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Separ ate and Suspicious: Local Social and Palitical Context and Ethnic Tolerancein Kenya

Abstract*

Does living in close proximity to members of otle¢hnic groups make people more or less toleraettofic
differences? How does local electoral competitioteract with ethnic demography to affect ethnic
tolerance? This paper examines these questionsrbigining survey data with new measures of locatieth
composition and political competition in Kenya. Boliving in ethnically diverse areas repbigherlevels

of interethnic trust and residentially segregatedpbe are less trusting of members of other etbrocips.

In contrast to research linking national electm@ainpetition and ethnic salience, there is no ewidehat
local electoral competition increases intolerafdds paper has important implications for the stofiyhe
political and economic consequences of ethnic ditsetand suggests that even in developing countries
where resource conflict along ethnic lines is acael sometimes violent, sharing neighborhoods with
members of different ethnic groups may lead toréwiee.

! The Institute for Social and Economic ResearchRuiity at Columbia University and the Hoover Ihgtbn at
Stanford University provided research supportt Bbthe dataset was constructed in collaborati@h Wate Baldwin
(University of Florida). | thank Michael Brattonuty Goodhart, and Jeffrey Lax for helpful commeantd Kate
Redburn and Benjamin Clark for research assistance
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Introduction

Does living in close proximity to members of otle¢hnic groups make people more or less tolerant of
ethnic difference?Does electoral politics affect the relationshigween tolerance and local ethnic
composition? Social scientists make policy recomuadons that are informed by their answers to
these questions. There is an active debate intérature on civil conflict regarding whether ptatn

- the spatial separation of groupsis necessary to guarantee peace where conflictamaady
occurred.  Scholars debating which constitution&sighs promote ethnic peace disagree
fundamentally on whether institutions that encoaragembers of different groups to share the same
political jurisdictions are superior to those tiddice them in different jurisdictions (e.g. Horawit
(2002) and Lijphart (2004).) Finally, American salcpolicy since the late 1940s has reflected an
optimistic view regarding the social benefits ofisband residential integration.

| examine the relationships between local ethniotext, electoral competition, and tolerance in
Kenya. The relationship between prejudice and rmgiood ethnic composition, has been examined
most extensively in the literature on American focdil behavior and this paper is, to my knowledge,
the first to estimate the relationship between lbtersity andsegregationacross a large area in a
poor conflict-prone country. By examining this qu@s in a new context | make three contributions
to the existing research on ethnic politics. Fitets study presents a hard test for the notion tha
contact between members of different ethnic grquiesnotes tolerance because it takes place in a
setting where resource conflict is acute and ismmonly understood to take place along ethnic lines.
The existing literature in American politics juxtzes political competition and interethnic contsct
explanations for the relationship between locakdiity and individual attitudes, but these American
studies are limited in important ways. They mdstroinvolve explaining tolerance within a small
number of metropolitan areas in a two-party systdémt they capture very little variation in poliic
competition at the local level and tend to treatugr sizes as a proxy for actual (or potential) tjuali
competition. By contrast, my data on local contgxans areas with multiple political parties and a
varying degree of electoral competitiveness allgwime to explore whether electoral competition is
associated with intolerance and whether contedeai@ns are particularly problematic in ethnically
diverse places where resource competition betwemipg is understood to be acute.

Second, | examine a question that political sc#stinterested in ethnic politics in developing
countries tend not to ask for historical reasons laecause of a lack of data. Recent research on
ethnic politics in developing countries has tentiedocus on the notion that ethnic hostility arises
because ethnicity correlates with different sulistan political and/or economic interests (Baldwin
and Huber 2010). By contrast, the focus of researaleveloped countries has been on prejudice as
false beliefs people hold regarding what they sim@mmon with members of other ethnic groups.
History and context partially account for thesdetignt focuses. The racial distinctions of intetest
most scholars of ethnic politics in developed coastcarry with them centuries-old folk theories
regarding why marginalized groups (e.g. blackshi@ United States or the Roma in Europe) are
innately inferior on multiple dimensions. Although what Horowitz (2002) calls “ranked” ethni
distinctions exist in some developing countries gtmootably India), they have not been a major
focus of ethnic politics research in the developivald. Prejudice has also been of less theoretical
interest in developing countries because povertyvaeak institutions exacerbate resource conflict,
drawing scholars' attention to substantive diffeemnacross ethnic lines.

“There is, of course, an active debate on what itotest an ethnic identity, but by ethnic group lanéa group
larger than a family in which membership is reckibpeimarily by a descent rule” a definition thatsnsistent
with how ethnicity is understood in this contexeéifon 2003).

® For example, Horowitz (2002) refers to the “mixatdreotypes” that exist in unranked ethnic grougisgithe
examples of the Kanuri attitudes towards the Ibbligeria and the attitudes of the Sinhalese towadatsils in

Sri Lanka. In the former case the Ibo are “disedsand despised,” but admired for “their Westeracation,
salaried jobs, and higher standards of living” anthe latter, Tamils are viewed as “poor and digy well as
“thrifty and diligent.”
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In addition, students of ethnic politics in devefap countries frequently lack the data that would
allow them to examine these questions. The logispmblems associated with collecting any data in
poor countries aside, where there is a high patefar ethnic conflict, individuals may be unwilgn

to provide information on ethnicity and governmemiay resist collecting or sharing information on
ethnic composition. As discussed above, this simisis important because these countries present a
hard test for claims that interethnic contact pregadolerance. In addition, because this papdsdea
with ethnic tolerance in a multi-group settingdémonstrates the value of measures of segregation
developed by sociologists and economists, whichrarely used in the literature on ethnic context
and racial attitudes in the United States.

| use the 2005 Afrobarometer survey and origindhdan local-level ethnic diversity across small
areas. Local ethnic context is measured at thd Evihe location— an administrative unit with an
average population of 13,000. Because the Kenyamrgment collects, but does not officially
circulate, data on local ethnic composition, | ¢oid an original dataset capturing ethnic divegrsit
and segregation at a very local level across mioteocountry by matching hames to groups using
the 2006 voter register and older census data.

People living in ethnically diverse and raciallydgrated settings express more trust in members of
other ethnic groups. Although | cannot fully dismithe possibility that there is an association
between tolerance and living in ethnically diveasel residentially integrated settings largely beeau
tolerant people seek out diverse settings, | ptesadence that this is unlikely to be an explaoati

for these findings. This is a particularly surprigin Kenya where members of different ethnic geoup
are commonly understood to hadésergent political and economic interests and there has bee
serious ethnic and electoral violence in many paftthe country. Therefore my analysis suggests
that scholars of ethnic politics in the developimgrld ought to pay more attention to explanatiohs o
intolerance that link it to false beliefs about niers of other groups.

| do not find a statistically significant relatidip between local electoral competitiveness arttkeit
ethnic tolerance or national identification. Altlgbul measure electoral competition at the locatllev
in the 2002 Kenyan parliamentary elections, altévaaneasures of electoral competitiveness at the
constituency level in across two elections (199d &002) and two races (parliamentary and
presidential) are also unrelated to ethnic tolesariccannot, given my data, evaluate the relative
weight of local and national electoral competition determining ethnic tolerance and salience.
However, the explanation that seems most plausibles is that local electoral competition does not
affect individual attitudes because Kenya washigttime, a highly centralized state. Thereforés th
paper raises an important question that futurearebers will be able to examine given richer data o
local political competition and ethnic compositiacross different institutional contexts.

The paper proceeds as follows. The following sectigamines how my main research question has
been studied in other cases. Specifically, it dbesrthe link between the literature and the four
hypotheses | test: that local ethnic diversity anegration promote ethnic toleranddypotheses 1 &

2), that electoral competition decreases tolerambgdthesis B and that electoral competition is
mostlikely to decrease tolerance in ethnically divesiseas lypothesis ¥ In Section 3 | discuss my
empirical strategy. Section 4 reports my findingd &ection 5 concludes.

The Social Environment and Ethnic Tolerance

Scholars studying the relationship between lodahietcomposition and individual attitudes tend to
differ on how whether intolerance ought primarilysas out of real political and/or resource comflic
over resources or whether it is the expressioralsief(prejudiced) beliefs about members of other
groups. Broadly speaking, if the problem is falgdidis integration has the potential to increase
tolerance and if the problem is resource confiidggration may heighten conflict. These are clearl
not mutually exclusive claims and it is hard totidiguish between them empirically because it
requires taking position on what counts as a reaflict of interests.
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Research linking local ethnic diversity and prejediis frequently motivated by psychological
theories positing that interethnic contact lead®lerance. The “contact hypothesis,” first adsth

by Allport (1954), suggests that, under certaigwinstances, interethnic contact reduces prejddice.
Although there are many descriptions of the contagiothesis, the mechanism most commonly
accepted by political scientists is informatiorgbeople become more tolerant when they learn that
members of other ethnic groups do not conform fistiex stereotypes and/or are not very different
from themselves. To be clear, by examining theceffe local ethnic context on attitudes | am
examining thepotentialfor closer interethnic contact. However, everesidential diversity is only a
necessary condition for interethnic contact, lazadtext ought to affect tolerance.

