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Abstract

Corruption is one of the major obstacles to theettijgment of many African countries including Kenydais
paper examines the dynamics of political corruptom neo-patrimonialism in Kenya. It achieving thise
paper interrogated the changing manifestationsatifigal corruption and neo-patrimonial practiceasrh the
government of Jomo Kenyatta to the present Juldleeernment of Uhuru Kenyatta and highlights the
implications on Kenya's development. The studyadssidered important because there has been tendency
propose solutions and strategies for combattinguption without necessarily taking into consideratithe
context in which corruption takes place. The papealysed secondary sources of data with a quaétati
approach. It maintains that political corruptionKenya is similar to many African countries. Howgvthe
peculiarity of political corruption in Kenya is thd is deeply rooted in the exploitation of ethmiceferences.
The manipulation of ethnicity has been a means lighvpolitical office holders use national resogro® amass
wealth and satisfy individuals needs to the detnintf the common person. The study concludes thaterted
efforts should be made to reform the governaneesire in Kenya to make it inclusive and partiocgrgtfor the
different ethnic groups in the country.
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Introduction

Kenya is one of the most famous African countriéthva long history of democracy since its indeperde
without military intervention. In addition, the comy is relatively politically stable, peaceful,gglictable and
attractive to investors and tourist (Kwaka et &12). Despite its huge potential for developmernt gaodwill
from the international community, Kenya is one lo¢ tAfrican cases of conspicuous underdevelopmetft wi
high rates of poverty, unemployment and inequdltpassi, 2004; Ochola, 2009; EACC Report, 2015)e On
single factor that has over the years underminedy&s economic development more than anything slse
corruption (Kivutha, 2005; Chweya et al, 2005; Kaa#t al,). Since independence, the political leade
Kenya like some of their African counterparts hawisused their positions in government to raid th&omal
treasury through corrupt acts that include infiatiof contracts, embezzlement and misappropriatibn o
government resources and nepotism (Anassi, 2004)

The Kenya's report under the African Peer Reviewchdmism (APRM) extensively mentioned corruption as

one of the main impediments to good governance.dtetry Self-Assessment Report (CSAR) concedds tha
“Corruption still pervades the executive, legisletujudiciary and military, as well as the civilrsece.
The general public perception is that corruptioneisdemic in Kenya, and that public confidence in
government’s commitment to fighting corruption lesned” (APRM Country Review Report of the
Republic of Kenya, 2006).

The Kenya National Anti-Corruption Plan maintaingtht corruption continues to pose one of the gstate
challenges facing Kenya. It has continued to undengood governance and distort public policy, iegdo
misallocation of resources. It has also contributeslowing economic growth as well as discouragioth local
and foreign investors.

The private sector also has been tainted with $ssofe governance, in irregular participation in pabl
procurement, bribes and get business licensinganfrarency International, Kenya Bribery Index, 2004
Despite the enactment of the Public Procurement Risgosal Act, 2005 and operationalization of vasio
regulations, public procurement in Kenya had beeénted with corruption scandals and losses amogirttn
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billions of shillings according to the annual AwgtitGeneral reports. Cases of procurement malpeaatidude
the Anglo Leasing, the National Hospital InsurafRcad civil servants’ medical cover scheme, IEBC BNR,
the NSSF Tassia estate scandal, the NYS scandalnawag those that have dominated the media andcpubl
discourse. Nearly 75 percent of those interviewadtlfie World Bank Investment Climate Assessment\stu
(ICA, November 2004) saw corruption as a severetaimt to doing business in Kenya.

The nature of corruption in Kenya is not signifidardifferent from that of Nigeria, Zambia or theeBocratic
Republic of Congo and many African countries (Kwakal, 2011). As Oyugi, (2003) pointed out, cotiopin
most African countries constitutes an important msedy which individual wants and needs especially i
patronage ridden societies can be satisfied. Homvelve peculiarity of corruption in Kenya is thaetvarious
forms of graft cannot be separated from the pe®plision of existence as a merciless contest irchvioinly
ethnic preferences offer hope of survival (Wrong2).

