, but also Kenyatta’s popularity among the Kenyans of all ethnicities. For example, neither the world oil crisis in 1973, nor the students’ riot and Parliament revolt in 1975 against the government and internal Kikuyu following assassination of J.M. Kariuki
, who was the unofficial opposition of Kenyatta, brought regime change. The oil crisis led Kenya to economic recession bringing people’s awareness of the deepening “nepotism, favoritism and in-group corruption”. (Miller 1984:51) The reaction of Kenyatta to the riots and revolt was to dismiss and arrest those critical of the government as he did after the Tom Mboya case.
 Even though this incidents damaged the reputation of Kenyatta internationally as the successful leader establishing a stable capitalist nation in Africa, the coffee-boom which watered the Kenyan economy in the following years have kept the trust of the nation towards him despite the enlarging class division. (Miller 1984:53-54)

The positive international recognition was also due to Kenyatta’s welcoming policy to the Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and multinational companies, while corruptions grew parallel with significant FDI flow. Despite the economic development and the inflow of FDI, the “[dis]ability to formulate comprehensive plans to deal with slum conditions and then to carry them out with the requisite efficiency and effectiveness” (Werlin, 2006: 40) of the Nairobi City Council, led to the lack of housing and growth of slums, thus growing poverty. It was observed that by 1972, about a third of the population was then living in slum conditions in Nairobi. (Werlin, 2006: 40) 

 
Large-scale, public and private illegal activities started under Kenyatta regime, which continued and prospered under Moi regime. The illegal activities were conspicuous in the slums, but were also a tacit agreement in the public sector. The seven well-known and well-discussed examples are: 
1) Royal Family Dealings, where presidential influences were used “to obtain private-sector contracts, favors and business advantages”.

2) Illegal land seizure by the elite taking the lands that were intended to be given to the landless population, which contributed to the growing slums. 
3) Civil service irregularities mostly in forms of bribe taking and dispensing favors.
4) Corporate irregularities in both multinational and local companies were occasional in getting import licenses, work permits, and avoiding tax payment.
5) Election campaign irregularities in form of buying votes and election rigging were already apparent from 1969, the first election after the independence. 
6) Smuggling activities flourishing the black markets and informal sectors.

7) Poaching of national resources. (Miller 1984:59-60) 
These activities ensured the tight control of the minority elites over their properties and business. (Miller 1984:60) The illegal economic activities by the elites are not the same as the informal sector that will be discussed in the following chapter; however, the fact that the elites are involved in their private informal business undermines the legitimacy of elite politicians’ policy to scrap the slum informal business away. The African capitalists, as Miller investigated, made sure civil servants to be loyal to them by material rewards and expanding bureaucracy, while civil servants also increased their interests in outside businesses. The patron-client system, which “derived power and resources from the government and garnered support from clients in exchange for a share of the resources” (Miller 1984:37), became a common practice with no legality or with a tacit discretion.
As the year past with systematic corruption and illegal activities by the elites and the repression of freedoms of critics, the patron-client system became embedded that Kenyatta was “either unwilling or unable to curb the exploitation carried out by those around him.” (Miller 1984:62) Especially after the assassination of J. M. Kariuki, Kenyatta had to cover-up the illegal activities of the elites and continue with the regime “replete with royal trappings, sycophancy, nepotism, favoritism, and great intrigue around a fading king” (Miller 1984:62) for his own sake.     

Inequality augmented by the systematic corruption, growing informal sector and the incapacity of the City Council was already a problem by the end of Kenyatta era. The first decade of Kenyatta’s presidency performed a remarkable economic growth; however, as the ILO 1972 report confirmed, the rapid growing population and high unemployment rate relating to the inequality in access to education, health care and other vital facilities were already part of structural flaws. (Miller 1984:55-56) Despite the ILO report addressing inequality as potential problem, Kenyatta’s consistent policy in favor of capitalists did not open a debate on inequality and elite politics. On the contrary, the national policy continued “to applaud free enterprise, to allow business expansion wherever possible, and to minimize national control.” (Miller 1984:57) When protests surfaced on the widening class division issue, Kenyatta labeled them as “radicalism” and used force to purge them as he has done previously. 

The elite domination in both economy and politics were prevented from being a political matter, not only because of Kenyatta’s control over most of legislature, police, military force and bureaucracy, but also because of the “strong economic alliances [that] existed along ethnic lines.” (Miller 1984:57) On top of ethnicity, people were differentiated along “one’s education, economic position, place of work, and political aspirations” and these factions made impossible to bring the people together to fight against inequality and class division. In other words, “[f]actions were more important than classes in the struggle for influence, and they kept forming and re-forming in response to the rewards the regime offered” (Miller 1984:57) that class did not become the base of unity against the elites who maintain the corrupt regime. 


The structure of elite domination in both political and economic sphere, which are strongly connected to one another is described as following by Miller: “Kenya’s political economy may be described as a special band of African capitalism carried on by a black elite, a complex urban middle class, and a rural middle class of farmer-entrepreneurs, each aided in part by infusions of international capital.” (Miller 1984:103) 
3.4 Moi Era  
3.4.1 1980s: The continuation and intensification of the Kenyatta era 

As the question of who might succeed the aging Kenyatta started to become a political issue, a movement among Kikuyu-led politicians emerged. They wanted to change the constitutional provisions regarding presidential succession, which make the vice-president automatically a president when the presidential position was to be vacant for more than three months. This was because the vise-president, Daniel Moi, was a Kalenjin minority, who may not bring the Kikuyu interest to a political priority. However, this move was stopped by Moi himself, who was able to get the support from Kenyatta and his cabinet, back in 1977. Since “Kenyatta’s word was law, and no one was prepared to challenge him directly” (Miller 1984:61), Moi automatically became the second president of Kenya after Kenyatta died in August 23, 1978.

Moi’s fist term showed stability in both political and economic arena, following the same structure and rule of Kenyatta. He embraced the pro-capitalist attitude and launched a development plan addressed to reduce poverty. He vowed to end political factionalism and corruption that was swelling the people’s anxiety and frustration. In his first few years, Moi thrived in abolishing primary school fees, initiating a national literacy campaign and cleaning the bureaucracy, even accusing a few MPs for coffee smuggling. (Miller 1984:91) Public disappointment grew, however, when the recession deepened in 1978-1982, and an “illicit economic activity became more commonplace, and corruption proliferated.” (Miller 1984:89) The recession activated the oppositions who lost in the 1979 election. There were students’ riots and violence protesting against the food shortage. President Moi reacted to the aggressive movements by expanding the cabinet and army and by lecturing the loyalty to the government.  
The height of instability after the 1981-1982 recessions was marked by the coup attempt in 1982 by the military air force. The coup was not a result of an ideological split, but was brought by growing frustration against corruption and nepotism. (Miller 1984:94) The coupe attempt failed due to the miscalculation of the arrogant and highly educated air force believing that “they can do anything with their awesome military power”. (Miller 1984:95) The corruption and nepotism, the imposing of one-party state and the violation of Human Rights, which were believed to case the economic decline, demoralized the attempt itself (Miller 1984:95), too. The undermining of the democratic system and human rights led to the question of the legitimacy of the government on top of the issue of corruption. There also existed an argument that says the “Kenyan intelligence office knew of the plot but did not inform Moi” (Miller 1984:95), and was undecided to support the coup until the first step was carried out, which they decided not to. 

Despite the coup attempt and the economy decline, Moi was reelected as a president in 1983 without an opposition, where possible oppositions were cleared under the label of “traitor” following the coup. In his second term of presidency, Moi confirmed the twenty-three cabinet members with his loyalists and was able to diminish the Kikuyu power in the national arena. (Miller 1984:98) The coup attempt, however, brought a “growing uncertainty about the government’s stability.” (Miller 1984:93) Regardless of the growing anxiety of both domestic and international publics, in 1982, Moi “banned any organized opposition to the government” (Miller 1984:93), which made Kenya legislatively a one-party state, where freedom of speech and assembly was also restricted. For example, under the one-party state regime, Moi was able to promote the Kalnejin and Luyha interest and consolidate his power against the Kikuyu oppositions. He made “party membership [become] a virtual prerequisite for civil service advancement, access to loans and so on.” (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:28) Detention without trial and repression of union and potential opposition continued encouraging the self-censorship of the press.  
Despite the hardship Moi encountered after the economic recession from 1978, the Kenyatta regime and the Moi regime “remained remarkably similar, particularly concerning political values that underlay the entrepreneurial ethic.” (Miller 1984:99) The basic difference was that “Kenyatta was a political monarch, Moi an astute political survivor” (Miller 1984:99). Under the Moi regime, corruption was further embedded in the political structure where three unwritten informal rules of politics were framed: Honor the top, Pay tribute and Use your matatu man. (Miller 1984:99-100)
First, “honor the top” means “to support the governing elite, to allay their insecurities and to avoid political threats of any kind” where in return one may get an economic opportunity in the Kenyan capitalism system created by and for the elites. (Miller 1984:99) It is important to know that Mwai Kibaki was one the core elites under President Moi serving as vice-president at one point. Secondly, “pay tribute” means “to share profits with those in powerful positions, in exchange for business opportunities and business protection”, which is eligible down to the district level, too. (Miller 1984:100) Finally, “Use your matatu man”, means “the use of brokers or rural taxi (matatu) operators who serve as go-betweens to bring the system together.” This diversified system “allows an individual to play in both national and local arenas”, and it   “enhances the status quo and promotes stability.” (Miller 1984:100)

These three rules, thus, made the rule of elites and their corrupt circle reasonable by disconnecting the mass from their circle, yet giving the illusion that the mass are involved by using the matatu man system. However, connection, or in a positive word, network, with the elite with substantial rewards to give and receive, became the core fore the economic and political survival that the majority without either connection/network or property (could be capital, property title or further network) were left out from any political or economic consideration of the public services. 
3.4.2 1990s: Decline of the Moi era 

As development theories changed in the 1990s to include the human rights and democracy as the basic condition for aid on top of liberal economy policies, the criticism towards one-party state and corruption in Kenya grew. The domestic and international pressures for political liberalization culminated in the suspension of aid in 1991. In response, Kenya once again became a multiparty democracy state and the media controls were relaxed along side. The legalized opposition parties unified under the Forum for Restoration of Democracy (FORD), however, its suffering continued during the presidential campaign of Moi. The disruption of the opposition continued through security forces and the Provincial Administration, which was under presidential power, where in some cases a direct sponsorship of ethnic clashes by the state was reported.
 (Africa Watch 1993) The legislation change to a multi-party state made the Moi regime aggressive. The systematic violence against the opposition by official forces “served to create a sense of insecurity so that voters would prefer the certainty associated with the status quo (KANU), and to change the ethnic balance in the Rift Valley
, a crucial area in electoral terms (it accounted for 44 of the 183 seats).” (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:28) For example, in the multiparty election in 1992 the local and ethnic loyalties demonstrated a significant importance, and in 1997 election violence erupted in Nairobi, Mombasa, Rift Valley, mainly between oppositions, students, and gangs, where “[v]iolences were said to be that the government was implicated in provoking ethnic clashes.” (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:28) Police forces were used to calm the violence, leaving some death and the closing of public universities and polytechnics, which led to the withdrawal of IMF support in 1997. It is said that within this five years, between 1992 and 1997, the political-tribal clashes have left more than 1,000 people dead. (Baynham 1997:3) The victories of Moi in 1992 and 1997 election were not only due to the state sponsored ethnic conflicts and the government force he utilized, but also to the lack of unified opposition. The oppositions “permitted a combination of internal tensions and regime attempts to play on these to sustain splits in the anti-KANU ranks.” (Ndegwa 2003:146)
 
Albeit the coup attempt, disrespect of human rights, phony democracy and corruption, which sometimes resulted in aid suspension as in the case of 1991 and 1997, strong power remained to the state controlled by political elites, and business elites kept on prospering in Kenya. Stability kept the FDI inflows and no radical structural change took place, therefore the continuation of the status quo. Moi was not overthrown during his period as president and he resigned to be a presidential candidate in 2002. 