Evidence on racial attitudes in the U.S. suggésis ltving in close proximity to members of other

racial groups is associated with tolerant attitu@®glch et al. 2001; Kinder and Mendelberg 1995;
Oliver and Wong 2003). In pre-civil war Yugoslaviaflassey et al. (1999) find that that ethnic
tolerance was higher in ethnically mixed areas,efcample, and qualitative evidence from a South
African neighborhood suggests that residentiabgeesgation has led to social integration (Lemanski
2006). Varshney (2002) argues that shared neigbbdghhelp to diminish ethnic riots in Indian

cities, but that other forms of civil engagementoas ethnic lines are much more effective at
maintaining peace. Kasara (2011) shows, using atrumental variable approach, that ethnic
segregation causes increased violence by studyimgirtcidence of violence across over 700
administrative locations in Rift Valley Provincarihg the post-election crisis of 2007-08.

Using survey data, other scholars have arguednbadasing local diversity decreases tolerance. The
earliest statement of this view comes from Key @94ho argued that southern whites living in
majority black counties (the “black belt”) were thmst committed to the maintenance of restrictions
on black suffrage. Following Key, scholars havareimed whether the local presence of African-
Americans induces higher levels of white politiparticipation and prejudice (Glaser 1994; Voss
1996). Political and resource competition play ampartant part in these “racial threat” accounts.
Enos (2011), however, advances a purely psychmbgheory of racial threat, suggesting that in
much of the research examining “racial threat” sissumption of real electoral competition is either
historically inaccurate or inapplicable to the &rxgdt under study.

Because African-Americans possess a fairly unusaalbination of low economic status and high
social stigma, it is difficult to generalize fronudies that examine how proximity affects whites’
attitudes towards blacks. For this reason, schdlax® studied American racial groups other than
whites or have examined whether the effect of ramsanposition on attitudes is conditioned by a
person’s beliefs about the relative status of gso(pobo and Hutchings 1996; Oliver and Wong
2003; Dixon 2006). In addition, political sciemsishave focused on economic as well as racial
differences, finding that proximity to relativelyealthy members from other ethnic groups increases
tolerance (Oliver and Mendelberg 2000; Cho and BdH0). Although economic differences are
clearly important at the individual and aggregateel, given the data | am unable to explore these
issues.

Actual or potential political competition underliesost accounts of “racial threat” in American
politics, but measures of electoral competition eaeely included in these studies. By contrast,
politicians’ incentives to highlight ethnic diffavees are an important feature of studies of ethnic
politics in the developing world (Young 1965; Bat333; Chandra 2004). Prejudice plays little role
in this research because resource conflicts betgmmips are taken as given and ethnic identities ar
sometimes treated as being in conflict with natiadantities (Miles and Rochefort 1991; Miguel

* The specific conditions under which interethniotawt decreases prejudice are a matter of conspad
one problem with the theory as currently statedhit the proliferation of conditions makes faldifiay
impossible (Pettigrew 1998). The two conditionstfisuggested in Allport (1954) that have evoked riuest
scholarly interest are the requirement that indigld from ethnic groups be efjual statusand that they be
engaged in the pursuit obmmon objectives
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2004; Robinson 2009)Daniel Posner has shown that ethnic identificatind salience are shaped by
electoral politics cross-nationally and in Zambieeiotime (Posner 2005; Eifert, Miguel, and Posner
2010). The literature on civil conflict and communaolence also demonstrates that political
competition can explain the geographic incidenceriofence within and across countries (Snyder
2000; Wilkinson 2004).

An examination of existing theories of ethnic taleze and salience, leads to the following four
hypotheses tested below. If false beliefs are titagry cause of ethnic intolerance people living in
ethnically diverse local environments should be entmlerant because they have gregetential
contact with members of other ethnic groudggothesis 1 By the same logic even people living in
ethnically mixed areas should be less toleranthifiie groups arspatially segregate(Hypothesis P

If political competition promotes hostility alonghaic lines then people living in areas where
elections are closely contested will have loweelswf interethnic trustHypothesis B Furthermore,
political competition will have the greatest eff@et intolerance in ethnically diverse places; ibat
there will be a negative interaction between ethifiersity and local electoral competitiveness
(Hypothesis %

Empirical Strategy

Local ethnic context is measured at the level efdtministrative location. Locations are the sdcon
smallest administrative division in Kenya. There aultiple locations within a distriet the principle
administrative jurisdiction- and multiple locations within a constitueney an electoral jurisdiction
represented by single Member of Parliament. Exolydirid and semi-arid districts, there are 1,999
locations; the average location has 13,300 resdantd has an area of 102 square kilometers.
Summary statistics for the individual and locatlewel variables can be found in Table 1 and Figure
1 shows location boundaries and the area covered.

Table 1: Summary Statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. N
Interethnic Trust 1.14 0.84 1164
National Identification 3.44 1.14 1176
Ethnic Fractionalization (Location) 0.34 0.25 1190
Ethnic Polarization 0.44 0.22 1190
Proportion Coethnics in Location 0.67 0.34 1113
Segregation (Theil’s Index) 0.05 0.06 1190
Segregation (Dissimilarity Index) 0.17 0.13 1084
Minority 0.23 042 1113
Coethnic Interviewer 0.41 0.49 1188
Margin of Victory (Parliamentary 2002) 0.44 0.28 1182
Effective Number of Parties (Parliamentary 2002) 2.04 0.77 1182
Proportion Migrants 0.27 0.24 1190
Urban 0.34 0.48 1190
Ethnic Fractionalization (Constituency) 0.38 0.24 1190
Segregation (Constituency - Theil’s Index) 0.10 0.08 1190
Constituency Margin of Victory (Parliamentary 2002) 0.38 0.25 1190
Constituency Margin of Victory (Presidential 2002) 0.56 0.23 1190
Constituency Margin of Victory (Parliamentary 1997) 0.50 0.31 1190
Constituency Margin of Victory (Presidential 1997) 0.50 0.31 1190
Constituency Development Funds per capita (2004-2005) 1760 1521 1190

® Although strong feelings of ethnic pride need ooirelate with negative attitudes towards membérsthuer
ethnic groups the implicit assumption in these istaids that they do. The empirical evidence on fust is
mixed (Bahry et al. 2005; Tajfel 1982).
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Figure 1: Ethnic Fractionalization and Segregation (Theil’s Information Index)

| use administrative locations as defined in 1988 axclude all locations in arid and semi-arid
(ASAL) districts (the crosshatched areas in FiglreAlthough these arid and semi-arid areas cover a
large portion of Kenya’'s land mass (37%) they hoaselatively small proportion of the national
population and of the 2005 Afrobarometer sample {T%oth cases). These areas are excluded from
the analysis because conceptualizing and meadadagethnic context in these areas is complicated
by the fact that they are sparsely populated andymesidents are transhumant pastoralists served by
mobile polling stations. It is important to notethevels of ethnic tolerance in ASAL and non-ASAL
districts are not significantly differefit.

The relationship between tolerance, local contexit other individual-level characteristics are
represented below.

Ethnic Tolerancg = BEthnic Contexf + X'igid + Zjy + &g

where Ethnic Tolerancg is measured for individual from ethnic group residing in locatiorj.
Ethnic Contex}; is a measure of the ethnic composition of the lgcan individual lives in. The
vector Zj contains other location-level measures of ethninted, including the proportion of
migrants and whether or not a location is urbare Wéctor Xjy represents individual characteristics
that may affect tolerance such as age, educatimhgender.

Because my primary concern is the extent to wiichl context affects an individual-level attribut
one needs a model that accounts for the hieraickinacture of the data. | report standard errors
clustered at the level of the location. | do nbafmultilevel model because the research question
posed here do not concern effects these modelsdviimdt allow one to estimate. Specifically, this
project is not primarily concerned with understagdiocation-level differences in average levels of
interethnic trust and/or how the coefficient onabethnic context varies by some individual-level
attribute.

Ethnic Tolerance

In order to measure ethnic tolerance, | use a muesh the 2005 Kenyan Afrobarometer survey that
asks respondents how much they trust Kenyans ftber @thnic groups. The trust question is asked
regarding trust in different social and politicabgps in 16 Afrobarometer surveys from around the
same time (Table 2). Respondents have the opi@msgwer that they trust members of other ethnic
groups: 0) not at all; 1) a little; 2) somewhatd&) a lot.

