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1. Presidential Rally Data 

 
I counted a campaign rally as any public event at which a candidate spoke to the 

public, regardless of the size of the audience. Church attendance and funerals were not 

included, unless the candidate addressed the crowd. Press conferences were not included, 

as these were geared toward the media, not a local audience.  

It is important to address two possible concerns about bias in the campaign event 

data. One is that the newspapers might have covered rallies in urban areas more 

extensively than in hard-to-reach rural locations. Given that urban areas are more 

ethnically diverse, over-reporting of rallies held in urban centers could bias the data in 

favor of confirming the proposition that the leading candidates focus their campaign 

efforts outside their core ethnic strongholds. It seems unlikely, however, that this was the 

case. The newspapers relied on an extensive network of freelance writers who were 

stationed throughout the country and could be called upon to cover rallies in remote 

areas. For this reason, coverage of rallies in outlying areas is likely to have been on par 

with coverage of rallies in urban centers. Moreover, the data show that the papers had 

little trouble covering rallies outside Kenya’s two major urban areas: only 16.5% (44 of 

271) of mentioned rallies were held in the 12 constituencies that comprise Nairobi and 

Mombasa, Kenya’s two largest cities. 

A second concern is that the papers may have devoted more space to particular 

candidates. The data shows that the papers did report more rallies held by the incumbent 

president than the opposition challengers. Of the 271 coded rallies, the distribution across 

the candidates was as follows: Kibaki 49%, Odinga 29%, and Musyoka 25%. It is 

impossible to know whether this reflects bias on the part of the papers, or whether Kibaki 
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actually held more rallies than the other candidates. What matters more than whether the 

papers covered the three candidates equally, however, is whether the papers exhibited any 

systematic bias in covering rallies in different types of areas. The argument outlined 

above is that the candidates focus their efforts on swing areas and avoid holding rallies in 

core areas. Thus, the critical concern regarding bias is whether the papers were more or 

less likely to cover rallies in core or swing areas. If the papers, for example, 

systematically under-reported rallies held in the parties’ ethnic core areas, the tests would 

be biased in favor of confirming the hypothesis. I suggest, however, that the opposite was 

the case. When the parties held rallies in their strongholds or in opponents’ strongholds, 

these rallies tended to be major events that were carefully watched by the media. By 

contrast, a rally in a swing area was more likely to be another in a long string of relatively 

similar events. Thus, to the extent that coverage may have been biased, the papers in all 

likelihood over-reported rallies in the parties’ strongholds relative to the swing areas, 

biasing the data against confirming the argument outlined above. 
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2. Constituency-level ethnicity estimates 
 

To generate estimates of the ethnic composition of Kenya’s 210 parliamentary 

constituencies, I merged data from 12 nationally-representative surveys conducted 

between November 2006 and January 2009, yielding a total sample of 39,065 

respondents. The data came from surveys conducted by three local survey firms.  

Strategic Research provided data from four polls (November 2006, March 2007, 

September 2007, December 2007); Steadman (now Ipsos) provided data from six 

(October 2007, mid-November 2007, late November 2007, early December 2007, mid-

December 2007, December 2008); and Research International (now TNS-RMS) provided 

data from one (December 2008-January 2009). A final data set came from the 

Afrobarometer (December 2007), which was conducted in Kenya by Steadman. All polls 

were nationally representative, and all included a question about ethnic identification that 

asked, “What is your ethnic community?” or a similar variant. The mean number of 

respondents per constituency was 186. 

To validate these measures, I compare the survey estimates to the 1989 census 

data at the district level. At the time of the 1989 census there were 41 districts. Because 

parliamentary constituencies are nested within districts, it is possible to create district-

level estimates from my survey data and then compare these to the 1989 census figures. 