Neo-patrimonialism in Kenya can be understood ftbenrelationship that had existed between the cguntd
the world economy in the pre-independence era. Kevgs one of the countries that served as a sodinaav
materials for British industries and a market faitiBh goods. Therefore, the social and economilicies
during the colonial regime in Kenya favored thetiBh interest (Brett, 1973). In order to perpetugeunjust
system, the colonial regime relied on divide ank tactics and political repression. This resultedcethnic
favoritism and authoritarian administration whicechme a breeding ground for neo-patrimonialism {(ivyel
and Lesetedi, 2002).

One of the most enduring attributes of the legafcgatonialism in post-colonial Kenya was a sensesthinic
division that found expression not only in termggadup identity, but also became a mobilising agemursuit

of economic interests (Nasongo'o 2000; Oyugi, 20U8ng, 2009). In such a situation where powerdsted

as an ethnic resource, allocation of resourcekesvad in favour of the self-aggrandizing activitiek the
incumbent regimes together with their supporter@angequently, nepotism and ethnicity become key
considerations in allocating national resourceskeanya while individuals in positions of power udeeit
influence and power to amass wealth to the detriiroEthe common person.

The paper will further interrogate the role of fhaitical class in perpetuating and abating cornoatctices in
Kenya. Noting the bane of corruption in Kenya, tla@er will also identify some of the major casegaiftical
corruption that had persisted through the dispé&nsatof Jomo Kenyatta, Arap Moi, Kibaki and the gaet
Jubilee government headed by Uhuru Kenyatta. Ttedysis of the paper is based on the premise which
maintains that understanding the context whichupiion takes place is very vital in proposing &gits and
solutions for fighting it.

Conceptual/Theoretical Framework

Corruption has different meanings and it is a cpht¢kat varies from one society to another. Theceph of
corruption is often used in a legal context andnaef in pertinent laws and regulations. But somesint is also
used in a wider sense to refer to political or abgrievances that may or may not be covered bwlleg
classifications (Ittner, 2009). Nye (1967), defirmaruption as behavior which deviates from therialr duties
of a public role because of private-regarding (elésmily, personal, private clique) pecuniary @tgs gains.
Alam, (1989) sees corruption as a deviation from tlorms and practices of modern bureaucracy. Nge an
Alam’s definition are however narrow and restrietias they limit the vice to only the abuse of publfifice for
private gain. Okullu (2001) argued that corruptisran impairment of integrity or moral principlediucement
to do wrong by bribery or other unlawful means. 8¢ig2004) viewed corruption as lack of financiabral and
intellectual integrity in doing business transac$io He defines political corruption as the involhestn of
politicians in fraudulent or morally unacceptalilahcial and political deals intended to benefnthfinancially
and politically. This involves embezzlement of pabfunds through procurement of contracts and tesyde
money laundering practices, grabbing of public |ar@h-collection or non-remittance of governmeneraie or
payment of nonexistent goods or services.

The Anti-Corruption and Economic Crimes Act of Kangxpanded the definition of corruption to inclddrud,
embezzlement, or misappropriation of public furatsise of office, breach of trust and any offenceslving
dishonesty, in connection with tax, levies, or alyer wide range of offences involving improper rage and
improper benefits to trustees for appointments faamddulent deals in regards to private property GQAAct,
2003).
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The concept of neo-patrimonialism on the other hand multidimensional and multidisciplinary appcba
which emphasizes the process of patrimonial prestiaking place in a modern state (Hyden, 20009.tfh&ory
gained prominence in development studies and palliscience since the 1970s and has been usedvéerake
authors to explain the underdevelopment and palitiostability that has characterized several dmviel
countries especially those in Africa (Clapham, 198kandawire, 2013).

Neopatrimonialism has its origin in Max Weber'saaal-legal bureaucratic systems and patrimoniatesys.