® The p-value on a two-sided difference of mearisctednterethnic Trusts 0.19.
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| use a respondent’s reported level of interetlinist as a measure of ethnic tolerance. It is e&sie
gauge prejudiced attitudes regarding a single ntinde.g. Blacks, Muslims, etc.) than it is to
measure prejudiced attitudes towattlmembers of other ethnic groups because, in thedorcase,
one can measure whether individuals accept culjuvall-established folk theories regarding the
negative traits of members of one ethnic group.dfd & Popp (2010) note that, like tolerance,
trust is an “affective orientation” towards otherBherefore, people who have high levels of
interethnic trust are more likely to be toleranvands members of other ethnic groups. There is a
possibility that measures trfust between members of different ethnic groups captespondents’
general willingness to trust others. However, whaespondentsGeneralized Trusttheir belief that
most people can be trusted, is controlled for &lationship betweeimterethnic Trustlocal ethnic
context and political competition remains unchanged

Table 2 shows the distribution of answers to sorh¢hese trust questions in Kenya and other
Afrobarometer countries. The number of respondansvering that they do not trust members of
other ethnic groups at all (23%) is about threesirthe number who would make the same claim
about their coethnics (8%) or neighbors (8%). Iditah, only 10% of Kenyans say that most people
can be trusted. Thus Kenya is ranked' bt of 17 Afrobarometer countries in terms of gahe
interpersonal trust and levels ioterethnictrust are lower than in all Afrobarometer courgtréxcept
Nigeria.

Table 2: Interethnic Trust in Kenya and Other African Countries

Kenya Other Countries
Other Groups  Own Group  Neighbors Relatives Other Groups
Not at All 0.23 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.21
Just a Little 0.45 0.43 0.35 0.24 0.34
Somewhat 0.24 0.34 0.35 0.33 0.27
A lot 0.07 0.16 0.22 0.40 0.18
N 1,251 1,270 1,275 1,275 21,411

Notes: Table reports estimated population proportions for the 2005 Kenyan Afrobarome-
ter survey and other Afrobarometer Round 3 surveys in Benin, Botswana, Ghana, Kenya,
Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa,
Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia.

Local Ethnic Context

Data on local ethnic composition are politicallysgive and the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics
does not officially release for this reason. | ds¢a from the 2006 Register of Voters and a map of
polling stations | created to measure local etroimposition. The Register, which was publicly
available, contains the names of registered vaers their polling station. Names in Kenya are
associated with particular ethnic groups and aesl s®cially as a gauge of ethnic identity and so |
match names to groups in the register. For detailgshe name matching process see the Data
Appendix.

The advantage of measuring ethnic compositioneatetel of the polling-station is that it allowseon
to examine ethnic patterns across sub-units wiatémall area (the administrative locatinyhile it
would be possible to measure both diversity andegggion at a higher level of aggregation, location

'See Table 9 in the Appendix.
8 Even if one did have access to official data dmietcomposition in units smaller than the admaiste

location, it might be preferable to use the etluaimposition of polling stations as a unit of anaysecause
there are several in each location.
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are an ideal unit because of their small size awdespondence with many people’s conception of
their neighborhood. Locations, as neighborhoodge laasocial meaning for their residents.

Ethnic Fractionalizationin locationj is measuring using a standard index of fractiaa#itbn which
measures the probability that two randomly seleptple in location will come from two different
ethnic groups. That is

G
Ethnic Fractionalization = 1 — Z 7{291-

g=1
whererg; is the proportion of people in location j who arembers of group.

Segregation is the unequal distribution of ethnmisugs across parts of a region. There is an active
debate on the best way to measure segregatiorstheltited to debates concerning the measurement
of economic inequality, a closely related concegut¢hens 2001). Because American scholars
studying segregation are most concerned about gatgye between two groups — generally blacks
and whites — most measures of segregation intdratiure are not well-suited to a multi-group setti
(Frankel and Volij 2008).

The measure of segregation used in this paper éd'§ tinformation Index (Entropy Indexjvhich
captures how muchdditional informationlearnt about a person’s ethnicity from knowing gud-
region in which they reside. This index is welltedito measuring segregation when there are several
groups (Reardon and Firebaugh 2002; Frankel ang 2008). Region A is more segregated than
region B if knowing a person’s sub-region within rAduces ones uncertainty about their ethnic
identity to a greater extent in A than in B. Whgreups are perfectly segregated across sub-regions
knowing a person’s sub-region allows us to perjeptledict their ethnic identity; if groups are
perfectly integrated knowing a person’s sub-regamds no additional information about their
ethnicity.

The measure of uncertainty about ethnic identityduso calculate Theil’dnformation Index is
Entropy which is itself a measure of ethnic divigrdiaking on its maximum value when the
population is evenly distributed across groupsemuhling O if everyone is from the same grdup.

The measure of segregation used in this papeesetdhnic composition at the polling station arel th
location. Following Frankel & Volij(2008) heil’s Information IndexH;) for locationj is:

Proportion of Location j \ /Entropy of Ethnic
YK_.| Voters Registered in in ( Distribution in )

Polling Station k Polling Station k
H:.=1-—
J Entropy of
(Ethnic Distribution )
in Location j

Theil’s Information IndexXH;) can also be expressed as

of Ty is the proportion of people in a locatijowho are members of grogpthen theEntropyof location;j is
G

1
Entropy; = Z g jln—

= gj

10
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K G 1
X1 T j Zg:l ”kgjln Tieg]
Ye_ -lni
=1 )
g 9] Tty j

where 7; is the proportion of registered voters in locafjorgistered at polling statidnand 7z is
the proportion of registered voters at pollingistak who come from groug. The value oH ranges
from 0, perfect integration, to 1 perfect segremati

The maps in Figure 1 show the geographic incideoic&thnic Fractionalizationand Theil's
Information Index These maps show that both ethnic diversity ahdietsegregation are higher in
areas that experienced high degrees of in-migratiothe post-independence period, specifically
urban areas and areas alienated to white setti¢reicolonial period and resettled by Africaneiaft
independence. In addition, both ethnic segregatiod diversity are clearly higher along the
boundaries of what were “native” or “tribal” reserareas, which were designed to be ethnically
exclusive in the colonial period. These spatiatgras increase my confidence that these measures of
ethnic diversity and segregation are valid.

Local ethnic context may be viewed as a featuranofrea as a whole, something experienced by all
residents regardless of their ethnic groupthQic Contex}). Alternatively, the same ethnic
environment may be experienced differently depemdin an individual's ethnic identitye¢hnic
Contex). The difference between the two ways of thinkadgut local context is subtle. On the first
account a person’s interethnic attitudes are aftebly the way in whichll other people who dmot
share his or her ethnic identity are distributetbss an area and on the second account all ethnic
others are treated identically as coming frordifferent group than the respondent. Research on
American social and political behavior concentraiasarea and group specific measures because it
examines the attitudes of one specific ethnic grémpards members of another group, most
commonly whites’ attitudes towards blacks. In ttase, it makes little substantive difference whethe

| summarize ethnic composition for all groups asrt® whole of a respondent’s location or whether

| use group-specific variables like tReoportion Coethnics in Locatioand theDissimilarity Index

for each respondent, largely because these vasiabéehighly correlated.

Controls

All regressions include controls for individual-edvdemographic characteristics that could affect
attitudes towards members of other ethnic groupsluding: gender, secondary education, and
employment as an agricultural worker. Summary stiai are reported in Table 1. In addition, |
control the proportion of the population in a lecatwho are migrants and whether a location is
urban, because both are likely confoutds.

| also include dummies for membership of each efelght largest ethnic groups because it may be
the case that members of different ethnic groups lawer levels of inter-personal trust for histati

and cultural reasons (Nunn and Wantchekon 2009omparison of estimated mean levels of trust
for relatives clearly indicates that levels of truary across groups. Trust in relatives differsreno
across ethnic groups than does interethnic trastlypbecause levels of interethnic trust are lower
than levels of trust in relatives. Figure 2 shotatt members of the Luo, Luhya, and Kisii groups,
which are geographically proximate to each othepress the lower level of trust in their relatives
than members of other groups.

19| describe these measures in the Appendix, iiisthow they are related to the measures | indodbe
paper, and demonstrate that the main findings remmachanged using alternative measures.

Y ocations are classified as urban or rural usingstians in the Afrobarometer and teoportion Migrantsis
the percent of the residents in a location who vbera outside that district in the 1999 census.

11
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Figure 2: Trust by Ethnic Group
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Because | am primarily interested in how sociahtest affects ethnic attitudes, it is worth
considering a different type of interethnic contexhe respondent-interviewer interaction (Schuman
2008). Several studies illustrate that many Amesoaxpress more racial tolerance when interviewed
by members of other groups. The literature on fasticular type of social desirability bias is
extensive” However, little work has been done on these effacsub-Saharan Africa. An important
exception is work on the effect of quotas on talesin Burundi by Samii (2010). | control for
whether a respondent and an interviewer are frenséime ethnic grouethnic Interviewer

Findings

Because respondents may select one of four raréstidtions of their degree of trust in members of
other ethnic groups, an ordered regression modmgbpsopriate. Because ordered regression models
can be difficult to interpret and, in this case,rit generate findings that are substantively dhfié
from the linear regression model, | present bothnary least squares and ordered logit estimates.