Figure A1 plots the district-level estimate created from survey data against the 1989 

census data for all groups that make up more than 1% of the population (based on the 

1989 census) and a residual other category. Given that the survey data was collected 

nearly 20 years after the 1989 census, I do not expect a perfect match. The plots show, 

however, that the survey estimates match the census data surprisingly well.  
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As a second check, I plot the constituency-level estimates against the census data 

aggregated to the constituency level in 1989. However, because some constituency 

boundaries changed between 1989 and 2007, I am only able to include 157 out of 210 

constituencies for this. Figure A2 plots the constituency-level estimated created from 

survey data against the 1989 census data for the three groups that had a co-ethnic 

candidate in the 2007 race and a residual other category. The relatively close fit between 

the survey estimates and the census data – aggregated both to the district and the 

constituency level – suggests that it is reasonable to use survey data to estimate sub-

national ethnic demographics. 
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Figure A1. Comparison between Survey Estimates and Census Data at the District 

Level 
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Figure A2. Comparison between Survey Estimates and Census Data at the 

Constituency Level 
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3. Alternative definitions of ethnic areas 

 
For the analysis of presidential rallies in Table 2 (shown graphically in Figure 1) I 

define the candidates’ core co-ethnic areas as all parliamentary constituencies in which 

co-ethnics make up 75% or more of the population. The following tables replicate the 

analysis in Table 2 using alternative thresholds, 50% and 90%. The results are 

comparable to the estimates based on the 75% threshold, also shown here for ease of 

comparison. 

 

Table A1. Location of Presidential Rallies (percentages) – 50% threshold 

  

Kikuyu 

core area 

Lou  

core area 

Kamba 

core area 

Swing 

areas 

Kibaki (Kikuyu) 12.4 0 12.4 75.2 

Odinga (Luo) 2.5 5.1 0 92.4 

Musyoka (Kamba) 1.4 0 28.6 70 

 

 

Table A2. Location of Presidential Rallies (percentages) – 75% threshold 

  

Kikuyu 

core area 

Lou  

core area 

Kamba 

core area 

Swing 

areas 

Kibaki (Kikuyu) 8.3 0 12.4 79.3 

Odinga (Luo) 1.3 5.1 0 93.8 

Musyoka (Kamba) 1.4 0 28.6 70 

 

 

Table A3. Location of Presidential Rallies (percentages) – 90% threshold 

  

Kikuyu 

core area 

Lou  

core area 

Kamba 

core area 

Swing 

areas 

Kibaki (Kikuyu) 4.1 0 11.6 84.3 

Odinga (Luo) 1.3 1.3 0 97.5 

Musyoka (Kamba) 0 0 20.0 80.0 
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To examine whether the leading candidates converged in their pursuit of potential 

swing groups, the analysis in Figure 4 also uses 75% as a threshold to define ethnic areas. 

The figures below replicate the analysis again using two alternative thresholds, 50% and 

90%. The results using the 75% threshold area are again shown for ease of comparison. 

The use of these alternative thresholds does not alter the conclusion that the leading 

parties converged on the same set of ethnic swing communities.  

 

 

Figure A3. Rallies Held in Major Ethnic Areas – 50% threshold 
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Figure A4. Rallies Held in Major Ethnic Areas – 75% threshold 

 
 

 

 

Figure A5. Rallies Held in Major Ethnic Areas – 90% threshold 
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4. Robustness tests:  

I present a series of robustness tests that show that the analysis of presidential rallies in 

Table 3 is robust to a variety of alternative specifications: 

 

o Table A4 uses districts instead of constituencies as the unit of analysis. The main 

results from Table 3 are unchanged.  

 

o Table A5 uses an alternative data source (the 2003 and 2008 Demographic and 

Health Surveys) to estimate the ethnic composition of parliamentary 

constituencies. The results are similar to those shown in Table 3, though the 

coefficients for Kikuyu share in models 4 and 6 fall below conventional levels of 

statistical significance. 

 

o Table A6 codes Kibaki’s co-ethnic community as the Kikuyu, Meru, Embu bloc 

rather than only Kikuyus. The results are nearly identical to those presented in 

Table 3. I do not re-estimate models 7 and 8, which are unchanged by this 

specification. 

 

o Table A7 controls for accessibility. I include a dummy variable that measures 

whether constituencies can be accessed via Kenya’s major roads. Unfortunately, 

data on road conditions is not available, so this variable is simply a dichotomous 

measure of whether the main highways or trunk lines run through each 

constituency. This variable is not significant in any of the models, and the main 

results from Table 3 are robust to the inclusion of this variable.  
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Table A4. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (districts as unit of analysis) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Swing group share 1.143** 2.714** 0.836      

 (0.004) (0.000) (0.203)      

Kikuyu share    -1.381* -3.972** -4.224**   

    (0.012) (0.000) (0.007)   