The rational legal authority is one defined by fatrand impersonal democratic institutions with clegparation
between public and private sectors (Erdman and IE2§€7) On the other hand, however, decisionseo-n
patrimonial systems are highly politicized with tlemination of personal relations and political mwections

involving characteristics that includes clientismnt seeking and corruption (Bratton and van del&yaB94;

Medard, 2002; Pitcher et al, 2009). Thus, the niisibn between what constitutes a public sphereaapdvate

sphere exists in theory but this distinction isri®d in practice. Neo-patrimonial systems are attarzed by
the privatization of public affairs with corrupti@nd patron client relationships being endemiaichssocieties.
Neopatrimonialism also takes into account the pwlty of leaders, the political and economic stuues of a
society and historical legacies such as colonild m defining African politics since independeng@gyden,

2000; Erdmann and Engel, 2007). It can be apptiediiumber of different regime types whether theyraulti-

party democracies, single-party systems, or myjlidigarchies (Bratton and Van de Walle, 1994).

Clapham (1985) defines neo-patrimonialism as a fofmorganization in which relationships of a brgadl
patrimonial type pervade a political and administe system which is formally constructed on raéiblegal
lines. Officials hold positions in bureaucratic anjzations with powers which are formally definbdt exercise
those powers, so far as they can as a form prpratgerty not public service. Bayart (1993) dessulithis form
of rule as the ‘politics of the belly’ whereby tlees an intense struggle at all levels of societgdin access to
state resources referred to as the ‘national cakeh is ultimately controlled by ‘big men'.

Neo-patrimonialism in post-independence Kenya isnany ways a continuation of the socio-economic and
political order that prevailed under the coloniggime yet retained by the successive post-indep¢nde
governments (Oloo and Oyugi, 2002; Amadi, 2009; fabiy 2009; Triche, 2013). In Kenya, the colonieder
has perpetuated itself in the retention of the jsiomal administration, divide and rule policy thetgovernment
and the consequent ethnic favoritism and unfaocalion of public resources. Consequently, the-polenial
elites in Kenya hijacked the neo-colonial statelitory out economic goodies based on a system ofietind
regional patronage (Oloo, 2008; Wrong, 2009). (2608 described this as the “spirit of corruptibattgot
intertwined with the corridors of ethnicity and tréhe ideas such as 'kikuyunization' and 'kalergition' in
Kenyan politics.” Hence, Kenyatta’'s governmengégen to have favored his Kikuyu community justie same
way his successor Moi, favoured his Kalenjin comityuand Kibaki’'s government once again favored the
Kikuyu community as seen in the analysis below.

3.3 Independence and Jomo Kenyatta's Kiambu Faryi Kickbacks; 1963-1978

Being one of Kenya’s prominent anti-colonial actte, Jomo Kenyatta was appointed as the Chairmdaineof
Kenya African Union (KANU) in 1747. He led the dg&ion which secured Kenyan’s independence and also
led KANU to victory in the 1963 general electiodss the prime minster, he supported the governnmot i
becoming a republic in 1964, thus becoming theigeas of Kenya (Oloo and Oyugi, 2002).

The immediate post-independence period in Kenyachasacterized by considerable euphoria not ontabse
of the political gains but because of a univergalmism that it was indeed possible to bring altbetso-called
revolution of rising expectations (Balogun and Miatha, 1983). However, like so many black leadérth®
1960's, the first president of Kenya, Jomo Kenyditianot overturn but rather maintained the sysefirbehind
by the colonial masters. Only this time, it was gleofrom his community particularly the Kiambu ariat

benefited from the opportunities and resourcesipusly enjoyed by the white men (Oloo and OyugiQ20
Amutabi, 2009). Although the state continued terdb Kenya as a nation and deemphasized ethrirciity

public statements, and policies in land, service s, the unifying rhetoric of nation hood conegd less
palatable truth. Kenyatta empowered only a cligbgenple who mostly constituted his extended rede;
people from his tribe and a few individuals frorhettribes who were loyal to him (Amutabi, 2009).