The 2002 election was one of the most noticeable elections in Kenyan history, where Kibaki’s coalition party finally marked the end of KANU government. The victory of Kikuyu based Kibaki was a victory of the Kikuyu more than the political party itself. It was estimated that in the last 10 years of Moi regime, “some 250,000 Kikuyu … have been displaced from their villages in a form of ethnic cleansing known as majimboism” (Baynham 1997:4), where the high degree of media self-censorship “inhibited the flow of information about human rights abuses to the outside world” (Baynham 1997:4). The change of regime has brought the Kikuyu back to the political faction, however, the political and economic elite structure was barely affected and the governmental institution remains intact, where Kibaki regime also faces the same criticism Kenyatta and Moi have received: corruption, nepotism and the continuation of the status quo. 

The following chapter will articulate on the elites of Kenya through the analysis of the Kenya debate mentioned previously in the Africanization sector. 
Chapter 4 Kenya Debate 

4.1 Who are the African bourgeoisie and the political elites  


 The beginning of the rise of African elites has multiple dimensions, depending on how they came to achieve their economic and political status. This section aims to elucidate the African bourgeoisie, or the business elite, and the political elites.  
Many African middle class rose during the depression of 1929-1935, because the British “need[ed] to have Africans producing export crops and paying more taxes.” (Miller 1984:31) These Africans were those who had an opportunity to “[take] on many of the values and techniques of the more successful settlers.” (Miller 1984:31) Their real capital accumulation did not occur until the independence, “but capitalism was under way in the 1930s”. (Miller 1984:31) The origin of some African elites goes back to the New Kenya Group. It was a group consisted of European companies who were “willing if necessary to abandon the settler, […], and to seek an alliance with African leaders prepared to accept the private-enterprise system and allow them to stay in business.” (Leys 1975:42) Since the economic monopoly system Europeans built was vulnerable to competition, the liberalization of the economy after independence meant great advantages to the Asians who had already created their merchant capitalist class, thanks to the discriminatory land policy of the British. Therefore, the African leaders and farmers, who inherited the European farms or who benefited from it, had to continue the colonial status quo to protect their privileges. (Leys 1975:19) This continuation was confirmed by the New Kenya Group who was unhappy with the industrial dominance of the Asians. They emphasized the importance of the new capital from Western countries and effort by the people themselves, but not the entrepreneur spirit of the local investors. (Leys 1975:45) One of the important elements of these new rising classes was that the new companies developed by these African businessmen had boards of directors from different tribes (Leys 1975:176), possessing the possibility of crosscutting the ethnic differences. It is surprising that this spirit of the elites can be seen in the elites today who prefer partnership with the foreign companies rather than the local entrepreneurs. 

The other aspect of economic elites is observed by Swaison. He claims that “[t]he African capitalist class was not a creation of the post-colonial state. The bourgeoisie in Kenya, which was able to consolidate its position after independence in 1963, had its origins in the 1920s and 1930s.” However, it was not until the late 1950s that “the fetters on the expansion of indigenous capitalism were lifted. Thus from 1963 onwards, the embryonic national bourgeoisie in Kenya was able to extend the basis of it accumulation assisted by the powers of the state.” (Swaison 1977:40-41) The role of the state in the case of Kenyan capitalist development is especially unique, and will be discussed in the sections on the Kenyatta and Moi eras. 


In contrast to the gradual emergence of the African economic middle class, who later constructed a tight network with the political elites, the emergence of the political elites started in the independence movement in the 1950s. One of the characteristics of Kenya’s independence movement is that those who served under the British government either as public servants or members of council were the same people who led the independence movement in political negotiation. The most significant figures in the independence movement were former members of Kenya African Union (KAU), which “[grew] out of a study group formed to support the first African member of the colonial Legislative Council.” (Leys 1975:47) They were the ones who wrote and negotiated the independence scheme in London.
 KAU became KANU in 1960, the leading party of the Africans who succeeded the independent state and ruled Kenya for 40 years after independence.


During the independence negotiations, these political elites made an arrangement with the British authorities “to buy out European farmers at fair prices, to remain in close economic alliance with the West, to continue to host multinational corporations, to “buy British”, and to receive Western foreign aid,” in return for the peaceful transition. (Miller 1984:29) In short, they agreed to support free-enterprise and private property in return for peaceful transition. “In so doing, British authorities indirectly agreed to the establishment of a small African elite that would be in a position to garner economic reward at the expense of poorer citizens, a situation that would be potentially explosive and unstable if hard class lines were formed.” (Miller 1984:29) The British authority was ensured that since the education and the whole climate of opinion the political elites of legislative council and African parties were “premised on the acceptance of private property and the highly regulated, monopolistic, private enterprise system established under colonialism” (Leys 1975:60), they would not make a fundamental change that would affect the capitalist system. Alas, the generous decision of African political elites to buy out European farms at fair prices, in return, became a burden for the Kenyans. The Europeans settlers demanded expensive price for the land they occupied, leaving the Kenyan government and the African settlers in an unrepayable debt
 (Leys 1975:81).  It is ironic that the lands were also on sale for Europeans, and those large scale farmers who succeeded after the land scheme “were linked professionally, socially and economically to the foreign capitalist enclave, borrowing form foreign banks, having accounts with foreign equipment suppliers, holding dictatorships in foreign companies.” (Leys 1975:116)

There were some political elites who rose after the popular violence, namely Mau Mau. They were made to become political elites by the British educated political elites to maintain the elite domain unchallenged; the case of KANU’s political strategy against KPU described in the previous chapter is a good example. As a matter of fact, the strategy of the New Kenya Group to protect their land and monopoly depended on the educated elite, such as members of KAU (later KANU) or even chiefs’ families and local councils, who were connected to the colonial administration in some ways. (Leys 1975:51) Furthermore, in the process of land transition discussed above, many of the ex-white highlands were given or purchased by the former or current MPs, civil servants, and senior officials. This connection between the economic and political elites is conspicuous throughout the political development of Kenyan capitalism. 


In its process of leading Kenya to independence, British authority had to make sure that the good governance in Kenya supported the interests of Britain and did not fall into the hands of communists, or the traditional polity. Therefore, in the process of reconstituting the official class who would accept full responsibility for the development schemes, the British needed to educate the local politicians and local civil servants in the European manner. Berman’s quote of Michael Lee describes the process as  “creating ‘a political class’ which meant envisaging the creation of a native elite capable of running the machinery required to join the society of states in the international order (1967, I3-I4).”(Berman 1991:189) This strategy was not in accord with the settlers’ notion of self-government, as already mentioned. The process created individuals the British could trust after the independence, however, there was a lack of consideration of the ethnicity of these leaders, which added complexity later in the independent Kenyan politics. 


The violence created by the Mau Mau speeded up the process of creating the political class together with the establishment of self-government, but did not change the actors in the independence negotiation; they were the loyalists who followed and who were chosen by the British. As Berman puts it, 

[t]his class was definitively formed during the Emergency itself among the Kikuyu loyalists and the educated elites from other ethnic communities, who shared literacy in English and who traveled their national pilgrimage in less than a decade through increasing access to the bureaucracy of the colonial state and to the expanding “national” political institutions at the centre, created by repeated rounds of constitutional reform. (Berman 1991:201) 

Therefore, despite the Mau Mau uprising, and other small movements for independence, it was not the people of Kenya but the British and Kenyan elites who produced Kenya. As Bennet concludes; “[t]he colonial period has produced Kenya; it was now up to its people to look beyond.” (Bennet 1963:161) The irony is that the colonial period also produced the Kenyan economic and political elites, which discriminated against the majority Kenyans and prevented them from taking part in fair and transparent electoral democracy even after more than 40 years of independence. 

The political and economic elites were related in two ways. Either a political elite owned a company or land, thus being both political and economic elite, as in the case of Kenyatta family, or they worked for each other in the patron-client system in order to maintain their power status. The elite system, although they were mainly produced by the colonial governance, is a mixture of traditional social networks and the new capitalist money relation since an introduction of “a money economy does not necessarily lead to the dissolvement of traditional social institutions (Bloch and Perry 1989: 28-30).” (Seierup 1994:14) In such a society, one may expect that the dominance of money in capitalism may be restricted by certain traditional social elements; however, in the case of Kenyan political and economic elites, the social network changed rapidly, which was “only built through repeated and continuous exchange of favours” (Seierup 1994:16), which is a client-patron system. Therefore, in the case of elite social network in Kenya, the traditional network, such as kinship and ethnic community was only maintained when there were favors and resources to exchange. In such a society, lack of favors and resources to exchange easily breaks the traditional relation of kinship and community. As a consequence, elites were united with favors and resources and became disintegrated from the mass. To borrow the words of Seierup, in the Kenyan elite society “the kinship and community network functions like a circle of repeated favors, gestures and transferred resources. To break with the network is to change its functions: relations lose their original reciprocity and the social network moves towards disintegration.” (Seierup 1994:17) In an elite community where networks may be built or broken on the bases of favours and resources, kinship and ethnic community are useful elements for manipulation. Since these elements involve the masses still entangled in the traditional social institutions, they appear often in the political elites’ discourse to claim their legitimacy and express their sympathy with the masses, albeit the complete disintegration between the elite and the mass. To conclude, the establishment of Kenyan capitalism was heavily determined by colonial policies and controlled by the political elites who were granted their positions by the British, and who established networks with the economic elites. The burden of the colonial legacy is that the system allowing the political elites to privatize land and enterprises led to the blending of the public and private property and an unyielding patron-client system. 
The Kenya debate presented in the following sector tries to contextualize the emergence and nature of these elites, especially in the urban areas. 
4.2 The Kenya Debate
This emergence of the elites is the main issue of the Kenyan debate which heated up in the late 70s to the 80s. There was an academic demand to understand the future development of the ex-colonies in the aftermath of the liberalization of Africa, especially because the underdevelopment theory, which was the main theory of the third world development, assumed that imperialism blocked capitalist development and created the conditions for a transition to socialism on an anti-imperial platform. (Beckman 1981:8) In the Cold War, the post-colonial period was crucial for both newly independent nations and the ex-imperialist powers because of the emerging bourgeoisie, who could be both a force of revolution to improve nationalism and lead to socialism, or improve capitalism and class interests. In Kenya there was no characteristic such as patriotism or national democracy that could bring the solitude of the bourgeoisie and the masses to develop socialism, as seen in the disgracing of the Mau Mau. On the contrary, there was a significant rise in the middle class bourgeoisie, or the economic elites, with the potential of a capitalist development. The question was whether they were going to achieve the capitalist development, like their colonial masters, or whether they were going to be neo-colonial states? This chapter provides an overview of the Kenya debate to understand the role of the elites/bourgeoisie described in the previous chapter, and to explain the characteristics of Kenyan politics. The term bourgeoisie in this sector is mainly referred to the economic elites explained in the previous chapter. In the discussions of Kenya debate, there is no specific mention of the actor of the state, which this paper has been referring to as ‘political elite’; therefore, in this chapter, the term ‘state’ represents the political elites described in the previous section, and the bourgeoisie the economic elites. 