Ethnic Tolerance and the Local Ethnic Environment

People sharing neighborhoods with members of otflenic groups are more ethnically tolerant.
Respondents report modaterethnic Trustin locations whereEthnic Fractionalizationis high,
consistent wittHypothesis Table 3). In addition, residents sfgregatecheighborhoods are less
trusting of members of other ethnic groups evennithe underlying ethnic diversity of the location
is controlled for Hypothesis 2 Most of the findings that follow report estiraatfrom ordered logit
models'® Table 4 shows the marginal effect of each ethoiotext variable on each of the four
possible responses to the trust question from thdefs in Table 3, Column 2 with all other
independent variables (including dichotomous ohe$) at their means.

12 For a discussion see Anderson et al. (1988) ahdrSan (2008).

¥Assuming that an OLS model is appropriate (and tihette are equal intervals between ordinal resgrese
standard deviation increadethnic Fractionalizationis associated with an increase of 18% of a stanhdar
deviation ininterethnic Trustand Segregation (Theil's Indexyith a decrease of 12% (Table 3, Model 2).
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Table 3: Interethnic Trust and the Local Context

OLS Ordered Logit
(1] (2] (3] (4] (5] (6] (7] (8]
Ethnic Fractionalization 0.53**  0.61"* 0.85*** 0.86™* 1.23** 141" 1.99*** 1.99***
0.24)  (0.22) (0.22) (0.23) (0.54) (0.48) (0.50) (0.51)
Margin of Victory -0.11 -0.12 0.06 0.03 -0.23 -0.27 0.18 0.15
(0.13)  (0.13) (0.18) (0.25)  (0.30)  (0.30) (0.42) (0.58)
Segregation (Theil’s Index) -0.79*  -0.84**  -1.01 -1.72% -1.85%  -2.04
(0.36) (0.33) (0.96) (0.78) (0.71) (2.31)
EF x Margin -0.66* -0.65 -1.59* -1.58*
(0.40) (0.41) (0.90) (0.94)
Segregation x Margin 0.62 0.70
(3.16) (7.78)
Urban -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.26  -0.29* -0.28 -0.28
(0.08)  (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)  (0.18)  (0.18) 0.17) (0.17)
Coethnic Interviewer -0.14*  -0.13* -0.14* -0.14*  -0.31*  -0.30* -0.31* -0.31*
0.07)  (0.07) (0.07) 0.07)  (0.17)  (0.17) (0.17) 0.17)
Prop. Migrants -0.47**  -0.54**  -0.50**  -0.50** -1.02* -1.17** -1.08**  -1.08**
0.23)  (0.22) 0.21) 0.21)  (0.52)  (0.50) 0.47) (0.48)
No. of Clusters 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
N 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134
Adjusted R? 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05
AIC 2480 2477 2474 2476

Notes: Standard errors clustered at the level of the administrative location are in parentheses. * p < 0.10, **
p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. All models include controls for respondent gender, secondary education, and status as
an agricultural worker, age, age-squared, as well as dummies for the following ethnic groups: Kalenjin, Kamba,

Kikuyu, Kisii, Kuria, Luhya,

Ethnically diverse neighborhoods differ from homoges ones in two important ways. First, urban
areas are more ethnically diverse and it may becgéise that people who live in towns and cities are
more open-minded. However, the positive associdigiween ethnic diversity and tolerance remains
we include a dummy for urban areas and, in contoasiie pattern in the West, city-dwellers are less
tolerant of members of other ethnic groups (TableS&cond, ethnic diversity may be the result of
high in-migration and people may be more trustiogiards people they have a long history of
interacting with. Barr (1999), for example, demoatgs that Zimbabweans settled in new villages

Luo, and Maasai.

after 1980 exhibit lower levels of interpersonaistrthan people in older villages in behavioral gam

The data support the claim tHaterethnic Trusis lower when the proportion of the population who

are recent migrant®(op. Migrantg is higher, but recent in-migration cannot fudlgcount for the
positive association between local ethnic diveraitg Interethnic Trust

Table 4: Ordered Logit - Marginal Effects

[2] [2]
Ethnic Fractionalization = Theil’s Index
Not at All -0.24 ** 0.29**
Just a Little -0.06* 0.07
Somewhat 0.21*** -0.26**
Alot 0.08*** -0.10**

Notes: Table reports marginal effects (dX/dY) with all
variables at their means for Table 3, Column 2.
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Although locations are a good description of whaspondents are likely to view as their
neighborhood in my study areas, one concern with ghalysis of contextual effects is that the
findings may change if the way in which neighbori®are defined is changed. Geographers call this
the modifiable areal unit problem and it has twanponents. First, empirical results may depend on
the scale used (the scale effect). Second, fisdingy vary by drawing different boundaries at the
same scale (the zoning effect) (Fotheringham, Blomsand Charlton 2000). | do not have the kind
of data that would allow me to explore the zoniffga, but it is possible to test for whether dafn

an individual’s social context at a different gemgic scalecehanges the main findings of the paper.
Following Cho & Baer(2010), | examined broadefidgons of interethnic context, absorbing a
respondent’s location of residence with 1, 2, araf 8 nearest neighbors. Increasing sicale of
“neighborhoods” reduces the coefficients on thenietitontext variable¥. The effect of Ethnic
Fractionalization is robust to measurement at different geograpluales, but the effect of
Segregation (Theil’s Index3 not™ The fact that segregation does not have an affeetlarger scale,
suggests that the lack of close residential prayimith members of other ethnic groups is what is
important.

Finally, respondents express significantly lessrigthnic trust when interviewed by members of their
own ethnic group 16% of a standard deviationintérethnic Trustin the ordinary least squares
models (Table 3, Column 2). This is substantivete @f the larger effects | find and is about the
same size as the difference between urban and mesalents. These findings suggest that other
studies using these Afrobarometer surveys to gaattides regarding ethnicity ought to take
interviewer identity into account.

Accounting for Residential Sorting

Is it the case that people living in diverse artggnated settings are more tolerant because toleran
people seek out diverse settings? It is difficaltptove causal claims regarding the effect of local
context on ethnic attitudes because local contenxse out of the interdependent residential choices
made by a large number of people (Schelling 19FAb)vever, real residential choices are hard to
change in an experimental settifigzurthermore, because experimental studies geypenalhipulate
subjects’perceptionsand not political or demographic variables, th&selies privilege psychological
over resource competition accounts of the effeclooél ethnic composition on tolerance. A few
recent works on segregation in the U.S. use anumsintal variable approach for specific cities or
exploit exogenous variation in ethnic compositiom,awhile these approaches are more promising
history does not often cooperate (Ananat 2007; 204$).

Given these data | cannot demonstrate conclusibriylocal integration and diversibauseethnic
tolerance. However, residential sorting is unlikldyaccount for the findings presented here. The
best test of this claim would be to examine whethérants living in ethnically diverse areas are
more tolerant than migrants living in homogenouwesaar However, using these data it is not possible
to know respondents’ migration status and therefooan only present indirect tests. Although
Interethnic Trusis lower in high in-migration areas, neitigthnic Fractionalizatiomor Segregation
(Theil's Index)has a different effect dimterethnic Trusin high and low in-migration areas (Table 5,
Columns 1 & 2). In addition, if the most tolerandividuals were sorting into ethnically diverse
areas, one would obserweoretolerant attitudes amongst ethnic minorities kyin diverse areas. By
contrast ethnic minorities (defined as membersrofigs with a share of the population smaller than
30%) are less, rather than more, likely to be riem ethnically diverse settings (Table 5, ColsrBn

& 4).

14| calculate a location’s nearest neighbor by meagudistances between the central points of éadtion.
*These findings are presented in Table 10 in thesAfjx.

% awrence et al. (2007) take advantage of a unjgegram randomly assigning housing vouchers (the
Moving to Opportunity Program) to examine the healifect of moving people from areas in which ptyés
highly concentrated and Gay(2009) examines trecetf the same program on political participation.
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Another potential concern is that people livingdimerse settings may be more likely to under-report
negative attitudes towards members of other etgnomps. That is, the social desirability bias
associated with reporting ethnic intolerance maynbee acute in ethnically mixed settings. However,
the coefficient on the relationship between Coethimierviewerand Interethniclrustis not smaller

in ethnically diverse settings (Table 5, Column& %). In addition, respondents’ answers to the
guestions on national identification also supploet ¥iew that social desirability bias does not aoto
for the relationship between ethnic diversity imt&dpn and ethnic tolerance. There is less social
stigma attached to stating that one is a natiather than ethnic identifier as is illustrated bg fact
that there is no evidence of an identity-of-theratewer effect in responses to this question.
However, respondents living in both ethnically dss and integrated settings are more likely to be
national rather than ethnic identifiéfs.