Kenyatta's tendency to favour his Kikuyu ethnic wpsseems to have been partly occasioned by thehfaicin

the post-independence Kenya, the position thatititidlly been held by the European settlers wasdasingly
held by the nascent petty bourgeoise of which thieuyu ethnic group happens to have been the most

162



Research on Humanities and Social Sciences www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-5766 (Paper) ISSN 2225-0484 (Online) 5-'—.5ll
Vol.8, No.14, 2018 IIS E

predominant. Power concentration in the person @fytta therefore has a lot to do with the desirdefend
both the petty bourgeois and Kikuyi interest (Ol@®08; Amadi, 2009). The desire to defend the petty
bourgeois interest has continued to underline pogmicentration by the successive regimes in thd- pos
independence era. It has been combined with thieeddsreak the Kikuyu ethnic hegemony in favor ladttof

the Kalenjin under the Moi administration while endibaki's Administration, it has been combinedhwihe
desire to revive the Kikuyu ethnic hegemony.

Neopatrimonialism practices during Jomo Kenyattaigernment was not only limited to allocating reses to
political supporters. He also took advantage ofrigiisl tenure in office to ban opposition partisahich further
reduced levels of accountability and consolidatéthie patronage. In an attempt to consolidate sy,
Kenyatta created an imperial presidency which galyeconcentrated the power at the center of gavemt. He
also created a presidential system that resulteddne-party rule by banning the only oppositiontyp&enya
People’s Union (KPU) (Oloo, 2007; Amutabi, 2009)s a result, the constitution was amended sevamealst
from 1963-1978 with the express intent of consaiidp power (Oloo and Oyugi, 2002). The absence of
available statutory order which regulated the pevedrthe judiciary, executive and legislative il #onstitution
consequently aided the abuse of power and cormuptio

The Kenyatta's stifling of a nascent multiparty demacy also created a layer of well managed etretitions
and repressive strategies such as detention withalfor dissenters. Although he rewarded hisal@st, he was
retributive of those who opposed his governmentairids major critics have been reported to dienysterious
circumstances or suffered long jail terms on trudhpp charges (Osaghae, 1994; Wrong, 2009).

During Kenyatta's era, parliament's ability to ckebe executive was also eroded (Oloo, 2007; Mugtlal,
2013). Owing to this political scenario in Kenyaymption had become a way of life for politicafioé elites
while the presidency was a strategic office usetbtd from the public coffers. Ethnic dominancetla¢ top
filtered down to other levels while each appointingenerated power and income for its holder arckled
down to their home area through contracts, jobschients and preferential allocation for developmé&unds
(Kiai, 2008; Multala et al, 2013). By the end ofetdomo Kenyatta era, there was 35 Kikuyu District
Commissioners of the 41 positions, 5 Kikuyu Pravisi Commissioners out of the 8 Provisional
Commissioners and 13 permanent Secretaries otieofQ available. The Kikuyu who accounted for 20 &%
the population claimed between 28.6 % and 31.6 ¥heotabinet seats while the Kalenjin accountingltb 5%

of the population held between 4.8% and 9.6%. WIti's arrival, most of this post fell to favour tikalejin
(Wrong, 2009; Amutabi, 2009).

Since land had been used as an instrument ofgadljtatronage in Kenya, the post-colonial elitethef KANU
era also continually and illegally allocated puldhod to influential individuals and corporations rieturn for
political support (Kithinji et al, 2016). As OyudR003) and Anassi (2004) argued, the ruling elitethe post-
colonial era in Kenya had become notorious forrthwaibridled accumulative appetitive exhibited inssiae
land grab and plunder of public resources. Instagassing the land to the poor, especially thoke Wad
participated in the freedom struggle, the prograstead became an instrument of patronage thauling elites
exploited to reward their favorites. This was cond by surveys carried out by the Ethics and &atruption
commission which indicated that Ministry of LanddaBurvey have persistency ranked among the topnfivst
corrupt public institutions in Kenya since independe (EACC, 2013). Gross abuses and misuse weral@né
in the administration and management of public @edhmunity land mainly characterized by influence
peddling, illegal alienation/excision/ land grahipiznd market distortions.

Like most immediate post independent African leaddiomo Kenyatta embarked on the vigorous task of
building a multi-ethnic country into ‘one natiorflowever, the nation building project with time totile form

of a unitary process which was ethnic based anul @dstered on a system of patronage of networkdnln
other groups and elites.