The main theories adopted in the Kenya debate were Marxist and Underdevelopment theories, which concerned the possibility of capitalist development in the third world. According to Marxist theory of traditional economic development, “an economy moves from primary activities (agriculture, mining, forestry, fishing) into secondary activities (manufacturing), and then increasingly on to tertiary activities (services).” (Vandenberg 2003: 447) Having this capitalist process as the base, the debate assumes that Africans needed to control manufacturing industry to be considered successful in their capitalist development. (Vandenberg 2003: 447) 

The debate, therefore, was constituted around the manufacturing industry and the entrance of African bourgeoisie into this sector. The critical issue was the understanding of the African bourgeoisie; whether they were independent and strong enough to enter and carry out the manufacturing industry and carry on the development of Kenya, or as Leys observed, they were so dependent on foreign resources and power that there would be no genuine Kenyan capitalist development in the future. The argument revolves around the relation between the state, indigenous bourgeoisie and the foreign capital/MNC. Leys-Swaison line basically argues that the entrance of African bourgeoisie in the manufacturing sector is highly dependent on state power, which is closely related to foreign capital. However, the capability of the bourgeoisie to create their original mode of production contained a possibility to lead capitalist development in Kenya, albeit the dependency of the state to the foreign capital and bourgeoisie to the state. On the contrary, Langdon, Kaplinsky and others were more pessimistic about African capitalist development. They saw indigenous bourgeoisie as overly dependent to the state, and although the state was strong enough to negotiate in parallel with the foreign capital, it has essentially dependent on foreign capital, and therefore no independent bourgeoisie would grow in Kenya, and the capitalist development path was not feasible. 

4.2.1 Leys-Swaison arguments 

Leys’ observation of Kenya, which was published in 1975 following the1972 ILO report, examines the applicability of the underdevelopment theory in the Third World development. Underdevelopment theory claims that “imperialism protects local bourgeoisies from the demands of the oppressed classes, while local bourgeoisies through control of the state provide monopoly conditions for imperialist expansion.” (Beckman 1980:58) This seemed to explain the colonial system that gave minority white settlers and local bourgeoisie prosperity at the expense of the masses suffering through the mechanism of central control and oppression. 

Leys first concludes that underdevelopment theory falls short in explaining the industrialization of Kenya, where bourgeoisie supported by the state and foreign capital are seen as potential leaders of capitalist development. He portrays the Kenyan petty- and auxiliary-bourgeoisie’s dependency on the state, and the state’s dependency on foreign capital as core obstacles for development. This debate became important because it represents the broader discussion of whether the “real capitalist development” – a Western European type development – could take place in the Third World.  

According to Leys, by the 1960s, “the nexus between the government and foreign capital was an extremely close one, and was reinforced by the interests of an African petty-bourgeoisie which had been establishing itself inside the system of state protection as an auxiliary of foreign capital.” (Leys 1975:147) In other words, the dependency on foreign capital deepened rather than weakened after the independence. Further, Leys observes the emergence of politically powerful bourgeoisie, which he calls an ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie’, in the later years, who were not only prospering from the close relation between the state and foreign-capital, but were also “being an extension of the parastatal system, receiving a commission on turnover instead of a salary … provided with a share of the national surplus.” (Leys 1975:156) 

He understood that the success of the bourgeoisie was due to the prerequisite conditions for a ‘transition to the capitalism mode of production’ Kenya inherited from the colonial administration. The political elites controlled the state apparatus and were “central to the advances made in the post-independence period” as mentioned in the previous chapter. It is observed that “this control has been used for the purpose of establishing a significant and growing stake in the manufacturing industry” (Beckman 1980:49), which brought the indigenous bourgeoisie a leading role in the transition to industrial capitalism. 

 This capacity to develop a transition in mode of production to develop their own productive forces adapting the conditions given by the ex-colonial administration, according to Leys, contains a possibility to lessen the Kenyan bourgeoisie’s dependency to foreign capital in the future. 

Swaison agrees with Leys and provides some examples of the capacity of this bourgeoisie in using the governmental instrument to penetrate into the wholesale and retails sectors. He argues that new system
 launched by the government “has been used by the dominant fraction of the indigenous bourgeoisie to procure the most lucrative distributorships of goods.” (Swaison 1977:41-42) Having proved the scrutiny and the business capacity of the indigenous bourgeoisie in using the state, Swaison concludes that even though the bourgeoisie are capable of using the state power in their interest, “this type of indigenous capitalism is obviously not operating independently of the international capitalist system. Nor does the localization of productive capital which is beginning in Kenya, portend any kind of ‘autonomous’ capitalist development.” (Swaison 1977:55) Leys and Swaison see the dependency of the bourgeoisie through states as a natural phenomenon of capitalist development, and thus do not deny the possibility of capitalist development in Kenya. 
Their position in seeing the foreign-dependent-state controlled by bourgeoisie to serve their business prosperity is said to“[obscure] the nature of the contradiction [between the imperialist development and capitalist development] and the degree to which foreign capital depends on domestic class forces for its own penetration (partnerships etc.).”(Beckman 1980:58) It does not give an explanation to “the leading role of international finance capital (World Bank, IFC, CDC etc.) in state support schemes for domestic capital from such perspective.” (Beckman 1980:58)

4.2.2 Kaplinsky-Langdon argument 

Raphael Kaplinsky is one of the major critiques of Leys in the Kenya Debate, especially concerning the capacity of the rising bourgeoisie to break the dependency cycle of development. Unlike Leys, he argues that dependency hinders the capitalist development in Kenya. There is no “transition of mode of production” taking place in Kenya, and that “[i]nefficiency and a high degree of protection in the manufacturing industry, are … important aspects of the failure of capitalist transformation.” (Beckman 1980:5) 


Looking through the government revenue, transfer pricing, private firms and foreign investments, Kaplinsky disagrees with Ley’s conclusion of increase in private capital inflow exceeding profit outflows. According to his analyzes, “there is little evidence of any profound change in economic structure.” (Kaplinsky 1980:87) He concludes that the increase in the manufacturing industry is rather limited and “Kenya remains a predominantly agricultural economy exporting primary products and importing manufactures.” (Kaplinsky 1980:87) He concludes that growth of manufacture industry financed by agricultural productivity, which faces future difficulty with growing population and lack of goods and land, would not last. Further, the process of Africanization of the firms may have increased the number of the African shareholders in the foreign companies, however, companies they did not sell more than 50% of their share to the local residents, thus companies still remained under foreign control; therefore, in reality, there is no evidence of shift in ownership and foreign capital still dominates the manufacturing industry. 


Even though Kaplinsky and Langdon do not agree in their view of relation between state, the foreign capital and the ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie’, they stand in the same side as a critique of Leys. Langdon and Leys “characterized the state as harmonising the alliance between foreign capital and the ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie’, Langdon, in particular, extends the argument to illustrate how this included an appropriation of part of the surplus by members of the state apparatus as well.” (Kaplinsky 1980:99) Even though Langdon agrees partially with Leys in the view of state as facilitator between the local bourgeoisie and foreign capital, he does not think the state is overly dependent on foreign capital, nor does he think that bourgeoisie has the potential to tag the capitalist development.   


Langdon gives five examples in which the state is involved in negotiations between the local business and foreign capital. Its means include manipulation of tax imposition, protection or restriction of local firms, or the personal involvement of President Kenyatta into the mutter. He points out that “the state clearly maintains some independence in this relationship with the MNCs. There seems, in fact, to be a mutually dependent symbiosis at work. The modern Kenyan state clearly has some sophisticated economic instruments to use (differential taxes, widespread shareholdings, etc.), and the MNCs seem to rely, to a degree, on such manipulation for their surplus appropriation within Kenya.” (Langdon 1977: 95) However, he also admits the ambiguity of the examples he gives, that the development of indigenous bourgeoisie could be understood as “signs of the domestic bourgeoisie proving eager and able to squeeze foreign capital” or “conflict between foreign and ‘auxiliary’ capital” (Langdon 1977: 96), as Leys argues. Despite the weakness of the examples, Langdon claims that state apparatus are autonomous from the foreign-capital building a symbiosis with the MNC, and capable of solving the conflicts between the indigenous bourgeoisie and the foreign capital. However, at the same time, he sees the overly dependency of the ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie’ to the state as destabilizing factor (Langdon 1977), and claims that there will be no autonomous national bourgeoisie, and therefore a free capitalist development is unlikely to occur.


Kaplinsky agrees that state is autonomous from both bourgeoisie and the foreign capital, but is the bourgeoisie who is dependent on the other two actors. He gives four examples where “the state shows little evidence of taking an antagonistic stance to foreign capital.” (Kaplinsky 1980:99) These cases show “that despite the representation of the ‘national’ position in some parts of the state apparatus, there are many cases of significance where the position of foreign capital has won out over that of local capital.” (Kaplinsky 1980:100) In the analysis of the state-bourgeoisie-foreign capital relations, Kaplinsky claims that “although the state ‘is not a homogenous entity’, it is likely to side with foreign capital in case of dispute with local capital.” To sum up, Kaplinsky and Langdon do not acknowledge the shift in ‘mode of production’ as Leys claim, and see the indigenous bourgeoisie as incapable of composing a class that could advance the capitalist development.  


The Kenya debate, however, was inconclusive “mainly because, as its critics pointed out, the data cited could be read both ways, depending on one's theoretical persuasion” (Beckman 1980, Himbara 1993:94), as Langdon was also aware. Thus the Kenya debate faces a methodological limitation where “the dependency discourse was partly the product of the training and backgrounds of ‘retooled’ scholars who worked with limited sources and with deep political commitment. Later historians, employing both the 'modes of production' discourse and the 'social history' discourse, have challenged the simplicities of the earlier writers, not only for the reasons mentioned above but because of the growing complexity and sophistication of African historiography.” (Hetherington 1993:103) 
4.3 Analysis of the Kenya Debate.

In his analysis of the Kenya debate, Beckman argues that evidence illustrated by Kaplinsky and Langdon may be integrated into the anti-dependency pursued by Leys through a great caution adopted in the evaluation of the indices of quantitative and qualitative changes given in the overall pattern; on the one hand there is a growth in manufacturing output, growth in employment rate (to a lesser degree), and on the other hand, there is a continuous growth in foreign investment, state protection and  strong relation between the foreign and domestic capital. (Beckman 1980:53-54) He concludes that in both ways, these empirical evidences may indicate the growing influence and power of the domestic bourgeoisie. (Beckman 1980:54) However, he also argues that the overwhelming attention given to the role of national bourgeoisie in two sides of Kenya debate leads to “a misdirection of attention from the nature of the process actually taking place.” (Beckman 1980:56) Beckman sees that both views “have a conception of a hegemonic interest” in their understanding of the relation between the state-national bourgeoisie-foreign capitals. He argues that both sides understand that “state is accommodating various ‘fractional’ pressures and demands, than from the perspective of fractional hegemony.” (Beckman 1980:59)

Alas, both Kenya debates fail to see that these bourgeoisie, whether dependent or independent, are not interested in being a “national” bourgeoisie, contributing to the entire development of the nation. They are actually interested only in augmenting their personal wealth, or in the large extent, their ethnic prosperity. As Leys observed, Kenyan bourgeoisie do have the potential to lead the capitalist development, however, the strong relation they have with the state, or the political elite, is not used in the wider ‘national’ scale, but limited to the ‘fractional’ demands, as Beckman claims. They are not choosing the path of capitalist development, even though it is available. 