Luo share    -3.059** -1.456* -2.476+   

    (0.008) (0.020) (0.065)   

Kamba share    -0.348 -5.797+ 0.862   

    (0.458) (0.072) (0.105)   

PNU ethnic coalition share       -0.524  

       (0.148)  

ODM ethnic coaltion share        0.607 

        (0.240) 

Voters (10,000) 0.007 -0.009 0.039* -0.004 -0.013 0.009 0.012 0.009 

 (0.376) (0.400) (0.019) (0.680) (0.272) (0.482) (0.163) (0.481) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.036** 0.011 0.041* 0.026* 0.020 0.013 0.026* 0.006 

 (0.001) (0.373) (0.032) (0.027) (0.137) (0.376) (0.013) (0.719) 

Population density -4.958 -2.283 -8.945 -3.794 -2.784 -4.820 -3.218 0.053 

 (0.240) (0.612) (0.161) (0.373) (0.533) (0.326) (0.436) (0.992) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.000** -0.000* -0.000 -0.000* -0.000** -0.000 -0.000+ 0.000 

 (0.004) (0.035) (0.666) (0.027) (0.004) (0.309) (0.070) (0.497) 

Largest town population (10,000) 0.055** 0.033 0.006 0.057** 0.048+ 0.008 0.037** -0.011 

 (0.000) (0.128) (0.858) (0.000) (0.055) (0.780) (0.009) (0.663) 

Number of major towns 0.120 0.241** -0.204 0.210* 0.252* -0.020 0.057 0.124 

 (0.116) (0.010) (0.163) (0.011) (0.012) (0.859) (0.480) (0.287) 

District contains Starehe constituency  -16.035** -8.419 -3.282 -15.828** -12.508+ -1.372 -10.642** 4.092 

 (0.000) (0.188) (0.742) (0.001) (0.080) (0.871) (0.010) (0.594) 

Constant -0.608 -1.650** -0.970 0.633 1.577** 1.029 0.218 -0.678 

 (0.161) (0.006) (0.183) (0.210) (0.005) (0.110) (0.660) (0.288) 

         

Observations 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 

Pseudo R-squared 0.232 0.217 0.109 0.287 0.271 0.304 0.194 0.0734 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1       
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Table A5. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (alternative measure of ethnic demography) 
    (1)    (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)    (7)    (8) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Swing group share 0.576+ 1.752** 0.143      

 (0.051) (0.000) (0.723)      

Kikuyu share    -0.497 -1.798** -0.941   

    (0.182) (0.002) (0.126)   

Luo share    -2.896** -1.287* -3.007*   

    (0.007) (0.035) (0.035)   

Kamba share    0.456 -3.207* 1.545**   

    (0.241) (0.045) (0.000)   

PNU ethnic coalition share       -0.543+  

       (0.084)  

ODM ethnic coalition share        -0.090 

        (0.814) 

Voters (10,000) 0.081** 0.086* 0.048 0.092** 0.088* 0.049 0.087** 0.098* 

 (0.007) (0.024) (0.402) (0.002) (0.020) (0.374) (0.003) (0.023) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000+ -0.000 

 (0.137) (0.558) (0.429) (0.448) (0.680) (0.852) (0.089) (0.543) 

Population density -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -- -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.857) (0.748) (0.300)  (0.819) (0.415) (0.759) (0.741) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.002 -0.001 0.002* 

 (0.308) (0.905) (0.939) (0.996) (0.899) (0.243) (0.392) (0.017) 

Number of major towns 0.479** 0.478** 0.257 0.515** 0.473** 0.429* 0.477** 0.393* 

 (0.000) (0.003) (0.243) (0.000) (0.004) (0.031) (0.000) (0.027) 

Starehe constituency 2.659* 3.223* 5.671 2.845** 3.082+ 5.423+ 2.718* 2.889+ 

 (0.012) (0.047) (0.125) (0.000) (0.058) (0.084) (0.013) (0.098) 

Constant -1.856** -3.309** -1.740** -1.598** -1.491** -2.042** -1.460** -2.629** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.003) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 

         

Observations 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 

Pseudo R-squared 0.156 0.142 0.0318 0.196 0.148 0.137 0.154 0.0838 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1   

Notes: Model 4 excludes population density becaue the model fails to converge with its inclusion. 
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Table A6. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (Kibaki’s co-ethnic group coded as the Kikuyu, Meru, 