Table 5: Examining the Effect of Residential Sorting

(1] (2] (3] (4] (5] (6]
Ethnic Fractionalization 2.08***  2.09***  1.32** 1.37**  1.42***  1.42***
(0.75) (0.73) (0.59) 0.61) (0.52) (0.52)
Segregation (Theil’s Index) 204 172 22,097 -1.96%**  -1.71**  -0.96
(0.74) (2.78) (0.64) (0.71) (0.79) (1.02)
Prop. Migrants -0.26 -0.15 -0.94* -1.05**  -1.16™ -1.15**
(0.74) (1.06) (0.48) (0.53) (0.50) (0.50)
Margin of Victory -0.25 -0.25 -0.30 -0.36 -0.27 -0.26
(0.31) (0.31) (0.28) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30)
Coethnic Interviewer -0.32* -0.32* -0.24 -0.25 -0.29 -0.22
(0.17) 0.17) (0.17) 0.17) (0.28) 0.27)
EF x Prop. Migrants -2.11 -2.18
(1.45) (1.48)
Segregation x Prop. Migrants -1.76
(10.57)
Minority 0.74** 1.19**
(0.32) (0.49)
EF x Minority -0.85 -1.17*
(0.60) (0.67)
Segregation x Minority -5.64
(5.86)
EF x Coethnic Interviewer -0.05 0.03
(0.65) (0.67)
Segregation x Coethnic Interviewer -1.72
(1.23)
No. of Clusters 97 97 97 97 97 97
N 1134 1134 1058 1058 1134 1134
AIC 2559 2561 2557 2558 2560 2562

Notes: The outcome variable equals 1 if a respondent is registered to vote and 0 otherwise. Standard
errors clustered at the level of the administrative location are in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01. All models include controls for respondent gender, secondary education, and status as an
agricultural worker, age, age-squared, respondent and interviewer coethnicity, whether a location falls
in an urban area, as well as dummies for the following ethnic groups: Kalenjin, Kamba, Kikuyu, Kisii,
Kuria, Luhya, Luo, and Maasai.Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) is calculated for each model where
N = 1058 as in Model 3 to facilitate comparison.

Palitical Competition
As discussed above, existing research on ethnitiggosuggests that the political interests ofeslit
affect mass attitudes towards members of otheietroups Hypothesis B | measure the degree to

’See Table 12 in the Appendix.
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which local electoral politics is contested usihg tvinner's Marginof Victoryin an administrative
location in the 2002 parliamentary elections. nidfino relationship between thecation Margin of
Victory and a respondents’ reportederethnic Trustin 2005. Indeed, in the models where there is a
statistically significant association betwdaterethnic Trustand Location Margin of Victonyit is in

the opposite directior places where one candidate dominates are assbeidte higher levels of
interethnic trust®

The absence of an association between electorgpetiion and tolerance is surprising given the
association between electoral politics and ethoidlict in Africa generally and Kenya specifically.
Eifert et al. (2010) find that national politicabrpetition and the temporal proximity to national
elections increases ethnic identification the Afmaimeter countries. If the dependent variable is
ethnic salience to bring the outcome variableads that used by Eifert et al. (2010), theraas
relationship between local electoral competitivenasd the degree to which respondents identify in
national rather tharthnic terms™® In addition, the relationship between the variahteeasuring
ethnic context remain unchanged across both ofetliependent variables. That is, both ethnic
diversity and integration are positively correlateith tolerance and national identification. One
potential explanation for this disconnect betwemal and national electoral competition that may be
worth exploring is the highly centralized naturdloé Kenyan state at the time.

It may be the case that it is necessary to exarmathaic composition in a politicallyelevant
jurisdiction? In order to present an arguably fairer test ofgibktical mobilization account of ethnic
tolerance, | examine whether electoral competiiod ethnic composition are linked to trust at the
level of the parliamentary constituency. Recallt ttrministrative locations are subunits of
parliamentary constituencies. People living in dieeelectoral constituencies are more likely t@rep
that they trust members of other ethnic groups,thait constituency-level segregation has no effect
onInterethnic Trus{Table 6).

The findings on constituency-level diversity suggbsit segregation at the very local level is more
important for ethnic tolerance than segregationr daeger area | also consider the effect of
different election years and races. Because majiamentary jurisdictions are ethnically
homogenous, more people are likely to be presenittdthe choice between candidates who share
their ethnic identity and those who do not at thesjlential than the parliamentary level. However,
local electoral competitiveness in presidentiat®dms is unassociated with ethnic tolerance (Téble
Column 2). Furthermore, the 2002 Kenyan electiores @eculiar because this election pitted a
multiethnic coalition against an incumbent partytba decline. In 1997, because more parties were
running, more people had ethnically-identified jartthey could support and | use measure of both
parliamentary and presidential competitivenessi@tonstituencytevel (Table 6, Columns 3 & 4.

In both (;Zagses there is no statistically significatationship between electoral competition anchieth
tolerance.

'®This lack of an association between local electooahpetitiveness and ethnic tolerance is robuatriamber
of different ways of characterizing electoral cotitpeeness at the local level, whether competite®n is
measured by a dummy variable capturing whether Mhargin of Victory was less than 10% or using the
Effective Number of Partieas a measure of electoral competition. See Thbia the Appendix.

%See Table 12 in the Appendix.

“Although administrative locations are sometimesicciwards represented by local councilors, this @ n
always the case and matching location and warddemies is incredibly complex because they areur. fl
“This is confirmed by the findings for different ks of aggregation presented in Table 10, ThisrdjEncy
might arise because constituencies are a sociabnimgful jurisdiction and the bespoke units in [€at0 are
arbitrary.

2| do not use local-level measures of electoral metitiveness for 1997 because electoral resulte wet
collected at the polling-station-level in thesecttns and the dataset contains a large numberrofseas a
result.

23| also tried to gauge trstakesassociated with winning electoral office in eaohstituency, by measuring the
value of Constituency Development Funds per cadpiteach of these constituencies. Constituenciashich
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Table 6: Interethnic Trust and the Constituency-Level Context

(2] (2] (3] (4] (5] (6]
Constituency Ethnic Fractionalization 1317 1.27***  1.29***  0.87* 141" 3.28
(0.44) (0.42) 0.47) (047) (043) (242
Constituency Segregation (Theil’s Index) -0.53 -0.65 -0.62 -0.17 -1.24 -1.06
(1.09) (1.14) (1.07)  (1.10)  (1.05) (1.16)
Margin (Parliamentary 2002) 0.31
(0.35)
EF x Margin (Parliamentary 2002) -0.58
(5.14)
Margin (Presidential 2002) -0.02
0.41)
EF x Margin (Presidential 2002) -1.20
(2.31)
Margin (Parliamentary 1997) 0.05
(0.34)
EF x Margin (Parliamentary 1997) -0.49
(0.95)
Margin (Presidential 1997) -0.63*
(0.33)
EF x Margin (Presidential 1997) -0.25
(1.53)
Constituency Development Funds per capita 0.14 0.23
0.11)  (0.16)
EF x CDF per capita -0.27
(0.35)
No. of Clusters 98 98 98 98 98 98
N 1142 1142 1142 1142 1142 1142
AIC 2755 2756 2751 2751 2753 2754

Notes: Standard errors clustered at the level of the administrative location are in parentheses. * p < 0.10,
“*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. All models include controls for respondent gender, secondary education, and
status as an agricultural worker, age, age-squared, the proportion of migrants in a location, respondent and
interviewer coethnicity, whether a location falls in an urban area, as well as dummies for the following ethnic
groups: Kalenjin, Kamba, Kikuyu, Kisii, Kuria, Luhya, Luo, and Maasai.

Perhaps contested elections do not on alter adSttobwards members of other ethnic groups unless
electoral jurisdictions aralreadydiverse. Therefore, the impact of electoral comipeton tolerance
may be higher in diverse than homogenous settidgpdthesis ¥ To account for this possibility |
examine the interaction betwe&thnic Fractionalizationand theMargin of Victoryin order to see
whether it ispositiveand contested elections in diverse settofgreasesthnic tolerance (Tables 3 &
6). At both the location and constituency level amloss different electoral races and years, the
interaction between electoral competitiveness tiseeinot statistically significant or indicates ttha
ethnic diversity leads to less ethnic tolerancerinompetitive rather than competitive areas.

MPs could expect to control more money are not niikedy to have lower levels of ethnic toleranceable 6,
Columns 5 & 6).
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Conclusion

Under what circumstances are individuals more ¥ikkelbe tolerant of ethnic differences? This paper
has addressed two important aspects of this braagdestion; whether local ethnic composition and

electoral politics affect ethnic tolerance. Thi#gpr draws on an extensive literature on this gurest

in social psychology, ethnic politics, and Amerigaoiitical behavior and advances the debate on the
implications of ethnic diversity in a number of vgay

Local ethnic diversity and integration are assedatith tolerance and demonstrate, albeit indiyectl
that these findings are unlikely to arise becauseentolerant people sort into diverse and integrate
areas. Because there is no evidence of a relatmbgtween shared residential space and tolerance
in a country where resource conflict along ethiried is acute and sometimes violent, it seemsylikel
that research on ethnic conflict would benefit frpaying closer attention to the role of prejudise a
suggested by Green & Seher (2003). In additionfindings suggest policymakers ought to consider
policies encouraging interethnic contact as an mamb complement to institutional reforms to
mitigate resource conflict along ethnic lines.