 Therefore, the luck of conceptualization of the word ‘national’ bourgeoisie, which is used  interchangeably with ‘local’, ‘indigenous’ or ‘African’ bourgeoisie, gives an impression that these bourgeoisie belongs to a nation and thus contribute to the national wealth accumulation of Kenya, either dependent or independent from the foreign capital. This assumption - bourgeoisie would serve the national interest – taken for granted by the Kenya debate should be contested, because the economic growth in Kenya has not contributed to the development in the sense of more employment, more public capital accumulation, thus more welfare for the mass. 

Beckman indicates this lack of “national” ideology in his criticism of Langdon’s explanation of nationally-minded-technocrats. Following the observation of the Nigeria debate on imperialism and underdevelopment – it argues that the underdevelopment is due to the failure of the national bourgeoisie in being corrupt and not being efficient in turning the profit form the national resource into the development projects - Beckman investigates the ‘national’ bourgeoisie. As a response, Beckman asks: “What is it that a national bourgeoisie would like to do if it had more money (less profit outflow) and was less dependent on imperialism? Or the other way round, what is that imperialism prevents the national bourgeoisie from doing by keeping it dependent?” (Beckman 1981:13) 

The logic of keeping the ‘national’ bourgeoisie corrupt and dependent to delay the capitalist development does not function, since the development surely brings benefits to the foreign investors, too. In tackling this logic, Beckman criticizes that these kinds of questions rise because ‘the barriers to national development which are identified, are not beyond the scope of bourgeois strategies.” (Beckman 1981:14) The Kenya case also falls into this criticism, for as already discussed in the previous chapter, there is no distinction between the state and bourgeoisie, but they are the same actors working in different institutes as political and economic elites. More importantly, in the case of Kenya, this domination of the elites happened with the collaboration with the ex-colonial master and the foreign power, as the Kenya debate presents. However, its continuation was not only due to this relationship, but also the shrewdness and the high ambitions to power of the elites, which the foreign power nor the ex-colonial master, and even the president who was in the center of the construction of the elite class, lost control of their capital and power accumulation. 
4.4 The Second Kenya Debate

In the late 1980s, “the revival of culture and ethnicity as determinants of economic prosperity” (Chege 1998: 209), and the inconclusiveness of the Kenya debate was examined under these elements, which brought the role of Kenyan Asian capitalist into the discussion. This is the so-called “second Kenya debate,” which started between Himbara and Chege. It emerged also due to the change in presidency from Kenyatta to Moi, which meant a change in attitude towards the Asian: “Unlike the Kenyatta administration, which viewed the Asian community as an obstacle to economic Africanization and imposed restrictive laws such as the Trade Licensing Act, the Moi presidency saw the Asians as allies.” (Vandenberg 2003: 441) Their minority status was no threat to the political power to the non-Kikuyu, and was more considered as business partner, who may support their political representativeness under the non-Kikuyu Moi regime.  
The first and the second debate are similar in their orientation,

centered on the work of Colin Leys, and on the question of whether Kenya was caught in a dependent relationship vis-à-vis Western capital or whether it was developing its own indigenous business class. Both debates have focused on whether (black) Africans have been able to advance into urban manufacturing or whether the sector continues to be dominated either by foreign multinationals (first debate) or by Kenya’s Asians (second debate). (Vandenberg 2003: 438)


According to Himbara, it is clear that these Asians, and even the Arabs, have dominated the trade for a longer time than the English colonialists or the new African bourgeoisie. Therefore, he claims, there is no doubt “that the Kenyan Indian fraction of capital was, and remains, the most dynamic element in the country’s commercial and industrial sectors, far outstripping in importance the role of both parastatal and international capital.” (Himbara 1993:106) Quoting the 1989 Government’s five-year development plan, which “concluded that the localisation/Africanisation/Kenyan- isation/indigenisation policies had failed to achieve even modest success since I964” (Himbara 1993:99), Himbara points out two key elements that may give an explanation: the complete neglect or even suppression by state of “the existence of a dynamic entrepreneurial base in the informal sector” (Himbara 1993:100), which is further discussed in the next chapter of the paper,  and the entrance of the Asian to the “complex sectors of the economy, notably manufacturing, finance and banking, insurance, tourism, and construction.” (Himbara 1993:105) Most importantly, he emphasizes, these two sectors grew without any state support, unlike the African bourgeoisie. 

Chege warns that crediting the Kenyan economic success to the Asian, despite the state disregard to the Asian community, and their culture - heritage of family cohesion and industriousness (Chege 1998:215-217), is not persuasive. He claims that the “credit for Kenya’s economic achievements is more widespread and more race neutral.” (Chege 1998:209) Himbara generalizes the Asian in Kenya, leaving the fact that not all are successful and not all are in industry. If the success of Asians (involves both Indo – Pakistani descendants) were to be explained by the culture, a less success of Arabic and Iranians who share the similar culture would be left unexplained, thus it is more than culture that brought the success of the Asians. (Chege 1998:215-217)

One of the main disagreements between Himbara and Chege is whether agriculture should be separated from manufacture industry, as Marxist does, or not. The latter argues that if the agricultural industry were involved in the economic achievement after the independence, Africans surely proves that they are the dominant players in the Kenyan economy. Reversely, if it concerned only urban Kenya, Asians are definitely the dominant economic power. It is observed that “[f]or Kenya, […] most expansion in the industrial and consumer goods sector—69 percent of manufacturing output between 1964 and 1984—was derived from domestic demand in the captive African consumer sector in agriculture.” (Chege 1998:220) Thus the rapid growth of Kenya cannot be solely conferred to either Asian or the African bourgeoisie. As Chege states, “credit for economic growth in Kenya could be claimed (if unevenly depending on the era and the sector) by citizens of African, Asian and European origin; the destruction that followed ‘the miracle years’ was also wrought by a multi-racial but African-led group with prominent Asians and whites.” (Chege 1998:228-229)

 After criticizing Himbara’s cultural argument as insufficient, Chege suggests ‘social capital’ as an explanatory element of the African development rather than culture: 

at the community level ‘social capital’ may be a more appropriate development determinant (especially when added to the right legal and macro-economic policies) than the amorphous 'culture'. Social capital varies with community not ethnicity. Because it is premised on the intensity of voluntary civic engagement by private citizens, it is therefore a malleable human artifact; it makes for a rapid 'supply response' to new opportunities, and like physical capital it is subject to depreciation if not kept in good repair. (Chege 1998:230) 

In the next chapter, this paper will discuss the jua kali sector, which Chege calls “the only successful African-run enterprises” (Chege 1998:212), which is the sector left out from the Kenya debate. It applies the social capital theory as an alternative explanation to the Kenyan development and the volatility seen after the 2007 election. Before moving to the jua kali and the social capital, a final insight on what the Kenya debate has overlooked - the agriculture industry - would be helpful.

4.5 Agricultural sector in the Kenyan development 

As the second Kenya debate dispute about whether to separate the agricultural from manufacture industry demonstrates, the first Kenya debate left the agriculture sector aside in analyzing the rise of bourgeoisie in the urban manufacturing industry. However, some scholars did focus on the agriculture sector and investigated whether this sector has changed its mode of production to the capitalist one, and whether there is an emergence of the ‘working class’ which could push the development, in the Marxist sense, to the next level. According to Gutto, The Nakuru and Central Province, the so-called white highlands where the Africanization of the white farmer’s land has taken place, certainly shows the evidence of increasing wage-labour production, but it is too early to call them a ‘working-class’ because their land and livestock (means of production) are not ascertained by legal and economic ownership. (Gutto 1981:44) 

It is observed that in these provinces, the mode of production of the peasants has entered to the wage-labour mode from a non-wage family labour, however it should not be generalized to the entire peasantry of Kenya (Gutto 1981:44), since the white highlands has been the most prosperous region since the colonial time and the regional inequality has been steadily growing.
 It is worth remembering that the white-highlands were sold to the elites, especially the Kikuyu, who had a potential to continue the capitalist mode of production, and the Europeans who decided to remain, during the Africanization period.
Gutto investigates the change in agricultural production in the Maasai Land to see whether the capitalist mode of production in agriculture sector has entered the region outside the White Highlands. His study shows evidences of non-white highlands region being dragged into the transformation to capitalist mode of production. Interestingly, “[t]he initial moblisation of the peasants is normally undertaken by some elites who, more often than not, belong to a fraction of the bourgeois class, with bases in the rural, urban or a combination of these roots” (Gutto 1981:47), and they are democratically elected to be the trustee of the peasant group. The trustee (elite) provides the rural (agricultural) group “the legal capacity to enter into contracts, to assume debts, and generally to dispose of the group’s property.” (Gutto 1981:47) 
Having entered the rural non-white highlands area to this status, inviting them into the capitalism mode of production is simple. International or state capital enters the land through giving development loans - in form of “construction of cattle dips and their maintenance, de-stocking of poor quality livestock and their replacement with more sophisticated breeds, infrastructural constructions, etc - where the (outsider) elites would accept.” (Gutto 1981:48)  The technological support will especially be important to create a situation of constant indebtedness of these peasant groups to the state and international capital, so that the peasants would not step back to their traditional mode of production, or produce for their own. (Gutto 1981:48) 
This analysis may support both side of the Kenyan debate in demonstrating the shrewdness and the power of the bourgeoisie and their dependency on the international and the state capital. Despite the claim of agriculture financing the manufacture industry made by Kaplinsky, the local small-size agriculture falls into the same dilemma of dependency as does the African manufacturing sector. Moreover, the process of transfering the agricultural mode of production “has commenced in a direction that shows every indication of embryonic destruction of the subsistence economy and social relations.” (Gutto 1981:48) In many cases, peasants not only lost their land to their ‘democratically’ elected elite trustee, but their traditional social structure was also deeply affected.  


To conclude, the debates on the Africanization of industries and the rise of African bourgeoisie confirm that domination of the political and economic elites – the state and bourgeoisie – over both agricultural and manufacture industry, rural and urban area of Kenya. They could be either dependent or independent from the foreign capital, but their power dominance over Kenyan mass is a solid and definite fact. The argument whether these elite are dependent on foreign capital or not may indicate that foreign capital is fueling the power of the elites, resulting in the growing inequality and severance between the elite and the mass. 


