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1. Constituency-Level Ethnicity Estimates 

We generate our measure of constituency-level ethnic demography using survey 

data (census data at this level of disaggregation is not publically available in Kenya). To 

created our measure, we 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 variation. The mean number of 

respondents per constituency was 186. 

To validate our measure, we compared our 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 was possible to create district-

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

Figure A1 plots the estimated Kamba share based on survey data (y-axis) against the 

1989 census data (x-axis). Given that the survey data was collected nearly 20 years after 

the 1989 census, we do not expect a perfect match. The figure shows, however, that the 

survey estimates match the census data surprisingly well. The relatively close fit between 



 3 

the survey estimates and the census data suggests that it is reasonable to use the survey 

data for estimating sub-national ethnic demographics. 

 

Figure A1. Comparison between Survey Estimates and 1989 Census Data 

 

 

As shown in Figure A2, the measure of Kamba share follows a bimodal 

distribution. The core Kamba area includes seventeen parliamentary constituencies. 

These constituencies are relatively homogenous; on average Kambas make up 95 percent 

of the population in these constituencies.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

0
.2

.4
.6

.8
1

20
07

 E
st

im
at

e

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1
1989 census

kamba



 4 

Figure A2. Histogram of Kamba Population Share by Constituency 
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 2. Descriptive Statistics 
 
Table A1. Ethnicity of Musyoka Supporters  
Group	   Percent	  
Kamba	   70.1	  
Kikuyu	   5.7	  
Luhya	   4.7	  
Kisii	   3.2	  
Meru	   2.8	  
Luo	   2.6	  
Kalenjin	   2.6	  
Miji	  kenda	   2.1	  
Somali	   1.4	  
Pokot	   1.1	  
Borana	   1.1	  
Other	  (each	  <	  1%)	   2.7	  
 
 
Table A2. Summary Statistics for Models of Strategic Voting in Table 1 
Variable	   Mean	   SD	  
Strategic	  voter	   .206	   .405	  
Musyoka’s	  position	   1.53	   .819	  
Muysoka	  favorability	  rating	  (6-‐point	  scale)	   5.72	   .69	  
Kibaki	  favorability	  rating	  (6-‐point	  scale)	   2.84	   1.529	  
Odinga	  favorability	  rating	  (6-‐point	  scale)	   1.45	   1.638	  
Education	  (7-‐point	  scale)	   4.1	   1.387	  
Age	   32.71	   11.915	  
Female	   .403	   .491	  
 
 
Table A3. Summary Statistics for Models of Misperceptions in Table 2 
Variable	   Mean	   SD	  
Overestimate	  Musyoka’s	  position	   .794	   .405	  
Muysoka	  favorability	  rating	  (6-‐point	  scale)	   5.723	   .691	  
Reside	  in	  Kamba	  area	   .618	   .433	  
Radio	  news	  consumption	  (4-‐point	  scale)	   3.89	   .426	  
TV	  news	  consumption	  (4-‐point	  scale)	   3.02	   1.105	  
Newspaper	  news	  consumption	  (4-‐point	  scale)	   2.737	   1.022	  
Aware	  of	  polls	   .903	   .296	  
Education	  (7-‐point	  scale)	   4.103	   1.392	  
Age	   32.69	   11.948	  
Female	   .401	   .491	  
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3. Robustness Tests Using Logit 
 
Table A4. Logit Models of Strategic Voting  
 (1) 

Full sample 
(2) 
Co-ethnics 

(3) 
Non-co-
ethnics 

Beliefs about Musyoka’s position 2.380*** 1.558*** 2.432*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Musyoka favorability  -0.535** -0.593 -0.823*** 
 (0.027) (0.101) (0.008) 
Kibaki favorability  -0.032 -0.164 0.204 
 (0.813) (0.583) (0.258) 
Odinga favorability 0.436*** 0.234 0.500*** 
 (0.000) (0.405) (0.000) 
Education -0.098 0.055 0.062 
 (0.514) (0.846) (0.778) 
Age -0.004 -0.009 0.011 
 (0.826) (0.816) (0.585) 
Female 0.683* 0.466 0.116 
 (0.086) (0.658) (0.855) 
Constant -3.536** -2.446 -2.800* 
 (0.015) (0.305) (0.085) 
    