Resource conflict and elite mobilization are undedly important factors in enabling us to
understand conflict between ethnic groups and dérselikely that politicians have the greatest
incentive to highlight ethnic differences in ettailg diverse areas. However, there is no evideoce f
a negative interaction between ethnic diversity atettoral competition. This remains the case
whether one considers local or constituency-leviglicteral competition across two different
jurisdictions and two different elections.

Taken together with existing research on the réleational political competition and elections on
ethnic salience and with research on the link bebwecal electoral competition and violence, this
paper raises two important questions for furtheeaech. First, to what extent do ordinary peoples’
attitudes affect whether ethnic conflict occurs2d@ese those actually involved in communal violence
are often a small minority, it would be worthwhiladerstanding the circumstances under which these
individuals and groups fomenting violence benefiublic hostile to members of other ethnic groups
(Kasara 2011).

Second, under what circumstances might nationakléut not local-level political competition
increase ethnic salience? One potential reason eiiiapness does not affect individual attitudes is
that Kenya was a highly centralized state during time of the survey. Future research into the
relative importance of national and local politios promoting ethnic peace across a number of cases
will enable political scientists to determine whath political institutions such as proportional
electoral systems and fiscal decentralization, Wwiparportedly increase national-level politicians’
incentives to promote peace across ethnic linasg Hifferent effects at the local level.
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Appendix
A.1 Notes on the Dataset

A.1.1 Matching Namesto Groups

Given the unavailability of disaggregated censua da ethnic composition, | construct estimates of
ethnic composition at the location level by usihg 2006 Voter Register and location-level data from
the 1962 census. A few other studies use votestergiand match names to groups including Field et
al. (2008) in Ahmedabad, India. Names in Kenyaaasociated with particular ethnic groups and are
used socially as a gauge of ethnic identity.

To construct this measure, | calculate the prolighihat it falls into an administrative location i
which a group has over 90% of the population areh thse these probabilities to match names to
groups. | created a map of local-level ethnic position in 1962 in order to identify highly
disaggregated ethnic majority jurisdictions in 19B2public of Kenya 1964).

In order to match names to groups, one would likedlculate the probability that a person is a
member of each ethnic groug) (given their last nameP(g|name). However, it is not possible to
calculate this probability given the available dfdt&or each of the approximately 500,000 unique
name strings in the register | calculate the prdihalhat a person holding it is resident in adtion

(s) where members of ethnic grogpwere asupermajorityin 1962 P(s|name). This probability is
calculated for each of the groups in the dataset rrames were matched to groups where this
probability is highest.

The probability that a person with some name isdess in an areas where groupg has a
supermajority is

nS
P(s|name) = -

wheren is the number of registered voters with the lasha ands is the number of registered voters
with that name located in area

To match names to groups it is necessary to maked®eisions. First, choosing a threshold for
determining what counts as a supermajority areeel a conservative threshold of 90%. Using this
rule there are 308 supermajority locations, conmig2% of all location$> | match names to the
following groups Embu, Kalenijin, Kikuyu, Kamba, Lydy Luo, Maasai, Mbeere, Meru, Mijikenda,
Orma, Pokomo, Taita, Teso, and Tharaka. Secomdleafor assigning names to groups must be
selected. Groups were matched to names with thesigalue oP(s|[Name)only if this probability
was over three times larger than the probabilitytfie group with the second highest probability in
order to reduce the possibility of misclassifyingrécally ambiguous names.

A.1.2 Mapping Palling Stations

Frequent changes in administrative jurisdictionsiclv are uncoordinated across administrative
agencies present a major challenge to measuridyli®eel electoral outcomes. | use polling stations
to construct local-level aggregates because theyiaed points in space. | created a map of polling

4 Enos (2010) takes this more direct approach, u@ages’ Rule to update the initial probability tlsaperson
with a surname is of a given raced based on thialrdemographics of the census block in which they
resident. However, this method could not be used hecause he takes initial probability that a ndelengs
to some racial group from a list of surname coinytsace published by the U.S. Census Bureau amd th@n
such list for Kenyan names. That is, there is ng @facalculatingP(name|g).

%5 More accurately, the 1962 census includes admatige locations and county council wards. Althbube
location remains a relevant administrative unigsgnt-day locations are probably more ethnicallpdgenous
on average because they are smaller and becausdar@ms were redrawn after the 1962 census in doder
ensure ethnic homogeneity (Republic of Kenya 1964).
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stations drawing on two sources. First, | acqulegde scale paper maps (on a scale of 1:50,000 or
larger) covering 175 local authorities from thedieal Commission of Kenya in 2007. These paper
maps were constructed by the Electoral Commissiomadministrative purposes and, at that time, the
Electoral Commission was a more credible sourcelaid on both electoral and administrative
boundaries than other government agencies. Thepe were georeferenced and the polling stations
were plotted from these maps. Because many padliagons are primary schools, | also used data
from a survey of schools conducted by the Ministriducation. The final dataset covers 97% of the
14,000 polling stations in existence in 2002 ar@P6&f the 21,000 polling stations in existence in
2006, the date of the voter register data.

A.2 Alternative M easures of L ocal Ethnic Context

In the main text segregation is measuredTimeil's Indexand diversity is measured lythnic
Fractionalization An alternative way of thinking about local ethrdomposition is as something
specific to each group within each location; tlegsuming individuals are only affected by how
others in their group are distributed relative hose outside their group. The main findings are
unchanged if a location-group measure of ethni¢cecdimeasure of ethnic context is used.

Rather than usindethnic Frationalizationin a location to gauge residents’ potential irtteme
contact, one can use the proportion of the pommmatomposed by members of a respondent’s ethnic
group in that location. All individuals from growgpand residing in locatiopnwould be assigned the
same value on the varialfgoportion Coethnics in Locatiqig;).

Instead of treating segregation as a concept suizinguresidential patterns in a location, it can be
measured by ethnic group. That is, one can medbarelegree of segregation of individuals who
share a respondent’s location of residesuog ethnic identity using thBissimilarity Index(DlI). This
measure of segregation captures how much the etialance of sub-regions mirrors the ethnic
balance in the parent region as a whole. It cam lagsthought of as the proportion of members of the
group that would have to change residence to pednceven distribution. THaissimilarity Index
(DI ranges from 0, perfect integration to 1 perfexgregation. A value of thdl is calculated for
each group in each location in the dataset. Foemlmer of group in locationj
K

1
Dissimilarity Index,; = Ez |7rgkj — 7r~gkj|
k=1
wherek indexes polling stationsrg, is, as above, thgroportion of members of group registered
at polling statiork in location j, and 7zg is the proportion of registered voters in pollistgtion k
who arenot members of groug. As stated above, this measure treats all eththiers as identical
and only measures the segregation of a membeopapgrfrom members of all other ethnic groups.

Each of these four measures captures a slightigrdiit notion of local ethnic context and it is #or
considering how they are related. The location gralip specific measures of ethnic context are
richer descriptions of an individual's ethnic cotifdout are harder to measure accurately, partigula
for small groups. Table 7 shows the linear cotimhacoefficient between each of these four
measures of diversity and segregation.

Table 8 presents the ordered logit regressionsallier3 with different measures of ethnic diversity
and segregation. Some scholars believe that effularization rather than ethnic diversity leads to
conflict between members of different groups. Hoereethnic polarization — as measured by
Montalvo & Reynal-Querol (2005) — is unrelated tdetance. Respondents who are a majority in
their location and respondents who are membehsgbly segregated groups report Iésterethnic
Trust
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Table 7: Correlation Between Measures of Local Ethnic Context

Ethnic Frac- Theil’s Segre- P'rop.. Coeth-
. o . nics in Loca-
tionalization gation Index .
tion

Theil’s Segregation Index 0.00

l?ropomon Coethnics in Loca- 0.83 0.03

tion

Dissimilarity Index 0.16 0.82 -0.24

Notes: Table reports correlations for locations in the 2005 and 2008 Afrobaromete:
samples.