The discussion of the bourgeoisie politics, or ‘democracy of the rich’, as Ajulu calls it, completes the picture of the African bourgeoisie in Kenya. “By the time Kenya attained political independence in December 1963, political power had already been bequeathed to local classes of property allied to metropolitan capital and willing to defend the interests of imperialism.” (Ajulu 1992: 79) The close relations between the economic and political elites, or the double faces of the bourgeoisie, are described as collaborationist and pro-imperialist class by Ajulu. This politico-economic class emerged by 1978, especially from the Kikuyu, who had the presidential support. “Although this group was largely dependent on foreign capital, it had effectively moved from traditional areas of primitive accumulation into other sectors of the economy - manufacturing, banking and finance - and to some degree, sections of it had developed in conflict with multi-national capital over areas of continued accumulation.”  (Ajulu 1992: 82) This tells that in Kenya “political power is more than a cabinet office, it is the access to key levers of the economy which constitutes real political power.” (Ajulu 1992: 83) Despite the acknowledgement of the Kenyan elites’ capability by many scholars in the Kenya debate, it is also said that “many of those who ‘doubled’ as bureaucrats and entrepreneurs had a disastrous impact on both the civil service and the business world.” (Himbara 1993:100-101) To add more to the list, they also had a disastrous impact on the poverty and informal sector, bringing the violence after the election 2007. This impact on the informal sector is discussed in the following chapter. 
4.6 Kenyan capitalist development and stability 

The political and economic sphere controlled by the elites discussed above is, therefore, one of the elements of the nature of Kenyan political stability. The political and economic ideology oriented towards liberal capitalism was carefully planned by the British administration, leading Kenya to be the model of development theories. The governing elites of Kenya were the “descendants” of European power block. (Miller 1984:148) During the Kenyatta era, the president “ensured some distinction between policy making and politics.” (Grindle 1997: 65) Establishment of a strong bureaucracy to control the regional and local authority using the British colonial structure was central to the policy making and implementation, where important positions were appointed mainly to the Kikuyu -- Kenyatta’s ethnic base. Under this system, “the civil service at the national and provincial level became the principal instrument of state and presidential power. The permanent secretaries and the provincial commissioners became powerful actors in their own right, although always dependent for their autonomy on the president.” (Grindle 1997: 65) One of the elements, besides the political skill of Kenyatta to control the riots and repress the oppositions, which made his regime popular despite the growing international criticism of corruption and nepotism, was the effectiveness of the bureaucracy and technocrats in their implementation of policies: Peaceful Africanization process of land and business and the economic development under his regime displayed his political skills and leadership. One of the mistakes of the Moi regime, which led to the depression in the 1980s, was the replacement of the skilled technocrats, who served under Kenyatta, in order to decompose the Kikuyu centered bureaucracy. Technocrats with an ability to manage the macro-economy were replaced according to their loyalty to the politicians more than their skills. (Grindle 1997: 120) The personnel transfer in the bureaucratic system “corresponded to increasing fiscal indiscipline that reached crisis proportion in the early 1990s, even while many continued to laud the policy framework established by the government. Eventually, the weakness of the implementation process became so grave that corruption, malfeasance, and mismanagement affected rates of inflation, trade and investment.” (Grindle 1997: 123)
The personnel transfer of technocrats jeopardized the policy implementation, but did not threaten the elite control of the nation. They still controlled much of Kenya’s agricultural economy, prioritizes the interest of the foreign investors in the industrial sector more than the local entrepreneurs, and developed the legitimating cycle of their power through manipulation of parliament, control of protests groups, pressure on the press, shaping of public opinion and “control of the resources that are allocated to keep the patronage system in place.” (Miller 1984:148) This elite system based on patron-client structure, as described in this chapter, nurtured corruption which became uncontrollable even by the president. Miller argues that the persistence of a strong ally between the political and economic elites, despite his observation that government’s involvement with private sector through parastatal organization was declining, because “the elite, the middle class, and many of the working poor want the system to continue.” (Miller 1984:150) However, after the depression in the 80s and the recovery decade along with political violence, uprising of students and repression of freedom imposed by the Moi government, it would be naive to believe that the working poor still wanted the system to continue. It was the elites who manipulated the working poor into ethnic rivalry, as the case of election 2007 displays. They are the one who wished for the continuation of the status quo, and further developed the elite centered political structure. 
How does the ethnic rivalry fit into this elite politics? As repeatedly stated, the elite politics is a creation of colonialism, and according to Leys, “[m]odern ‘tribalism’ is [also] a creation of colonialism.” (Leys 1975:199) Two main poles of Kikuyu and Luo, which were also the pivotal groups in the election of 2007, were created by their shared involvement in the colonial economy. (Leys 1975:199) As seen in the discussion of the Mau-Mau and the Kikuyu ideology, ethnicity has been a tool for a political power and it is not a nature of Kenya’s ethnic diversity to cause violence only because of the ethnic difference. Leys puts the point clearly, which could give an explanation to the violence after the election 2007, after more than 30 years of his analyses. 

After independence politicians have often played similar roles [to the colonial regimes], putting themselves forward as patrons capable of bringing the maximum benefits to ‘their’ people, at he expense of other people whose leaders are denounced as ‘tribalist’ for trying to do the same; calling for tribal ‘unity’ and condemning as divisive and almost treasonous anyone who calls attention to the real causes of unemployment, landlessness and insecurity, and who tries to direct popular feeling against those who benefit from it including themselves. (Leys 1975:199-200)


The following chapter presents the study case of elite politics concerning the informal sector to further understand the function of elite politics in Kenya.
Ch. 5 Study case: the informal sector in Kenya and the political failure
5.1 Definition of the informal sector
In the Kenyan political circumstance, the informal sector is not limited to the small businesses in the slums, but also a big business owned by a politician who might escape taxes
 could also be categorized as “informal” in one of the diverse definitions of the informal sector. This kind of big business, however, is not counted in the definition of the informal sector referred in this paper. Its interest is the business activities in the slums or businesses started in the illegal locations in Nairobi. It does not further distinguish the different activities in the informal sector because the focus of the paper is not on the micro-level issues, such as “different demands in the nature and level of skill requirements”, different income opportunities and state regulation and control. (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:332) Therefore the differentiating the multiple activities in the Kenyan informal sector is not appropriate for the paper and the criticism such as “studies which draw generalizations about the informal sector, without contextualizing the activities in question, may end up concealing more than they reveal.” (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:332) would be inappropriate. As mentioned in the methodology, the paper uses social capital theory to understand the failure of both macro-economic approach and civil-society/educational approach, therefore, it does not need to investigate further into the plurality of activities in the informal sector of Kenya, such as “shoe-making and repair; street hawking; tailoring; hair-caring (salons); traditional medicines and healing; matatu (taxi) businesses; textile trading, especially second-hand clothes dealers; grocery and food kiosks; and skilled occupational activities such as carpentry, motor mechanics, electrical/electronics and masonry, among others.” (Barasa & Kaabwe, 2001:332) 

The term “informal sector” is used interchangeably with the term “jua kali.” The term was accepted and re-discovered by the Kenyan government in the Development Plan 1989-1993, in 1988. (King 1996:14) It was originally “refer[ed] to hard work done predominantly by male blacksmiths and metalworkers out of doors, in the open air” (King 1996:24) from its meaning of “hot sun” in Swahili. However, “the term broadened to stand not just for a particular form of micro-enterprise, but for a Kenyan African version of capital accumulation to be contrasted with that of the multinationals or Kenyan Asians.” (King 1996:24-25) The term was then generally used interchangeably with the word informal sector by international organizations and NGOs in contrast to the private and public sectors businesses. In the development policy dialogue, the term also includes the small and medium size enterprises (SMEs) and self-employments, which is not necessarily informal in terms of its legal status. Despite the ambiguous distinctions between the legality of these activities that falls under the term ‘informal sector’, the “high-level policy makers in Kenya regard self-employment, jua kali and micro-enterprises as ‘manifestations’ of underdevelopment, and not as a sector to which Kenya’s future is inextricably linked. (ODA, 1994b: 18).” (King 1996:41) Kenyan policy makers consider jua kali as an isolated sector which remains “much more part of the fragmented world of self-help (harambee) than they are of any partnership with government, with the formal private sector or with other sections of a self-confident micro-enterprise constituency.” (King 1996:203) Drawing the definition from the Kenyan government’s attitude, the term jua kali is interchangeably used with the term informal sector in this analysis. Furthermore, since these activities are mostly concentrated in slums, the paper uses the word ‘slum’ as a general term of the informal sector and jua kali. 

The violence after 27th December, 2007 election was concentrated in this sector, turning the yesterday’s friend an enemy. This chapter discusses the policies of the elite politics addressed towards this sector to understand how the ‘stability’ was kept regardless of growing informal sector, and why this sector became the main battle field of the violence after the 2007 election.
5.2 Macro-economic reform approach to the Jua Kali sector
King, the leading scholar of the jua kali Kenya defines that the concept of informal sector “was originally developed in 1972 as part of recommendations of a World Employment Programme mission” (King 1996: xiv) in Kenya. This report was significant because the ILO “recognized that the informal sector was here to stay and to expand, whatever policies the government did or did not adopt.” (King 1996: xiv) It further acknowledged that “[the informal sector] also was the provider of employment, goods and services for lower-income groups, for which there was no alternative source of supply.” (King 1996:12) As predicted, the informal sector in Kenya remains a powerful economic sector despite governmental (non)intervention and NGOs projects addressed to the sector. 
The activities of the informal sectors are diverse, but a limitation in size, resources, and education/traineeship contain their activities to a certain types of businesses (King 1977, 1996) which left the sector highly competitive even with low income and scarce resources. Although the growth of informal sector was prominent only after the economic stagnation in the 1980s (Grindle 1999:7), it has been a national policy concern since 1972, when ILO published its research paper concerning the sector. The government policies aimed at addressing the jua kali sector could be split to three policy phases: negative intrusion, passive indifference and positive intervention. (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:334)
The ILO recommended that the trade licensing system be simplified to build “much closer ties between formal and informal sector through subcontracting,” however, the Kenyan government maintained its negative intrusion and the passive indifference policy in the 1970s under Kenyatta. This was no longer possible after the economic stagnation in the 1980s, where number of slums and poverty grew, especially in Nairobi. Following the growth of the informal sector during this period, the government’s Development Plan 1989-1993, have given a special attention to the informal sector, where it first introduced the term ‘Jua Kali’ in the official document. (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:334-5) The Plan acknowledged “the relative neglect of the Jua Kali sector that had prevailed over time” and “the enormous potential contribution of the sector to job creation and income distribution was affirmed; and specific policies for its growth and development.” (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:334-5) 

This Development Plan was written with the collaboration with the ILO and UNDP concerning project on entrepreneurship, which started in 1987. The collaboration was “broadened, in 1989, into a small enterprise development policy project, and was organized in a highly participatory manner, involving all the relevant ministries, the aid agencies, representatives of industry and commerce, and with targeted seminars and workshops focused on small-scale exporters, the banking sector, NGOs and many other interested parties” (King 15: 1996). The results of this collaboration were placed into the official plan in 1988 and three volumes of strategy paper. 
1) Small Enterprise Development in Kenya: Towards the Year 2000 Part One 
2) Small Enterprise Development in Kenya: Programme of action Part Two 