Observations 449 285 164 
Pseudo R-squared 0.579 0.278 0.605 
Robust p-values in parentheses, standard errors clustered by constituency  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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Table A5. Logit Models of Misperceptions and Poll Credibility 
 (1)  

Misperceptions 
(2)  
Poll credibility 

Musyoka favorability rating 0.550** -0.343* 
 (0.012) (0.056) 

Kamba share in constituency 3.554*** -1.421*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) 

Radio news consumption 0.488** 0.183 
 (0.013) (0.458) 

TV news consumption 0.034 0.122 
 (0.848) (0.401) 

Newspaper news consumption -0.211 -0.001 
 (0.238) (0.998) 

Aware of polls -0.325  
 (0.456)  

Education -0.253** -0.029 
 (0.044) (0.757) 

Age -0.006 0.020** 
 (0.661) (0.026) 

Female -0.096 0.068 
 (0.797) (0.807) 

Constant -2.998** 0.463 
 (0.044) (0.777) 

   
Observations 446 408 
Pseudo R-squared 0.363 0.099 
Robust p-values in parentheses, standard errors clustered by constituency  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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3. Alternative Specifications of Misperceptions Model 
 
We offer two alternative specification of the results on misperceptions shown in Table 2. 
First, in Table A6, we use ordered logit to model the full range of variation in beliefs 
about Musyoka’s position (first, second, third), rather than collapsing this variable into 
the dichotomous measure that we use in Table 2. 
 
Second, in Table A7, we employ a dichotomous measure for the Kamba ethnic area (the 
17 parliamentary constituencies in which Kambas make up 85 percent or more of the 
population), rather than the continuous measure of Kamba ethnic share that we use in 
Table 2.  
 
 
Table A6. Ordered Logit Model of Misperceptions  
Musyoka favorability rating -0.550*** 
 (0.001) 
Reside in Kamba area -2.372*** 
 (0.000) 
Radio news consumption -0.399* 
 (0.074) 
TV news consumption 0.222 
 (0.159) 
Newspaper news consumption 0.077 
 (0.605) 
Aware of polls 0.162 
 (0.698) 
Education 0.182* 
 (0.082) 
Age 0.009 
 (0.414) 
Female -0.039 
 (0.890) 
Cut 1 -3.131** 
 (0.031) 
Cut 2 -2.257 
 (0.120) 
  
Observations 446 
Pseudo R-squared 0.240 
Robust p-values in parentheses, standard errors clustered by constituency  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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Table A7. Model of Misperceptions (OLS) 
Musyoka favorability rating 0.087** 

 (0.014) 
Kamba ethnic area [0,1] 0.420*** 

 (0.000) 
Radio news consumption 0.073** 

 (0.050) 
TV news consumption 0.005 

 (0.754) 
Newspaper news consumption -0.021 

 (0.287) 
Aware of polls -0.044 

 (0.341) 
Education -0.028* 

 (0.071) 
Age -0.001 

 (0.490) 
Female -0.014 

 (0.714) 
Constant -0.022 

 (0.929) 
  

Observations 446 
Pseudo R-squared 0.354 
Robust p-values in parentheses, standard errors clustered by constituency  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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4. Ethnic Identity as an Alternative Explanation 
 
In Table A8 we explore whether identity attachments can explain the weakness of 
strategic voting among those who held Musyoka as their most-preferred candidate. The 
bivariate results in Model 1 shows that those who identified in ethnic terms were less 
likely to vote strategically. Models 2 and 3 show that the negative and significant 
association disappears when other covariates are included.  
 
 
Table A8. Models of Strategic Voting (OLS) 
 (1) (2) (3) 
Tribal identifier -0.073* -0.002 0.001 
 (0.055) (0.939) (0.967) 
Musyoka’s position  0.373***  
  (0.000)  
Musyoka favorability    0.001 
   (0.967) 
Kibaki favorability    -0.181*** 
   (0.000) 
Odinga favorability   0.029*** 
   (0.008) 
Constant 0.226*** -0.363*** 1.014*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
    
Observations 482 472 482 
Pseudo R-squared 0.006 0.572 0.290 
Robust p-values in parentheses    
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1    
 
  
 
 