Embu bloc) 
    (1)    (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Swing group share 0.619+ 1.716** 0.234    

 (0.050) (0.000) (0.589)    

Kikuyu/Meru/Embu share    -0.676+ -1.767** -1.128+ 

    (0.095) (0.001) (0.069) 

Luo share    -2.927** -1.230* -6.300 

    (0.009) (0.031) (0.109) 

Kamba share    0.449 -3.093* 1.423** 

    (0.239) (0.021) (0.001) 

Voters (10,000) 0.088** 0.109** 0.053 0.107** 0.110** 0.090 

 (0.004) (0.005) (0.357) (0.001) (0.005) (0.132) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.179) (0.722) (0.504) (0.597) (0.905) (0.643) 

Population density -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.901) (0.771) (0.311) (0.531) (0.747) (0.907) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.001 0.002 

 (0.267) (0.795) (0.980) (0.968) (0.585) (0.205) 

Number of major towns 0.488** 0.403* 0.294 0.520** 0.400* 0.359+ 

 (0.000) (0.011) (0.181) (0.000) (0.011) (0.055) 

Starehe constituency 2.456* 2.624 5.544 2.076* 2.650 3.446 

 (0.020) (0.108) (0.132) (0.035) (0.108) (0.199) 

Constant -1.888** -3.145** -1.859** -1.647** -1.323* -2.208** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.013) (0.000) 

       

Observations 210 210 210 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.156 0.135 0.0331 0.203 0.142 0.169 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1    
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Table A7. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (including road variable) 
    (1)    (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)    (7)    (8) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Swing group share 0.624* 2.082** 0.262      

 (0.046) (0.000) (0.536)      

Kikuyu share    -0.846+ -2.931** -3.002**   

    (0.064) (0.000) (0.008)   

Luo share    -2.831** -1.101* -5.269+   

    (0.007) (0.048) (0.089)   

Kamba share    0.492 -2.977* 1.239**   

    (0.172) (0.018) (0.002)   

PNU ethnic coalition share       -0.654+  

       (0.065)  

ODM ethnic coalition share        0.073 

        (0.842) 

Connected to road network -0.108 0.188 0.268 -0.282 0.265 0.088 0.009 0.360 

 (0.737) (0.650) (0.561) (0.386) (0.523) (0.834) (0.979) (0.397) 

Voters (10,000) 0.086** 0.102* 0.044 0.107** 0.105** 0.082 0.090** 0.093* 

 (0.005) (0.011) (0.445) (0.001) (0.009) (0.156) (0.003) (0.028) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 (0.165) (0.694) (0.601) (0.479) (0.964) (0.868) (0.131) (0.522) 

Population density 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.990) (0.930) (0.318) (0.432) (0.945) (0.953) (0.895) (0.738) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.002* 

 (0.292) (0.839) (0.966) (0.916) (0.390) (0.563) (0.314) (0.018) 

Number of major towns 0.517** 0.470** 0.293 0.571** 0.495** 0.441* 0.497** 0.364* 

 (0.000) (0.004) (0.187) (0.000) (0.002) (0.021) (0.000) (0.036) 

Starehe constituency 2.373* 2.254 5.431 1.980* 2.213 3.102 2.439* 2.862+ 

 (0.022) (0.137) (0.130) (0.042) (0.152) (0.230) (0.021) (0.092) 

Constant -1.882** -3.739** -2.061** -1.477** -1.542* -1.987** -1.468** -2.894** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.002) (0.010) (0.003) (0.001) (0.000) 

         

Observations 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.157 0.153 0.0348 0.206 0.166 0.196 0.156 0.0832 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1   

Notes: Model 4 excludes Number of major towns becaue the model fails to converge with its inclusion. 
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5. Alternative explanations 

 

5.1. Institutions 
 

Table A8 shows that at the start of the campaign the two leading candidates – Kibaki and 

Odinga – had already satisfied the “five-of-eight” rule which stipulated that to win the 

election in the first round a candidate needed at least 25% of the vote in five of Kenya’s 

eight provinces.  