3) Small Enterprise Development in Kenya: Project ideas Part Three. (King 1996:15)
As the research back in 1986 already concluded, “macro-economic policies aimed at the economy as a whole, such as the strategy to raise farm productivity and income, lower tariffs and encourage the substitution of labour for machinery (Kenya, 1986: 55)” (King 1996:14) stimulated the informal sector and encouraged the growth of the small enterprises. The reform carried following the strategy papers in 1989 had a “positive impact on the informal sector”. (King 1996:17) It was an extension of the SAP that promoted import liberalization, relaxation of price controls, and the deregulation of interest rates. (King 1996:17-18) Despite the fact that the donors’ report committed to the reform, (ILO, World Bank, GTZ, USAID and other international NGOs) argued that their projects have left a “positive impact” on the informal sector, some observed that the most of the reforms in the urban informal sector have failed to go beyond intention, albeit the implementation of macro-economic reform on exchange rate and interest rate policy. (King 1996: 18) 
These contradictory observations were due to the attitude difference between the two promoters of the projects: the willingness of international organizations and the unwillingness of Kenyan government. The two actors failed to draw “a single recommendation in which the jua kali themselves have to take the initiative.” (King 1996: 20-21) Therefore while the reform was carried out with some positive impact, the subject of the reform, jua kali, was considered as passive actor by both government and the jua kali themselves. The attitude of government in perceiving the jua kali as a passive actor persisted despite the fact that President Moi himself had encouraged the informal sectors to build associations and form self-help groups in 1985. This passive attitude of the government may be due to the reluctance of the elites to empower the jua kali, who illegally worked on their land and who might have challenged their monopoly if empowered, but at the same time, who also provided them cheap loabour.  
The ambivalent stance of the central government – as discussed in the previous sector, the government is controlled by the elites -- towards the informal sector continues to prevent the jua kali to be a formal/approved economic sector. Indeed, the government policy of encouraging the jua kali to establish associations helped them to be “the focus of a number of donor projects and of international and national NGO attempts to do something about enlarging the current technology frontier on the informal sector.” (King 1996:30) However, the different attitudes of the central government, who sought a top-bottom approach, and the donors, who demanded SPA to the Kenyan government in the macro-level and pursued grass-root or empowerment projects through NGOs in micro-level, have increased the volatility and anxiety of the informal sector associations. Kenyan government recognized the jua kali associations only as small-scale enterprises, who “‘are squatting on government or other empty land …, [which] they do not hold title and hence cannot put up a permanent building for which to operate. From this also follows that the temporary structures do not meet the standards required both by local bye-laws or under the Public Health Act.’ (Kenya, 1989a: 25)
.” (King 1996:32) It is observed that this ambiguous government attitude is deeply entrenched to corruption and land issue which has lead to many demolitions of slum. (King 1996:34) The government’s ambivalence in encouraging the jua kali associations (as recommended by the foreign donors), yet calling them an illegal sector, may be understood in relation to the political elites’ legitimacy building process; on the one hand implementing macro-economic policies recommended by the international institutions to appeal to the donors, while on the other hand assuring that aid does not lead to the empowerment of the masses. Consequently the process expanded their pocket thanks to international aid. 
The harmful attitude of the government towards the jua kali, in fact, goes back to the late 1960s when the clearance of the slums was started right after the independence. The Preservation of Public Security Act passed in 1966, restricted the organizing of trade unions and sending union leaders to detention. Even though this was a political act against the opposition political leader Oginga Odinga, a socialist, it made all kinds of radial organizations and propagandas risky. This oppressive policy created a passive urban work-force and a lack of serious political opposition, which enabled a policy of slum clearances from the late 1960s. (Leys 1975:179-180) In sum, the Kenyan government acted to encourage the informal sector through macro-economic policies, but at the same time limited their business space through law and force. This ambiguous government attitude was entrenched in corruption and land issues, which led to the demolition of many slum blocks. (King 1996: 34)  
5.3 Educational and Training Approach to the Jua Kali sector

Parallel to the macro-economic reform approach to the informal sector was the civil-society approach focusing on the education and vocational training of the informal sector, which was also based on the recommendation by the international organizations. The civil-society approach was also a result of the economic crisis Kenya faced since the late 1970s. In 1985, the 8-4-4 reform was carried where the curriculum was also shifted to be equivalent to the eight years of basic, four years of secondary and four years of university education system. The new curriculum “was concerned with skills, knowledge, expertise and personal qualities for a growing modern economy.” (King 1996:164) It emphasized the need of trained manpower in both self-employed and paid employment in the country. (King 1996:164) The educational reform oriented towards the self-employment and entrepreneurship required vocational training institutions where Kenya had to highly depend on the foreign donors and the civil-societies, including the NGOs or the local entrepreneurs and even the jua kali sector. (King 1996:177)
In the area of skill development institute for the vocational training, Kenya “establish[ed] 10 harambee (selfhelp) institutes of technology and some 300 basic-craft level Village Polytechnics” in the 1970s. However, these facilities were concentrated in urban areas where “less than 15 percent of central government recurrent and capital expenditure on training was specifically allocated to […] rurally oriented training institutions.” (Bennell 1984:51)

The civil-society approach, or civil-society dependent approach, was thought to help the entrepreneurship of the younger generation and decrease the unemployment rate, which consequently would discourage their entrance to the informal sector. However, this approach turned out to be a policy based on a wrong assumption. Government and NGOs were convinced that “the sector consists of people who are school dropouts with low academic qualifications, and who only resort to joining the sector after failing to qualify for the formal academic or vocational route.” (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:344) The nation’s political elites, entangled in the colonial administrator legacy and the development agencies, viewed the jua kali as a sector “trapped in a culture of poverty that perpetuates illiteracy and apathy and fails to teach the skills required to “get ahead” in a modern economy.” (Winder 1991:35) This attitude may also explain the failure of macro-economic policies addressed to the informal sectors, assuming that the jua kali are passive actors who are unable to make a change by themselves, but needs the government’s help to better their own situations.    

   Education reforms and a concentration on vocational training based on wrong assumptions did not lead to a diminishing of the informal sector or a decrease of the slum population. Ironically, the government policy using part of this sector as an institute for vocational training had changed the jua kali network. The skills were no longer kept in the kinship relation, but to a wider variety of groups. Some parts of the sector already had a wider network due to the introduction of the wage-labour system during the colonialism; however the necessity for it to serve as an enjoined education, and the government’s encouragement to build jua kali associations allowed not only for the broadening of their network within the sector, but it also built personal connections with political elites. These connections also meant an introduction to the patron-client network and ampler space of political maneuver in the sector.
Ironically, and in contrast to the unwillingness of the government to acknowledge jua kali as an active player, the studies carried out to evaluate the educational reforms concluded that “the [jua kali] sector appears to be self-sustaining in terms of skills development.” (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:340) Furthermore, some scholars even argued that the informal sector “should be marketed as an alternative mode of vocational training and not as a dumping ground for academic rejects.” (Barasa & Kaabwe 2001:350) They argued that informal sectors may be “an increasingly viable alternative mode of vocational training to the formal sector, not only in Kenya but in most other African countries.” (Barasa & Kaabwe, 2001:351)
The adult literacy data in Nairobi, where male literacy is 87.1% and female is 87.1%
 also confirms that the assumption of “undereducated” or “low academic qualification” are not eligible, at least in the informal sectors in Nairobi. Winder even argues that many people in the informal sectors are conscious of their unstable status, thus keen on the political movement of the nation, where they listen to radio and read newspapers and they are aware of both national and international politics more than policy makers think. 

Kenyan government explained the failure of both macro-economic reform approach and the civil-society educational approach in reduction of slums and informal sectors in the following ways:  
(1) it is a result of racial discrimination under colonialism

(2) it stems from African urban poverty

(3) it is a product of Kenya’s heavy international debt burden

(4) it is intensified by structural adjustment programs imposed by the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF)

(5) it has been worsened by inadequate foreign aid. (Werlin 2006: 40)
 By drawing these seemingly persuasive points, the government tried to reduce its responsibility for the failure of the projects addressed to the jua kali, and distracted the reasons of failure from its disability to control the informal sectors. Werlin, however, argues that all these points are valid but “none gets to the crux of the problem, which has to do with the low quality of governance here or the lack of social energy.” (Werlin 2006: 40) On the contrary, it may also be argued that the political elites in the government were unwilling to solve the problem because it is a convenient sector for manipulation of the mass. The following section searches for an explanation of these policy failures using the social capital theory, which was seen as an alternative element by Chege, as mentioned in the previous chapter. 
5.4 Jua kali policy failures and Social Capital
5.4.1 Social capital in terms of networking and civic participation


Werlin argues that the low quality of governance and a lack of social energy
 are the core problem of the failure of the informal sector policy in Kenya – to a greater degree than the external problems listed by the Kenyan government. He argues that high secondary corruption
 and lack of capacity for governance has served “as the glue to hold the system together, allowing subordinates and close allies to embezzle public resources in return for loyalty and support.” (Werlin 2006:45) Secondary corruption exists in most poor countries where institutions themselves are corrupt that there exists no system to control corruption. In case of Kenya, corruption has undermined “every aspect of policy implementation, so much so that political power cannot be exercised for purpose of development.” (Werlin 2006:44) He concludes that Kenya lacks “trustworthiness of institutions”, who are supposed to be responsible for people’s property and to have communication with the people. (Werlin 2006:46)  Hence, social capital in the meaning of trust and network in Kenya seems to illustrate the problem here. 
Social capital theory basically argues that social network, civic participation and trust in a society are the indispensable elements for a progressive development. These elements are not consistent in every level of Kenyan society, but are existent in different degrees in different social groups, which the concerns of this work are the elites and the informal sector. For the matter of clarity, the three elements of social capital will be discussed in two separate sections. 
This section refers more to the argument represented by Putnam; social network and the level of civic participation. (DeFilippis 2002:791) A critic of Putnam summarizes that “[s]ocial capital promotes economic growth, health and well-being, educational attainment and just about anything else anybody would care about.” (DeFilippis 2002:791) From this point of view, Putnam’s work seems to contain a political significance. It justifies the “blame the victim” perspective, which is “if you are poor, or your neighborhood is poor, it is because you have not networked enough and have not constructed enough social capital” (DeFilippis 2002:794). 

Interestingly, neither Putnam’s nor his critic’s theory explain the failure of development policies in Kenya. As already described above, the network and political interest in both informal sector and African bourgeoisie (economic and political elites) are very high in Kenya, which, according to Putnam, should build the capacity of governance.  These elements emphasized by Putnam do explain the emergence of African bourgeoisie, who had strong network with the foreign capital and political leaders; however, they do not explain the incapability of policy implementation demontrated in the case of the jua kali sector. The high social capital under Putnam’s definition can be observed both in the elite political level and the local informal sector level in Kenya. The strong network among the elites consists of two main characteristics; ethnicity and client-patron political system, which has persisted since the British colonial period. Since independence in 1963, Kenya’s political power has been basically concentrated among the members of the Kikuyu tribe, even during the Moi regime, as already discussed in the historical analysis. 
 
The networking and the bond within the tribes were strengthened under the British colonial power, which undermined the traditional cross-ethnic relations. The British laid the basis for divisions and government authoritarianism by drawing the administrative boundaries according to ethnic lines, which deepened the ethnic divisions (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:16). Despite the cleavage created by the British administrators during the colonialism, “attainment of independence and the charisma of the first Kenyan president provided sufficient basis for overall national consensus, at least initially.” (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:17) However, the structure of “Forgive and Forget” policy of Kenyatta maintained “remarkable continuity” (Branch and Cheeseman 2006:11) from the British era and eventually the already disrupted ethnicity took over the political power division again. For example, the Kenyan bureaucracy, which was structured by the powerful combination of “the strength and legitimacy of the executive and the capacity of the provincial administration” (Branch and Cheeseman 2006:11), was consolidated by the Kikuyu to establish the firm power of Kenyatta, who came from the Kikuyu tribe. (Leonard 1991:119)
Kenyatta’s successor, Moi, who came from the Kalenjin minority tribe, opposed the ethnical division; hence the power concentration to the Kikuyu waned at least in the political sphere, under him. (Klugman and Neyapti 1999:51) Instead, Moi concentrated the power to the president by the amendments of the constitution and by favoring his fellow Kalenjin and the minority Luhya ethnic group. Under the Moi regime, the Kenyan Constitution “was repeatedly amended to correspond to the political goals of governing elites and to enhance the power of the state vis-à-vis society.” (Grindle 1999:97) 

As already mentioned in the introduction, the third Kenyan President, Mwai Kibaki failed to dissolve the corruption, which was institutionalized during the 24 years dictatorship of Moi. Moreover, Kibaki has chosen fellow Kikuyu and members of related ethnic groups in the position of cabinet and senior civil-service, securing his and his tribe’s elites’ power with the so-called ‘Mount Kenya mafia’ (Nicholl 2008:1), reversing the Kenyan political players back to the Kenyatta period. “There have also been claims of a resolve among Kikuyus not to allow any other ethnic group to take power again. The fact that KANU leader Uhuru Kenyatta, who had been the official opposition leader during Kibaki’s first term, decided to support Kibaki gave the impression that Kikuyu were determined to stick together.” (Nicholl 2008:1) The apparent Kikuyu-centered structure of the central government with the growing inequality encouraged the riots after the election in 2007 against the Kikuyu. In sum, the social capital in form of networking is extremely high in the political level, especially among the Kikuyu, but it does not promote the well being of the non-elite Kenyans—including the Kikuyu. 