The Goldenberg Scandal and the intensification of @ruption in Moi's Regime Kenya; 1978-2002

Following the death of Jomo Kenyatta, power wasdfarred to Daniel Arap Moi in 1978. Moi's govermme
made an immediate pronouncement that it will carirwith the footsteps of its predecessor and retain
investor's confidence. It developed an ideologglled ‘nyayoism’, which comprised of elements swh
Christian morality, developmentalism, nationalisamti-tribalism, and African socialism. Nyayoism was
however often regarded as Moi's attempt to enfdrisepolitical idiosyncrasies on Kenya's politicaleaa
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(Chweya, 2005). Amutabi (2009) maintained that cmtto its portrayal as an avenue for galvaniziegple
for development projects, ‘nyayo’ was a vague idgyg] which equated opposition against Moi’s ruléhwanti-
nyayoism’.

Moi's regime perfected most of the negative prastigredominant in the closing years of the Kenyatdaas he
centralised power in his person while the partyalpee a center for conflict. The regime continuethwhe
legacy of control in public affairs with no conasteffort by the government to fight corruptionintensified
efforts in centralizing and consolidating power ward the presidency by constant amendments of the
constitution. The creation of created a one-padtesthat aided an authoritarian rule and patrimgoéatronage
continued in the government (Nyong’o 1989; Oyu@i02; Oloo, 2008).

Moi’s regime also suppressed any opposition tagtheernment. Some members of the academia and média
spoke against the regime where unlawfully arresiedi detained (Amutabi, 2009; Wrong, 2009). Theo¢féd
the government’s authoritarian tendencies led & dfate becoming stronger while the civil sociatg ather
institutions of government became weaker. Thougtas not officially stated, a KANU identity was setimes
essential for promotion in the civil service or @sg to loans and state resources (Amadi, 2009hd,r013).
Like Jomo Kenyatta, appointments in Moi's governinaiso favored his ethnic group the Kalenjin andsth
who proved loyal to him. Moi's era witnessed agréase in the cabinet post of the Kalenjin fronb%d to 22

% while the permanent secretaries soared from 4a3%4 % (Wrong, 2009). Though it was not officiadfiated,

a KANU identity was sometimes essential for prommtin the civil service or access to loans andestat
resources (Triche, 2013; Amadi, 2013).

The peak of series of corruption in Kenya was nestéd in the Goldenberg scandal which was hatchdd a
executed between the years 1991-1993. The scherolvéd Goldenberg International, a company owned by
Kamlesh Pattni and former spy Chief James Kanyatba had proposed to export gold and diamond jewelry
and in return receive compensation for the govenirfar earning foreign exchange. The company wpented

to have received $600 million dollars of tax payerioney within three years but did not actually ek@any
gold and diamond jewelry as it fictitiously claim@@hweya et al, 2005 Kwaka et al 2011; Hornsby,20As
common with most corruption cases in Africa, thevpdul connections with the state facilitated theld&nberg
scandal. The company exploited the fact that theegonent was experiencing serious foreign exchaniges
from the export sector and combined with increabegiats of aid cuts by development partners whawsimg

aid to press Moi's regime for political and economdform. Possibly, the Goldenberg fraud was alsereted
because the government of Daniel Arap Moi was despdéor money to finance national elections of288ing

the first time that the presidency and KANU werégechallenged in democratic elections. The Goleéeglwas
estimated to have cost Kenya more than 105 ohitsial GDP and tore through Kenya's political, eenico and
social fabric not just during the years the tratisactook place but also long afterwards (Martifil2). Many
years of persistent corruption in public ministristate corporations, banks and financial insttgi during
Moi's government depressed Kenya's economic pedoo® to the lowest level in history. The business
community as well as Kenya's development partrarad it increasingly difficult to continue to optrainder a
hostile economic and political environment (Bro@Ap3; Wrong, 2009).

The struggle for political liberalisation, locallpy political parties, religious groups and civil cgety
organizations and internationally by the World Baard the International Monetary Fund, as well ashgy
government of the United States of America in dite I80's and early 90's began to mount signifipaggsure
upon Moi's government. This was particularly infadhby the need to open the political space to ctitiyee
politics after several decades of domination bydhe-party regime (Oloo and Oyugi, 2002). Thesegsjiles
placed primacy on people’s participation in degisinaking, because the government and the rulinty jpdten
imposed decisions that promoted parochial and iddai political interests rather than the publi@oddOloo &
Oyugi, 2002; Murunga and Nasong’o 2007; Kanyindgd, 4.