 

Table A8. Voting Intentions by Province in September 2007 (percentages) 

 

Kibaki Odinga Musyoka 

Other/ 

Undecided 

Nairobi 38 52 5 4 

Central 82 12 1 4 

Coast 36 50 6 8 

Eastern 51 7 35 7 

Nyanza 8 90 0 2 

Rift Valley 35 54 3 7 

Western 26 67 4 3 

Northeastern 27 70 3 0 

Notes: Data come from a survey conducted by the Steadman Group on September 8-20, 

2007 (n=2,020). 
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5.2. Ethnic diversity 

Table A9 re-estimates the main models of presidential rallies and includes a 

measure of ethnic fractionalization, created from the survey data used to estimate the 

ethnic composition of parliamentary constituencies. The coefficient on this variable is 

positive and significant in several models, suggesting that parties do target more diverse 

areas. More importantly, the main findings from Table 3 related to the targeting of 

campaign effort across core and swing groups are largely unaffected by the inclusion of 

the ethnic fractionalization measure, demonstrating that the main findings presented in 

Table 3 cannot be attributed to parties focusing on ethnically-diverse areas. 

Table A10 examines a variant of the argument that parties target areas where the 

vote is “split” at the start of the race. For this, I estimated voting intentions by 

constituency at the start of the campaign using data from a national survey conducted in 

early September, prior to the main period of campaigning. From this, I generated 

estimates of voting intentions by ethnic group. Then, to create constituency-level 

estimates of support for the candidates I multiplied the group-level data by the ethnic 

composition of each constituency. Finally, I created a dummy variable that takes on a 

value of 1 for any constituency in which no candidate had more than 50% of the vote 

share at the start of the race. This measure provides a reasonable way of distinguishing 

areas where the vote is “split” from those where one candidate is dominant. I then 

replicate the main analysis of presidential rallies from Table 3. The results in Table A10 

indicate that while the “split constituencies” variable is significant in several models, the 

main findings on ethnic composition are largely unaffected by the inclusion of this 

variable. I interpret these results to mean that “split” areas are one type of swing area. But 
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what makes these areas attractive targets is that they are inhabited primarily by groups 

that do not have a co-ethnic leader in the race, not the fact that they are ethnically diverse. 

Moreover, the finding that the main measures of ethnic composition are robust to the 

inclusion of this measure indicates that swing areas also include more homogenous 

constituencies that are inhabited by a single group that does not have a co-ethnic in the 

race.
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Table A9. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (including ethnic fractionalization) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Swing group share 0.522 2.214** 0.313      

 (0.111) (0.000) (0.471)      

Kikuyu share    -0.795+ -3.407** -3.593*   

    (0.096) (0.000) (0.010)   

Luo share    -3.327* -1.097+ -8.169   

    (0.016) (0.058) (0.103)   

Kamba share    0.729+ -3.244* 1.432**   

    (0.056) (0.033) (0.001)   

PNU ethnic coalition share       -0.619+  

       (0.092)  

ODM ethnic coalition share        0.026 

        (0.945) 

Ethnic fractionalization 0.648 0.976* -0.156 1.071* 1.157* 1.229+ 0.739+ 1.091* 

 (0.117) (0.049) (0.805) (0.011) (0.026) (0.067) (0.069) (0.028) 

Voters (10,000) 0.069* 0.086* 0.051 0.085** 0.090* 0.093 0.070* 0.070+ 

 (0.029) (0.032) (0.380) (0.009) (0.025) (0.112) (0.028) (0.099) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 (0.354) (0.479) (0.477) (0.979) (0.748) (0.642) (0.295) (0.402) 

Population density -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -- -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.678) (0.716) (0.363)  (0.687) (0.972) (0.556) (0.376) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.002* 

 (0.354) (0.769) (0.960) (0.998) (0.305) (0.488) (0.308) (0.035) 

Number of major towns 0.496** 0.463** 0.316 0.535** 0.497** 0.434* 0.485** 0.364* 

 (0.000) (0.004) (0.158) (0.000) (0.002) (0.020) (0.000) (0.031) 

Starehe constituency 2.664* 2.716+ 5.269 2.490** 2.729 3.374 2.772* 3.586* 

 (0.014) (0.095) (0.148) (0.000) (0.104) (0.210) (0.013) (0.048) 

Constant -1.969** -3.806** -1.867** -1.850** -1.434** -2.256** -1.508** -2.640** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.005) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

         

Observations 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.162 0.163 0.0339 0.218 0.179 0.207 0.163 0.0943 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1   