Kenyan social capital, in terms of civic participation, is high in both the local level (represented by the self-help movement from the post-independence date) and national level (represented by the high voting rate despite the badly organized electoral system.) Furthermore, the fact that the number of jua kali association has reached to more than 400 since its encouragement in the 1980s (King 1996:32) shows the capability of networking and eagerness to participate in the socio-political activities of the local Kenyans.    

Seierup observes that active networking and strategies among the jua kali have changed from the traditional kin and community networks to a new networking organized according to “their wish for upward mobility to the higher economic echelons of the small town economy.” (Seierup 1994:17) However, their ambitions are constrained by their small size of capital, which increases their dependency on NGOs and international donors’ projects as already discussed. 

As one can see, the social capital defined in terms of networking and civic participation is strong in both political/economic elite and local level in Kenya. Elites have a broad networking which secures the continuation of patron-client system, and they even have penetrated into the informal (local) sector through educational policies. Thus the network of the elites, which is especially strong among the same ethnicity, is not limited to the elites circle, but extends to the local mass level in a top-down manner. In the local level – represented by slums and informal sectors – the network has been enlarging due to the public policy in encouraging the associations and using them as vocational training institutes. Both classes – elites and the mass – have a high interest in politics and thus civic participations seem to be high. The network that seem to be missing is one that connects the elite and the mass, since the connection of the elites to the mass is not reciprocal, where mass are used as the matatu man
 or as a tool of manipulation.
The growing slums and inequality, albeit the high social capital in different social level in Kenyan society, confirms the criticism given to Putnam that he does not keep in mind the power relations, such as gender, racism, and class division. (DeFilippis 2002: 794)
5.4.2 Social Capital in terms of trust
The third element of social capital, trust, has been a central work of Fukuyama, who defines it as:

[s]ocial capital is a capability that arises from the prevalence of trust in a society or in certain parts of it. It can be embodied in the smallest and most basic social group, the family, as well as the largest of all groups, the nation, and in all the other groups in between. Social capital differs from other forms of human capital insofar as it is usually created and transmitted through cultural mechanisms like religion, traditions, or historical habit. (Fukuyama 1995: 26)  

Social capital theory itself became paramount in the 1990s, when the development theories started to demand democracy and human rights in return for aid. In this circumstance, human development
  became a development issue additional to economic growth. Although the social capital concept became popular in the 1990s, the initiatives and programs with focus on the local- and community- based organization have departed from the Basic Needs programs in the 1960s and 1970s. (Mayer and Rankin 2002:805) The two main characteristics of the social trust building programs are, first, “their claims of “solidarity,” “empowerment,” and “inclusion,” and second, their advocacy for entrepreneurial role of the marginal and disadvantaged. (Mayer and Rankin 2002:806)
As already discussed, the civil-society approach through education reforms for the alleviation of slum growth and informal sector failed in Kenya in the 90s. The reasons for this failure lie not only with the irrelevant assumption made by the policy makers and the NGOs, but also the luck of ‘trust’ type of social capital in the informal sector. According to Fukuyama, “[t]rust is the expectation that arises within a community of regular, honest, and cooperative behavior, based on commonly shared norms, on the part of other members of that community.” (Fukuyama 1995: 26) This definition is more or less the same with the notion of “trust” people generally use. Despite the fact that the networking and civic participant type of social capital is strong in Kenya, they do not accompany trust. This is because “[t]rust is not necessary for cooperation” and “[g]roups can be formed at anytime based on self-interest and group formation is not culture-dependent.” (Fukuyama 1995:26) The case is true for the Kenyan jua kali associations, where “members of such associations said they could not trust each other sufficiently to continue joint efforts.” (Winder 1991:51) It is common that a leader of an association would keep the donor support to him or her self. 

On the political elite level, a higher trust within the same ethnicity tends to exceed trust among different ethnicities. This is because trust is culturally determined (Fukuyama 1995: 25), and also historically determined in case of Kenya. The case already mentioned above, where Uhuru Kenyatta supported Kibaki is a good example of the ethnocentric trust in the political elites, where social capital helps the convergence of the political power to a certain group instead of helping the development of the entire society. The Kikuyu centered central government has lead to the point where “[p]oliticians and officials no longer trusted one another, with the result that authority within the bureaucracy and between the central government and the city council no longer be delegated with any expectation of implementation.” (Werlin 2006: 39) 
Trust that transcends the ethnic relation within the elites is observed between the economic elites (African bourgeoisie) and the political elites, as demonstrated repeatedly in this paper. The Kenya debate has demonstrated how closely the state and the African bourgeoisie are connected; so dependent on each other that one cannot survive without the other. In short, the high network and trust among the elites, especially the elite kikuyus, have enabled them to secure their power and individual interests, while the high network but low trust among the local Kenyan have been helpless in bettering their situations or demanding for an effective policy implementation. However, as concluded in the historical analyses and the Kenya debate, elites’ network is determined in terms of money and favor, where ethnicity is not always a guarantee for winning favor among the elites and not always consistent. The assassination of J. M. Kariuki, a Kikuyu politician, demonstrates how trust in terms of capital and power surpasses ethnic bond. 
In contrast to the high trust among the elites, which may be fragile against capital and favours, the trust among the masses in Nairobi’s slums (or jua kali) is vulnerable, as demonstrated by the violence after the election 2007, which turned neighbors against each other. The penetration of the client-patron system into the informal sector has plunged the masses into the same value system of the elites, where trust is built through capital and favours. This kind of vulnerable trust, not based on culture or history as Fukuyama defines, converted the people in the informal sector into an easily mobilized mass convenient to the elites. 
The high trust among the political elites, strengthening the patron-client system that consolidate their power – therefore political ‘stability’ in Kenya – worsened the corruption, which was the partial reason of the policy failure concerning the informal sector. Alas, in the case of Kenyan politics, trust works as an obstacle to development rather than as a positive force for development. Furthermore, the disparity in social capital between the elites and the locals seems to disturb the policy implementations. Social capital itself exists in the local community and the elite community; however, this limited social capital not cross-cutting the two communities lead to the disparity between the two societies. The lack of social capital in bridging the two classes, therefore, is one of the possible explanations of the policy failures addressed to the informal sector, and as Chege suggested, one of the elements why the capitalist development led by a progressive working class does not take place in Kenya. Hence, what is absent in Kenya’s development is the social capital, in terms of both network and trust, which connects the elite community and the masses. 
Despite the above discussion, one may also argue that the growing slums are not only the consequence of political failure, but the political preference for maintaining the cheap labour market. This argument takes advantage of the fact that slum itself is an illegal sector, and thus escapes any public responsibility on the sector. The Economist 2007 argues that “lots of people make lots of money from the slums, providing the services the state does not provide and extracting the bribes that anyone living in an illegal city has to pay just to survive. Moreover, the slums provide the cheap labour that enables the city to operate.” Therefore, at the very bottom, it could be argued that political elites would prefer to keep the slums rather than demolish them for the sake of their living and the economy of Nairobi. Further more, it is a convenient sector to attract the international aids, and at the same time demonstrate the power of the state to the public through the clearance of the slums once in a while. 
The completeness of the slum may also provide a moral defense for the political incapacity in diminishing the slums. Slums in Kenya create a separate world unto themselves, where everything is available as an informal sector; from market to barber, butchery, restaurants (hotels), and cinema (a hut with a DVD/video player and a TV). Mud-covered roads without any sewage system and each region within the slums have their own name locally named depending on the news and the trends among the people. For example in the Mukuru Rueben slum, people called a tiny plaza near the TV-operated cinema, “Guatanamo”, because many people get caught by a police there. The biggest river which divides the Mukuru and Rueben was named Mutongwe after the famous river in the old coast town, Mombasa. The goods prices differ up to ten times of the formal sector, thus the people in the slum cannot afford a living outside slums. 
Unfortunately, in the case of Kenyan development, this argument reflects some truth; political and economic elites are working for the continuity of the status quo to protect and promote their power domination. The strong social capital within the elites is supporting progression of the elites, but not the Kenyan society as one entity. Alas this disparity in the social capital between the elites and the local mass, in other words the obedience of the mass to the elites and the lack of social network and trust between the two entities, is hindering the Kenyan capitalist development. The same argument may explain the violence after the election of 2007; the vulnerable masses who were easily mobilized, provided an escape path to the elites’ actions of blurring the focus away from the elite to ethnicity or the illegality of the jua kali. 
To conclude, this strong ties between the political and economic elites isolated from the local societies is the core of the political stability in Kenya. Their partnership since the colonial period, their strength and intelligence in using the FDI to promote their interest and, finally, their skills to manipulate the mass without being accountable of that manipulation are the elements, the nature, of the Kenyan political stability.

Ch 4 Conclusion

The election of 2007 was not the first time Kenyan citizens experienced fraudulent and illegal actions by their politicians. The elections in 1992, 1997, and 2002
 were equally unfair, but the political stability was persistent confirming the particularity of Kenyan political stability among its unstable neighbors. This stability, however, was maintained by the strong ties between the bourgeoisie and the political elites, who sank in the corruption spiral while assuring their privileged social status. The status quo they have maintained - corruption, inequality, no-implementation of any mass empowering policies – led to violence and revolts during the Kenyatta and Moi regime; however the regimes were able to oppress and control these uprisings.   