Moi's government gave in to pressure to end ongy pale in 1991. The government approved the rasitmm of
multiparty system in 1992 and general electionslving more than one party were held for the finste since
elections of 1966 (Oloo, 2001; Oyugi 2003, Muruega Nasango, 2007). Even after the Multipartytees
were opened up, neo-patrimonialism continued tandedlite power in Kenya. President Moi and hikngu
KANU did not hesitate to exploit the vices of cgtion, ethnicity, and violence to survive in thewne
dispensation of competitive politics. Consequenkgnya began witnessing massive bribery and rigding
politicians especially those from the ruling pantytheir desperation to canvass for votes. In #alditthe
country witnessed cycles of election-year ethnaerice especially in the cosmopolitan Rift ValleydaCoast
regions, which was incited mostly by politicians thee ruling party as they attempted to cleanse winay
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considered as their fiefdoms of those from oppogiraups (Muranga and Nasongo, 2007; Kwatemba, 2008;
Amutabi, 2009; Triche, 2013; Kithinji et al, 2016).

Alliances during the new multi-party system wasltigund elite consensus rather than democratiocipies
since the government did not embark on constitati@and economic reforms that will enhance freeddm o
information and a vibrant civil society. The paldl parties were also not driven by ideology bytresented
individual greed and elite personal ambition mas&egopular wills of members of the ethnic groupsugi,
2003; Oloo 2007; Hornsby 2012). The government alamped down on protest and marches using itssour
and Parliamentary General Service Unit to arressghwho were opposed to it often on false chargbis
consequently escalated to ethnic suspicion andhetaamong Kenyans. The predominant Kikuyu community
which were at the fore front of opposition were thajor targets of state sponsored oppression dmucet
clashes (Oyugi, 2003; Kwatemba, 2008; Wrong, 2009).

Violent clashes erupted from the 1992 and 1997 irpaltty elections with high casualties from membafrshe
Kikuyu ethnic group, and others such as the Lulyesm and Kisii. President Moi was quick to blame the
violence that accompanied political competition the results of multiparty politics, he had warneghiast
(Kwatemba, 2008; Amutabi, 2009). According to thiékii report of 1992, over 3,000 people were kiliecthe
ethnic violence while thousands were displaced, sinde they were outside the areas in which they ha
registered to vote, their votes were rendered sselEhe ethnic cleansing was seen as a pre-emptive by
KANU operatives to disfranchise the Kikuyu and atkéhnic groups in the vast Rift Valley province raiig,
2009). In the absence of an organized and effeciy@sition, President Moi, won the elections hiald 992
and 1997. Thus, the country continued to witnesgicoity of past authoritarian practices, increasethnic
conflicts and high inflation rates. He retired i©02 as a result of the constitutional bar thatriest him from
contesting for the third term.

The Anglo leasing Scandal and the Struggle for Cortl of State Resources

In Mwai Kibaki's Government; 2002-2013

In 2002, Mwai Kibaki came to power as Kenya's thpresident after winning the December 2002 general
election under the National Rainbow Coalition (NAR®&atform. The NARC coalition was an alliance bét
Kikuyu, Luhya, Luo, Kamba and Maasai which was fedrto contest KANU's forty year's grip on power.
NARC had campaigned on a reform platform, promigimdight corruption, promote economic recovery and
good governance reforms. Due to this, there washnmape and expectation that the government will taed
culture of impunity and corruption in Kenya (Ol&9)08; Kwaka et al, 2011.)

On assumption to power, the new government impléatesome good governance reforms, which included
initiating a constitutional fight against corruptiby establishing the KACC and setting up a Gowecaaand
Ethics Department. However, the government soomdtrzed the reform path halfway, after the coalition
collapsed due to internal disagreements over paweithe distribution of state resources (Gaith®@.awson,
2009).