Notes: Model 4 excludes population density becaue the model fails to converge with its inclusion. 
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Table A10. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (including “split” constituencies) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Swing group share 0.535+ 2.123** 0.245      

 (0.093) (0.000) (0.565)      

Kikuyu share    -0.737 -3.001** -3.152**   

    (0.110) (0.000) (0.009)   

Luo share    -2.825** -1.126* -5.657   

    (0.009) (0.045) (0.104)   

Kamba share    0.578 -3.305* 1.293**   

    (0.113) (0.029) (0.001)   

PNU ethnic coalition share       -0.562  

       (0.120)  

ODM ethnic coalition share        0.158 

        (0.665) 

“Split” constituencies 0.482+ 0.699* 0.379 0.563* 0.748* 0.518 0.487+ 0.807** 

 (0.058) (0.018) (0.330) (0.024) (0.014) (0.131) (0.057) (0.009) 

Voters (10,000) 0.073* 0.091* 0.046 0.093** 0.095* 0.083 0.076* 0.082* 

 (0.016) (0.018) (0.414) (0.002) (0.015) (0.137) (0.012) (0.044) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 (0.721) (0.232) (0.785) (0.681) (0.388) (0.519) (0.616) (0.183) 

Population density -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -- -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.842) (0.818) (0.271)  (0.815) (0.931) (0.747) (0.459) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.002* 

 (0.364) (0.843) (0.981) (0.985) (0.402) (0.569) (0.378) (0.030) 

Number of major towns 0.525** 0.504** 0.312 0.570** 0.529** 0.467* 0.513** 0.417* 

 (0.000) (0.002) (0.159) (0.000) (0.001) (0.013) (0.000) (0.014) 

Starehe constituency 2.284* 2.305 5.630 2.349** 2.263 3.166 2.355* 3.067+ 

 (0.036) (0.167) (0.128) (0.000) (0.185) (0.250) (0.034) (0.090) 

Constant -1.902** -3.629** -1.876** -1.702** -1.338** -1.969** -1.466** -2.612** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.008) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 

         

Observations 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.164 0.167 0.0366 0.214 0.181 0.203 0.163 0.0993 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1   

Notes: Model 4 excludes population density becaue the model fails to converge with its inclusion. 



 21 

5.3. Core mobilization as an alternative explanation 
 

The results in Tables A11-A13 test whether the observed pattern of campaign rallies 

could be attributed to efforts to increase turnout among core supporters. I use a measure of 

average turnout in the two previous elections (1997 and 2002). From this data, I create a 

dichotomous measure of areas with low turnout, defined as constituencies where average turnout 

in the two prior races was below the median (65%). I interact this turnout measure with the 

estimates of constituency-level vote shares for each candidate described in section 5.2 above. If 

the goal was core mobilization, I would expect that parties would target constituencies that were 

characterized by high levels of initial support and a history of low turnout. The results in Tables 

A11 do not support a core mobilization story; neither the low-turnout variable nor the interaction 

between vote share and low turnout is significant. Table A12 includes a continuous measure of 

turnout and likewise shows no evidence in favor of the mobilization story. Finally, Table A13 

replicates the original analysis of rally targeting from the main text and shows that the key 

findings on ethnic composition are robust to the inclusion of the low turnout measure and its 

interaction with vote share at the start of the campaign. I interpret these results to mean that 

presidential aspirants did not use rallies to target existing supporters in low-turnout areas. While 

mobilization was important in the 2007 race, the broader results in the paper (including those that 

focus on household contact) suggest that the job of mobilizing the core is left to lower-level 

actors. 
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Table A11. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (including turnout) 
 (1) (2) (3) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Candidate vote share at start of campaign -0.625 0.668 4.281** 

 (0.215) (0.301) (0.000) 

Low turnout  -0.123 -0.138 -0.700+ 

 (0.737) (0.813) (0.058) 

Candidate vote share * Low turnout  -0.014 0.044 -0.257 

 (0.988) (0.963) (0.815) 

Voters (10,000) 0.095** 0.107* 0.077 

 (0.004) (0.016) (0.192) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000+ 0.000 0.000 

 (0.100) (0.950) (0.817) 

Population density 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.965) (0.788) (0.694) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.000 0.002 0.004** 

 (0.634) (0.165) (0.004) 