The 2007 election was considered a chance for the people to make their voice heard and finally end the status quo maintained by the elites. The failure of the Kibaki regime in fighting corruption and its Kikuyu-centered cabinet augmented the eagerness for change among the masses. The people’s “hope that the new government can deliver the country from economic malaise, extreme corruption, and ethnic conflict; …that it will install rights-enhancing governance which, ultimately, can create the conditions for alleviating poverty” (Ndegwa 2003:154) was completely betrayed by the Kibaki regime. Under this circumstances, the “expectations of a fair contest had been high on all sides” (Nicholl 2008:2) in 2007 election; therefore, the failure of processing a fair and transparent election easily triggered the violence.
The purpose of this research was to understand the nature of Kenyan political stability and to see whether the violence that ended in more than 1,600 death and 260,000 displacements was another uprising that will be forgotten, or whether it contains a possibility of revolutionary change to the elite-dominated status quo. After the violence, the two parties, Kibaki’s Party of National Unity (PNU) of and Odinga’s opposition Orange Democratic Movement (ODM), reached an agreement, where Odinga became the prime minister and Kibaki remained president of the republic. This peaceful agreement seems to set Kenya back to its same old form of stability. Further more, the agreement made by the two leaders to increase the number of cabinet minister to 40 and assistant ministers to 52 – the largest in the Kenyan history - seems to contradict the illusion of change the pact projected to the masses. The new cabinet with two national leaders would cost Kenyan taxpayers over $1.5m per month, where additional security and other insurances will be granted costing $13m a year. (Mynott 2008) The impact of this reform to the government expenditure is obvious. It seems to help the penetration of the elite networks in the wider issues, while many Kenyans are still displaced, or forcefully returned to their houses where they still face danger. (Human Rights Watch 2008) Moreover, the comeback of the GEMA,
 the symbol association of the Kenyan bourgeoisie, is said to be back in their move to construct the post-Kibaki political sphere, which is a sign of the tighter network between the bourgeoisie and the political elites in the post-Kibaki era. 
The possibility of changing this political structure seems narrow. The local masses who lack social capital in terms of trust are unwilling to cooperate after the violence, even preventing people from returning to their old homes. The manipulation by the political elites using ethnicity as a tool has divided the masses hindering their consolidation to be an active member of the development. After all, the political elites are still strongly connected to FDI and the international donors, who provide them with capital support.  
Reinforcing the reciprocal relation between the elites and foreign capital, the argument suggesting the modification of the elites’ politics in considering the mass and the informal sector as an active actor in politics, or structural change of politics to prioritize the mass through decentralizing of the system seems unfeasible. Firstly, the reform of elite politics is not a domestic matter, as their connection with the foreign capital suggests, and secondary, the Kenyan masses - represented by the informal sector - are unwilling to work together for the political change. Thirdly, stability was and is the strength of Kenyan capitalism that the nation cannot afford to lose, not only for the political and economic elites, but also because “Kenya is important to the West and would not be permitted to slide into economic disarray without strong countermeasures. Kenya is a symbol of African capitalism and of Western economic values in Africa, and numerous interests, aside from the thirty-five major aid donors, are supporting the country.” (Miller 1984:127)
The difficulty to make a structural change in the elite politics is also connected to the legitimacy granted to the elites by the system of electoral democracy. As mentioned, the falseness to the high expectation for a fair and transparent election ignited the frustration and discontent of the masses leading to the violence. Therefore, there is a possibility that if the election had been fair and transparent, there would have been no violence and no question rising against the elite dominated status quo. The elites and foreign media were able to make the violence look like the result of ethnic cleavages and not the masses discontent towards the status quo, in order to protect the existing elite system. Miller predicted back in 1984 that “deep-felt class cleavages will inevitably lead to confrontation”; however the riots and revolts have always been controlled until 2007. Even the appalling violence after the 2007 election seems to have been settled without leading to the real class confrontation, and elite politics is intact. 
In sum, the nature of Kenyan stability that has been praised by foreign governments and investors is a process of accumulation of power by political and economic elites closely related to foreign capital. While the elites accumulated their capital displaying a superficial political stability, they fell into a corruption cycle connected to the masses only by the patron-client system. Under this seeming political stability, the masses accumulated their frustration and discontent. As Leys already exposed back in 1975, “[t]he ‘stability of Kenya in 1971, on which it was so frequently congratulated by western journalists, was therefore an appearance which resulted directly from the assertion of state power by the currently dominant combination of classes, and did not reflect the underlying reality of increasingly sharp social and economic contradiction.” (Leys 1975:274)

Kenya now seems to have returned to a political stability created by the elites after the violence following the 2007 election. However, this stability is again the continuation of the elite politics, which is the core obstacle to Kenyan capitalist development. Unless the Kenyan masses become independent from the elite manipulation and cooperate across ethnic differences, unless the elites confront their political and moral issue of corruption, and unless foreign capital prioritizes political justice over economic benefit, Kenya will continue to have political stability that undermines the development of the entire nation. These three areas have to be tackled together to achieve the genuine political stability that brings effective policy implementation necessary for development and poverty reduction.   
� Middle-class does not mean the middle of the economic scale in the Kenyan economy, but those who can enjoy luxuries such as shopping in the big malls, having housemaids to take care of their house and spending the weekend in a country club. Thus they are also described as ‘rich middle-class’ in the paper. 


� SAP is a macro-economic development aid strategy presented mainly by the World Bank in the 1980s following the neo-liberal ideology and is in contrast to the micro-level Basic Needs projects of the 1970s. It demands liberalization and the removal of state control within as many areas of economy as possible. In the 1990s, political reforms became a condition for development aid where donors made explicit demands for democratization in the form of multiparty elections, observance of human rights, and good governance. (Degnbol-Martinussen & Engerge Pedersen 1999)


� Kenyatta made 16 amendments, and Moi made 11. For more information, see Grindle, 1999.


� Kenya African National Union: Party created by the former Legislative Council members and Mau Mau leaders, mostly Kikuyu tribe, with Kenyatta as its leader. The constitutional amendment in June 1982 made Kenya a one party state and operation of opposition parties illegal, which basically made KANU, Kenya’s only legal party until 1992. (Kenya review, 2007,  p.8)


� NARC (National Rainbow Coalition) is the opposition coalition party against the Moi, lead by Mwai Kibaki since 2002. 


� Kenya’s bureaucracy has a powerful combination of executives and provincial administration strengthening and legitimating their positions continuously. For more information, see Branch and Cheeseman, 2006.    


� Kikuyu is the largest ethnic group in Kenya which constitutes about 20% of the population. They have been the central actors in the political arena since independence due to their dominant role in the independence movement and because the first president, Kenyatta, was a Kikuyu.


� Rasna Warah, a columnist with Kenya’s Daily Nation newspaper, works as an editor for the United Nations.


� Kibera is the biggest slum in Nairobi, where the population estimate is between 600,000 to 1.2 million population. (Population of Nairobi is estimated to be around three million). The rate of people living below poverty line in Nairobi is approximately 44%.





� For more discussion see Grindle 1996. 


� Further information available in World Bank Country Assistance Evaluation 2004.


� Asians in the paper refers to the Indians brought by the British and their descendants. Most of them still have a strong contact with their homeland, and at the same time, the higher class obtains an English nationality. 


� Costal Kenya experienced slavery from 1700-1880 under Arab. Even though they agreed to end slave trade in 1807 in return for the British help in controlling the Gulf, the total ban was not achieved until 1873 (Miller 1984:7).





� Kipande is a labour pass every adult African male had to carry for the labour registration system imposed by the colonial government in 1921.


� Namely: his old allies Kiano and Mungai, and non-Kikuyu, Tom Mboya. Bildad Kaggia, Waruhiu Itote and Kariuki of former Mau Mau in lower governmental positions.


� Central to the neo-colonialism is “the formation of classes, or strata, within a colony, which are closely allied to and dependent on foreign capital, and which form the real basis of support for the regime which succeeds the colonial administration.” (Leys 1975:26)





� The Gema Holdings Corporation is a public company who acts as an investment agency and bank for African capital. It started as a pure ethnic association called GEMA (Gikuyu, Embu and Meru Association), but represented “the dominant fraction of the Kenyan bourgeoisie.” (Swaison 1977:50-51) It was outlawed by Moi in 1980, but was reestablish in May 2008 after two and a half decades. It is believed to be one of the key developments that could redefine Kenya’s political landscape, especially in the post-Kibaki era. For more information, see the article on the Standard, May 31st, 2008. electric link http://www.eastandard.net/InsidePage.php?mnu=details&id=1143987593&catid=4 





� For the analyses if these five cases, see Langdon 1977


� J.M.Kariuki, a Kikuyu and an ex-Mau-Mau detainee with a considerable wealth, was popular among the mass. He argued for wider distribution of Kenya’s wealth and greater equity for the poor, therefore increasingly disagreeing with Kenyatta and the Kenyatta loyalists. He was assassinated in March 1975 led to surfacing of an internal Kikuyu split (Miller, 1984:51-52).


� Tom Mboya, the Luo nationalis leader, was an ally of Kenyatta and both minister of economic planning and secretary general of the ruling KANU party in 1969. His power came from his early trade union contacts, and hi appealed for unity across ethnic lines, which gave him a trans-ethnic constituency. He had a high organizational abilities and his popularity across ethnicity made him a serious contender for presidency after Kenyatta. However, the Kikuyu politicians feared a non-Kikuyu and a Luo, the second largest tribe, to take the presidency, leading to the assassination of Mboya on July 5, 1969. The assassination led to an ongoing tension between Kikuyu and Luo. The two tribes remain the most contended against each other, where the 2007 election also reflected the high rivalry between the two ethnicities (Miller, 1984:44-45).





� In the start of multiparty system, Moi predicted the outbreak of ethnic violence. Violence erupted in 1992 which continued to 1993, and it was reported to be provoked by government. For more information, see Africa Watch 1993.    


� “The Rift Valley is the ancestral home of President Moi’s minority Kalenjin group (there are about two Kikuyus for every Kalenjin in Kenya, but Kalenjins are heavily represented in KANU’s upper ranks), and both provinces are isolated, regime-dependent, and heavily gerrymandered by KANU.” (Ndegwa 2003:149)


� For more information about the election in 1992, 1997, and 2002, see Ndegwa 2003. 


� The constitution conferences which took part in the early 1960s were held in London, by the colonial government officers and the representative of the African parties, who have been educated in England. 


� In the development plan 1966-70, it was expected that Kenyan had to pay back for the next 25-30 years to the former European settlers through the governments. After several proposal of new policies concerning the land transfer and discussion with the British government, in 1965 governments agreed not to have a further costly program of deliberate land transfer. Thereafter, the scale of land transfer was limited and intended to large-scale farms. Eventually, lands were purchased by companies or in partnerships since they were out of reach for the individuals. It is estimated that around £20 million had been paid by Africans to European settlers for the occupied farm lands. (Leys 1975:85-98) For more information see Leys 1975. 


� The system involves institutions such as Kenyan National Trading Corporation, The Industrial and Commercial Development Corporation, Kenya Tea Development Authority.etc.,  which were intended to help the African business. 


� See Ministry of Planning and National Development, (2007) Kenya Fact and figures 2007 Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS) [www document]


URL � HYPERLINK "http://www.knbs.go.ke/downloads/pdf/factsandfigures.pdf" ��http://www.knbs.go.ke/downloads/pdf/factsandfigures.pdf�





� The ILO 1972 paper claimed that over 50% of those liable to pay income taxes were not assessed due to corruption and the use of network of among economic and political elites. 





� Kenya 1989a is the Small Enterprise Development in Kenya Towards the Year 2000 Part One referred in King 1996.  


� Data from Ministry of Planning and National Development (2007).


� Werlin calls it as “elastic forms of political power”. For further information, see Werlin  2006


� Werlin makes a distinction between the primary and secondary corruption. Primary corruption is a corruption that exists in wealthy countries, and occurs when institutions are strong enough to keep it under control. Secondary corruption exists in most poor countries and it occurs when there is no strong institution to control corruption. He describes a basket ball game in which the referees were corrupt as an example of the secondary corruption. In this case, it is not only necessary to foul, but also to pay the referees to facilitate the fouling. (Werlin 2006: 45)





� See the Moi era, p.37 


� The UNDP understands this term as development measured not in real income, but including the quality of life. 


�  These elections are “characterized by serious and routine acts of repression, electoral fraud and other crimes, perpetrated by state-security agencies and politicians of the then ruling party and opposition counterparts and outlawed informal gangs and militias” (KHRC 2008:5). 


� See p.28 of the paper
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