Table 8: Alternative Measures of Local Ethnic Composition

(1] (2] (3] (4] (5] (6]
Ethnic Polarization 0.87 1.38**
0.59) (0.54)
Segregation (Theil’s Index) -2.79***
(1.01)
Margin of Victory -0.25 -0.27 -0.33 -0.45  -1.14**  -1.50**
(0.31)  (0.31) (0.27) (0.30)  (0.55) (0.76)
Prop. Coethnics in Location -0.717*  -0.76**  -1.13** -1.18**
(0.27) (0.34)  (0.52)  (0.51)
Segregation (Dissimilarity Index) -0.78*  -0.78*  -1.26*
(0.43) (0.41) (0.73)
Prop. Coethnics x Margin 0.93 1.14
(0.80)  (0.82)
DI x Margin 1.42
(1.81)
No. of Clusters 97 97 97 96 96 96
Observations 1134 1134 1058 1031 1031 1031
AIC 2483 2478 2482 2481 2482 2483

*

Notes: Standard errors clustered at the level of the administrative location are in parentheses.
p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. All models include controls for respondent gender, secondary
education, and status as an agricultural worker, age, age-squared, the proportion of migrants in a
location, respondent, interviewer coethnicity, whether a location falls in an urban area, as well as
dummies for the following ethnic groups: Kalenjin, Kamba, Kikuyu, Kisii, Kuria, Luhya, Luo, and
Maasai. Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) is calculated for each model where N = 1031 as in
Model 6 to facilitate comparison.
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A.3ExtraTables

Table 9: Controlling for Generalized Trust

(D (2 (3) 4)

Ethnic Fractionalization 1.22**  1.42%*  2.06***  2.07***
(0.54) (0.49) (0.48) (0.49)

Segregation (Theil’s Index) -1.90**  -2.05*** -2.45
(0.76) (0.68) (2.38)
Generalized Trust 1.61***  1.63***  1.64*** 1.64"**
(0.36) (0.36) (0.36) (0.36)

Margin of Victory -0.21 -0.25 0.25 0.18
(0.31) (0.31) (0.42) (0.60)

EF x Margin -1.777 -1.74%
(0.90) (0.95)

Segregation x Margin 1.45
(7.99)
Urban -0.36*  -0.40**  -0.38**  -0.38**
0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19)

Coethnic Interviewer -0.24 -0.23 -0.24 -0.24
(0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
Prop. Migrants -0.97*  -1.13**  -1.03**  -1.03**
(0.51) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48)

No. of Clusters 97 97 97 97

N 1128 1128 1128 1128
AIC 2430 2428 2424 2426

Notes: Standard errors clustered at the level of the administrative location
are in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Generalized
T'rust is a dummy variable that equals 1 if people answer “most people
zan be trusted” in response to the question: “Generally speaking, would
you say that most people can be trusted or that you must be very careful
in dealing with people?” All models include controls for respondent gen-
ler, secondary education, and status as an agricultural worker, age, age-
squared, as well as dummies for the following ethnic groups: Kalenjin,
Kamba, Kikuyu, Kisii, Kuria, Luhya, Luo, and Maasai.

Table 10: Local Context for Different Levels of Aggregation

(2b]
Number of Nearest Neighbors 0 1 2 3

Ethnic Fractionalization 1417 1.16**  1.13**  1.24***
(0.48) (0.50) (0.50) (0.48)

Segregation (Theil’s Index) -1.72**  0.03 -0.30 0.01
(0.78)  (1.10) (0.94) (0.84)

Notes: Control variables as in Table 3, Column 2.
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Table 11: Interethnic Trust and Alternative Measures of Local Electoral Competition

(1] (2] (3] (4] (3] (6] (7] (8]

Ethnic Fractionalization 1.19**  1.38** 1.26"* 1.26" 1.28"" 146"  -0.25 -0.37
(0.52) (0.48) (0.50) (0.50) (0.55) (0.49) (0.98) (1.02)
Segregation (Theil’s Index) -1.52%  -1.47%  -148* -1.66™*  -1.72**  -8.88
0.79)  (0.76)  (0.76) 0.81)  (0.75) (8.12)
Competitive Location 0.22 0.21 -0.02  -0.02
(0.23)  (0.22) (0.48) (0.49)
EF x Competitive Location 0.56 0.55
(0.85) (0.88)
Segregation x Competitive Location 0.24
(4.82)
Effective Number of Parties 0.04 0.05 -0.14 -0.29
(0.12)  (0.13)  (0.16)  (0.25)
EF x ENP 0.78**  0.82**
0.35)  (0.36)
Segregation x ENP 3.08
(3.52)
No. of Clusters 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
N 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134 1134
AIC 2735 2735 2737 2739 2739 2736 2733 2735

Notes: Standard errors clustered at the level of the administrative location are in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01. All models include controls for respondent gender, secondary education, and status as an agricultural
worker, age, age-squared, the proportion of migrants in a location, respondent and interviewer coethnicity, whether a
location falls in an urban area, as well as dummies for the following ethnic groups: Kalenjin, Kamba, Kikuyu, Kisii,
Kuria, Luhya, Luo, and Maasai.
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Table 12: National Identification and Local Ethnic Context
DV: National Identification

(1] (2] (3] (4]

Ethnic Fractionalization 0.79 1177 1.17* 1.17**
0.57)  (0.42) (0.52) (0.53)

Segregation (Theil’s Index) -3.70%* =370 -4.04
(0.71) (0.71) (2.94)

Margin of Victory 0.19 0.12 0.12 0.06
0.26)  (0.25) (0.40) (0.57)
Urban -0.50*  -0.57**  -0.57**  -0.57**
0.27)  (0.25) (0.25) (0.26)

Coethnic Interviewer 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13
(0.13)  (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)

Prop. Migrants -0.01 -0.31 -0.31 -0.31
(0.56)  (0.48) (0.48) (0.48)

EF x Margin 0.01 0.02
(1.03) (1.04)

Segregation x Margin 1.26
(11.07)

No. of Clusters 97 97 97 97

N 1148 1148 1148 1148
AIC 2894 2884 2886 2888

Notes: The outcome variable is a respondent’s identification with na-
tional rather than ethnic groups, that is their response to the ques-
tion “Let us suppose that you had to choose between being a [Ghana-
ian/Kenyan/etc.] and being a X [respondent’s identity group]. Which of
these two groups do you feel most strongly attached to?” This variable
= 1 if the respondent answers that they feel only like a member of their
ethnic group, =2 if identify more with ethnic than national identity, = 3 if
they feel equally members of their ethnic and national group, = 4 if they
feel national then ethnic, and = 5 if they feel only like a member of their
national group. Standard errors clustered at the level of the administrative
location are in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. All
models include controls for respondent gender, secondary education, and
status as an agricultural worker, age, age-squared, as well as dummies
for the following ethnic groups: Kalenjin, Kamba, Kikuyu, Kisii, Kuria,
Luhya, Luo, and Maasai.

0 Copyright Afrobarometer

24



Bibliography

Allport, Gordon W. . 1954The Nature of Prejudicd&Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley

Ananat, Elizabeth Oltmans. 2007. The Wrong SidethefTracks: Estimating the Causal Effects of
Racial Segregation on City Outcom¢BER Working Papet3343.

Anderson, Barbara A. , Brian D. Silver, and Pa&llrahamson. 1988. The Effects of the Race of the
Interviewer on Race-Related Attitudes of Black Regfents in SRC/CPS National Election
StudiesPublic Opinion Quarterlys2 (3):289-324.

Bahry, Donna, Mikhail Kosolapov, Polina KozyrevadaRick K. Wilson. 2005. Ethnicity and Trust:
Evidence from Russi@merican Political Science Revié8 (04):521-532.

Baldwin, Kate, and John D. Huber. 2010. Economitswe Cultural Differences: Forms of Ethnic
Diversity and Public Goods Provisioimerican Political Science Reviel@4 (04):644-662.

Barr, Abigail. 1999. Familiarity and Trust: An Expeental InvestigationCenter for the Study of
African Economies Working Paper

Bates, Robert H. 1983. Modernization, Ethnic Coritipet and the Rationality of Politics. IBtate
versus Ethnic Claims: African Policy Dilemmasdited by D. Rothchild and V. A.
Olunsorola. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Bobo, Lawrence, and Vincent L. Hutchings. 1996.cBptions of Racial Group Competition:
Extending Blumer's Theory of Group Position to altMacial Social ContextAmerican
Sociological Reviewl (6):951-972.

Chandra, Kanchan. 2004vhy Ethnic Parties Succeed: Patronage and Ethniaddeunts in India
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cho, Wendy Tam, and Neil Baer. 2010. EnvironmebD&terminants of Racial Attitudes Redux: The
Critical Decisions Related to Operationalizing GontWorking Paper. University of lllinois
at Urbana-Champaign

Dixon, Jeffrey C. 2006. The Ties That Bind and Thdsat Don't: Toward Reconciling Group Threat
and Contact Theories of Prejudi@acial Forces34 (4):2179-2204.

Eifert, Benn, Edward Miguel, and Daniel N. Posn2010. Political Competition and Ethnic
Identification in Africa.American Journal of Political Scien&e (2):494-510.

Enos, Ryan D. . 2010. What Tearing Down Public Hay$rojects Teaches Us About the Effect of

Racial Threat on Political Participatidorking Paper, UCLA

. 2011. Racial Threat: Field-experimental evickethat a proximate racial outgroup activates

political participationWorking Paper, Harvard

Fearon, James D. 2003. Ethnic Structure and CulRivarsity around the World: A Cross-National
Data Set on Ethnic Group3ournal of Economic Growt8:195-222.