Number of major towns 0.494** 0.380* 0.352+ 

 (0.000) (0.027) (0.061) 

Starehe constituency 2.345* 2.700 4.083 

 (0.026) (0.117) (0.141) 

Constant -1.505** -2.835** -2.994** 

 (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 

    

Observations 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.152 0.0855 0.142 

p-values in parentheses 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1       
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Table A12. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (including turnout) 
 (1) (2) (3) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Candidate vote share at start of campaign -3.932 0.782 -0.021 

 (0.313) (0.861) (0.998) 

Turnout  -2.141 1.181 3.597+ 

 (0.386) (0.750) (0.098) 

Candidate vote share * Turnout  4.914 -0.210 6.535 

 (0.384) (0.975) (0.554) 

Voters (10,000) 0.091** 0.114* 0.086 

 (0.010) (0.014) (0.149) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (0.101) (0.915) (0.725) 

Population density -0.000 -0.000 0.000 

 (0.930) (0.954) (0.924) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 0.002 0.004** 

 (0.456) (0.141) (0.003) 

Number of major towns 0.506** 0.380* 0.378* 

 (0.000) (0.027) (0.049) 

Starehe constituency 2.449* 2.513 3.154 

 (0.026) (0.143) (0.210) 

Constant -0.072 -3.749 -5.764** 

 (0.967) (0.168) (0.002) 

    

Observations 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.153 0.0862 0.134 

p-values in parentheses 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1       
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Table A13. Negative Binomial Regression Models of Presidential Rallies (including turnout) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (7) 

 Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Musyoka 

(ODM-K) 

Kibaki  

(PNU) 

Odinga 

(ODM) 

Swing group share 0.613+ 2.095** 3.118**      

 (0.055) (0.000) (0.001)      

Kikuyu share    -0.430 -2.943** -3.187**   

    (0.479) (0.000) (0.004)   

Luo share    -3.239** -1.213+ -4.932+   

    (0.005) (0.057) (0.055)   

Kamba share    0.374 -2.987* 19.481*   

    (0.319) (0.024) (0.032)   

PNU ethnic coalition share       -2.535*  

       (0.024)  

ODM ethnic coalition share        -0.630 

        (0.215) 

Candidate vote share at start of campaign -0.460 0.241 8.307** -0.596 -0.144 -31.538* 2.591+ 1.385 

 (0.371) (0.715) (0.000) (0.412) (0.830) (0.049) (0.091) (0.109) 

Low turnout  0.101 -0.364 -0.557 0.344 -0.047 -0.464 -0.090 -0.226 

 (0.798) (0.581) (0.121) (0.443) (0.944) (0.189) (0.818) (0.705) 

Candidate vote share * Low turnout  -0.478 0.881 -0.573 -1.275 0.302 -0.688 -0.565 0.040 

 (0.629) (0.425) (0.600) (0.284) (0.786) (0.520) (0.596) (0.967) 

Voters (10,000) 0.094** 0.107** 0.085 0.120** 0.106* 0.110+ 0.105** 0.110* 

 (0.004) (0.009) (0.147) (0.001) (0.011) (0.058) (0.002) (0.011) 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000+ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (0.097) (0.854) (0.565) (0.321) (0.927) (0.496) (0.246) (0.838) 

Population density 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 (0.977) (0.984) (0.843) (0.348) (0.972) (0.796) (0.949) (0.741) 

Distance to Nairobi -0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.000 -0.001 0.002 -0.001 0.001 

 (0.183) (0.473) (0.494) (0.838) (0.369) (0.153) (0.210) (0.410) 

Number of major towns 0.522** 0.497** 0.453* 0.554** 0.512** 0.499** 0.507** 0.367* 

 (0.000) (0.002) (0.015) (0.000) (0.002) (0.009) (0.000) (0.029) 

Starehe constituency 2.323* 2.281 2.859 1.850+ 2.244 2.799 2.311* 2.752 

 (0.028) (0.148) (0.250) (0.062) (0.155) (0.260) (0.030) (0.112) 

Constant -1.760** -3.677** -5.089** -1.583** -1.268* -1.885** -1.863** -2.848** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.029) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) 

         

Observations 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 

Pseudo R-squared 0.161 0.157 0.206 0.210 0.165 0.229 0.164 0.0900 

p-values in parentheses; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1     