Field, Erica , Matthew Levinson, Rohini Pande] &ujata Visaria. 2008. Segregation, Rent Control,
and Riots: The Economics of Religious Conflict in #&dian City. AEA Papers and
Proceeding®8 (2):505-10.

Fotheringham, Stewart A., Chris Brunsdon, and MartCharlton. 2000Quantitative Geography:
Perspectives on spatial data analysi®iousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Frankel, David, and Oscar Volij. 2008. Measuringgi@gation. Working Paper. lowa State
University

Gay, Claudine. 2009. Moving Out, Moving Up: Housikigbility and the Political Participation of
the PoorWorking Paper. Harvard University

Glaser, James M. 1994. Back to the Black Belt: &denvironment and White Racial Attitudes in the
South.The Journal of Politic6 (1):21-41.

Green, Donald P., and Rachel L. Seher. 2003. \WRiaé¢ Does Prejudice Play in Ethnic Conflict
Annual Review of Political Scienée509-531.

Horowitz, Donald L. 2002. Constitutional Designoposals versus ProcessesThe Architecture of
Democracy: Constitutional Design, Conflict Managemeand Democragyedited by A.
Reynolds. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hutchens, Robert. 2001. Numerical Measures of S$egjan: Desirable Properties and Their
Implications.Mathematical Social Sciencd® (1):13-29.

Kasara, Kimuli. 2011. Local Segregation and EthfAaence.Working Paper. Columbia University

25

@ Copyright Afrobarometer



@ Copyright Afrobarometer

Key, V. O. 1949Southern Politics in State and Natiddew ed. Knoxville: University of Tennessee
Press.

Kinder, Donald R., and Tali Mendelberg. 1995. CmtkAmerican Apartheid: The Political Impact
of Prejudice among Desegregated Whiféee Journal of Politic®7 (2):402-424.

Lawrence, Katz, Jeffrey Kling, and Jeffrey Liebm&007. Experimental Analysis of Neighborhood
Effects.Econometricas5 (1):83-119.

Lemanski, Charlotte. 2006. The Impact of Residémi@segregation on Social Integration: Evidence
from a South African Neighborhoo@.eoforum37:417-435

Lijphart, Arend. 2004. Constitutional Design fon2ied SocietiesJournal of Democracyt5 (2):96-
109.

Massey, Garth , Randy Hodson, and Dusko SekiLi69. Ethnic Enclaves and Intolerance: The
Case of Yugoslavigocial Forces/8 (2):669-694.

Miguel, Edward. 2004. Tribe or Nation?: Nation Rlinlg and Public Goods in Kenya versus
TanzaniaWorld Politics56 (3):327-62.

Miles, William F. S., and David Rochefort. 1991.tNaalism Versus Ethnic Identity in Sub-Saharan
Africa. American Political Science Reviég (2):393-404.

Montalvo, José G. , and Marta Reynal-Querol. 2@bnic Polarization, Potential Conflict, and Civil
Wars.American Economic Reviedb (3):796-816.

Nunn, Nathan, and Leonard Wantchekon. 2009. TheeSlaade and the Origins of Mistrust in
Africa. NBER Working Papet4783.

Oliver, J. Eric, and Tali Mendelberg. 2000. Recdasing the Environmental Determinants of White
Racial AttitudesAmerican Journal of Political Scieneit (3):574-589.

Oliver, J. Eric, and Janelle Wong. 2003. Intergrdggjudice in Multiethnic Setting®American
Journal of Political Sciencé7 (4):567-582.

Pettigrew, Thomas F. . 1998. Intergroup Contacoifhiédnnual Review of Psycholog®:65-85.

Posner, Daniel N. 200Mastitutions and Ethnic Politics in AfricaCambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Reardon, Sean F., and Glenn Firebaugh. 2002. Messafr Multigroup SegregatiorSociological
Methodology32 (33-67).

Republic of Kenya. 1964Kenya Population Census, 1962. Advance Report tdimés 1 & 2
Nairobi: Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning.

Robinson, Amanda. 2009. National vs. Ethnic IdgntitAfrica: State, Ethnic Group, and Individual
Level Correlates of NationalistAfrobarometer Working Papdrl?2.

Rudolph, Thomas J., and Elizabeth Popp. 2010. REogironment, and Interracial Trusthe
Journal of Politics72 (01):74-89.

Samii, Cyrus. 2010. Do Quotas Exacerbate or Reditbaic Conflict? Evidence from Burundi’s
Military. Working Paper. Columbia University

Schelling, Thomas C. 1971. Dynamic Models of Segfieg. Journal of Mathematical Sociology
(2):143-186.

Schuman, Howard. 2008/ethod and Meaning in Polls and Surveg@ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Snyder, Jack. 2000:rom Voting to Violence: Demaocratization and Natiist Conflict New York
WW Norton & Company Inc.

Tajfel, Henri. 1982. Social Psychology of IntergooBelations Annual Review of Psycholo®a:1-
39.

Varshney, Ashutosh. 200Bthnic Conflict and Civic Life: Hindus and Muslinmsindia. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Voss, D. Stephen. 1996. Beyond Racial Threat: Faitd an Old Hypothesis in the New Soufthe
Journal of Politics58 (4):1156-1170.

Welch, Susan , Lee Sigelman, Timothy Bledsoe, aichd Combs. 200Race and Place: Race
Relations in an American Cit€ambridge studies in political psychology and pailpinion.
Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: Cambridge UniversityeBs.

Wilkinson, Steven |. 2004Votes and Violence: Electoral Competition and EthRiots in India
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

26



Young, Crawford. 1965Politics in the Congo. Decolonization and Indeparaie Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press.

27

6 Copyright Afrobarometer



AFROBAROMETER WORKING PAPERS
No.131 Mattes, Robert "The “Born Frees”: The Pratpéor Generational Change in Post-Apartheid Séditica”
2011.

No.130 Baldwin, Kate. “When Politicians Cede CohttbResources: Land, Chiefs and Coalition-BuildingAfrica”
2011.

No.129 Conroy-Krutz, Jeffrey and Dominique Lewisldpping Ideologies in African Landscapes” 2011.
No0.128 Logan, Carolyn. “The Roots of Resilienceplexing Popular Support for African Traditional Auatities”
2011.

No.127 Bratton, Michael, Ravi Bhavnani and Tse-Hsin Ch¥otfng Intentions in Africa: Ethnic, Economic or
Partisan?” 2011.

No.126 D’Arcy, Michelle. “Why Do Citizens Assent to Pay XalLegitimacy, Taxation and the African State” 2011
No0.125 LeBas, Adrienne. “Ethnicity and the WillingnessSanction Violent Politicians: Evidence from Kenyz010.
No.124 Mattes, Robert, Francis Kibirige and Rolssmtamu. " Understanding Citizens Attitudes to Deracy in

Uganda " 2010.

No0.123 Logan, Carolyn and Robert Mattes "DemocratizinghNfeasurement of Democratic Quality: Public Attitude
Data and the Evaluation " 2010.

No.122 Bratton, Michael. “Anchoring the “D-Wordi iAfrica”. 2010

No.121 Isaksson, Ann-Sofie. “Political participatim Africa: Participatory inequalities and theeaf resources”.
2010

No.120 Harding, Robin. "Urban-Rural DifferencesSuapport for Incumbents Across Africa ". 2010.

No. 119Bratton, Michael. “Citizen Perceptions of Local @owvment Responsiveness in Sub-Saharan Africa"..2010
No. 118Keefer, Philip. “The Ethnicity Distraction? Potitil Credibility and Partisan Preferences in Afri@010
No.117 Gadzala, Aleksandra and Marek Hanusch “AfriBerspectives on China-Africa: Gauging Popular

Perceptions and their Economic and Political Deteamts.” 2010.

No.116 Chang, Eric and Nicholas Kerr. “Do Votersvel®ifferent Attitudes toward Corruption? The Sasand
Implications of Popular Perceptions and Tolerarfdeatitical Corruption.” 2009.

No0.115 Young, Daniel. “Support You Can Count Onfriitity, Partisanship, and Retrospective Votindfrica.”
2009.

No. 114Kramon, Eric. “Vote-Buying and Political Behavidstimating and Explaining Vote-Buying's Effect on
Turnout in Kenya.” 2009.

No. 113McCauley, John F., E. Gyimah-Boadi. "Religious Fa&hd Democracy: Evidence from the Afrobarometer
Surveys" 2009.

No. 112Robinson, Amanda Lea. "National versus Ethnic ldim Africa: State, Group, and Individual Level
Correlates of National Identification" 2009.

No.111 Kirwin, Mathew and Wonbin Cho. "Weak Stadesl Political Violence in sub-Saharan Africa." 2009

No0.110 Cho, Wonbin and Carolyn Logan. "Looking Toavthe Future: Alternations in Power and Popular
Perspectives on Democratic Durability in Africa00®.

No0.109 Mattes, Robert and Dangalira Mughogho . "Tingted Impacts of Formal Education on Democratic
Citizenship in Africa." 2009.

28

® Copyright Afrobarometer