After the collapse, NARC, like the previous govesmts, began to consolidate power for those in leshie
positions. A small group of ethnic elites closeRmesident Mwai Kibaki pulled the government outtioé
reform agenda by manipulating the political enviremt and reneging on some of the promises madeebefo
coming to power (Kanyinga, 2004; Lawson, 2009).

The NARC government also manipulated the consbihati review process and came up with a draft that
reflected their political interests and aided thassire to secure a hold on power. Thus, the afficdhat were
once eager to fight corruption now relaxed. A Syrby the Kenya National Commission and Transparency
International Kenya (2009) revealed that in theitftwenty months in office, government officiafiegedly
spent at least $12 million (878 million shillingsh luxury cars. The sum of the luxury cars wasnestitd to
have been enough to provide147, 000 HIV positivayeas with anti-retroviral treatments for a year KEnya,
2009).

In 2005, a major corruption scandal known as thglé-Leasing procurement scandal which involvedabese
of lease finance and supplies credits to financergy related project came to light. In particyl#re scandal
exposed the corrupt awarding of contracts for a passport printing system in which state contraasth
hundreds of millions of dollars were awarded to Wngeasing Finance Limited. It was later revealeat tAnglo
Leasing was not a legal entity. Aside from an asilia Liverpool, there was an absence of infornmatibout
the mysterious company which had so many dealiritisthe Kenyan government (Gaithi, 2009; Wrong, 200
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Amutabi, 2009, Kithinji et al 2016). Several membeif the new government were allegedly involvedhia
scandal. A report by former Kenyan whistle blowehrd Githongo claimed that President Kibaki himdweltl
knowledge of the affair. The report also maintaitieat the Anglo Leasing Finance was just one ofrtfaamy
ghost entities used to siphon off government funtts non-existent companies through fictional oericed
services (Wrong, 2009). A few days after the Anlglasing scandal came to light, a suspicious refuad
confirmed by the central Bank. As a result, two isab ministers were forced to resign, but were then
reappointed. However, no report was given by theegament (Wrong 2009; Martini, 2012).

In 2010, around 57 billion Kenyan shillings wasegkdly misappropriated in the purchase of propertyouse
Kenya's embassy in Tokyo, Japan by the ministryfaykign affairs. The scandal came into light when
Parliament investigations established that theidoraffairs ministry rejected a free house offetethem by the
Japanese government. The ministry rather withhédbllion shillings as allocation for the embassuse and

in turn used the money to purchase a house at & howeer value. The minister for foreign affairs Mas
Wetang'ula was forced to step aside to allow ingasion though no major prosecution was carried out
(Transparency International Kenya, 2012; Kenyahijt et al 2016).

Apart from the Anglo leasing scandal, and the To&ytbassy scandal, a report by the Kenyan Anti-@bion
Commission which investigated 12 contracts duringi'é/regime and 6 contracts placed in the Kibadis
revealed that all of these contracts have similap&ious features which included the absence lokstion to
the normal public procurement processes as laidndmyvgovernment circulars prior to 2001, on theugias
that, among other reasons, the projects were a&nafthational security. The report further reveateat while
the Central Bank of Kenya was not consulted abimatnting terms, financing payments were frequeméde
in advance of goods and services being suppliedrend thus apparently being used to acquire thosdgjand
services from third parties, thereby making the &oment the true supplier and financier of the ¢ty
(KACC Report, 2010; Kwaka et al 2011).

The Transparency International’s Kenya Bribery bdé€2007 taken during Kibaki's regime reportedtttiere
was little improvement in the public’s perceptidncorruption over the years. This was because tivergiment
of 2002 itself became quickly engulfed in majorraption scandals that watered down the credibdityits
commitment to fight corruption and brought donarsstispend aid on some occasions. The unwillingogss
Kibaki regime to address the outcome of the absaedyscandals indicated the lack of significanttigall will

by the regime to reform Kenya's governance. Howeuealike Moi his predecessor who received a reddyiv
healthy government with strong institutional franeelwin 1978, President, Kibaki, inherited a goveeminthat
was rife with corruption, poor fiscal managemeimited government and private investment, publitrdist of
the executive, and poor economic growth rate.

The NARC government also got engulfed in factiomatfare that was structured around ethnic sentisnésite

his predecessors, President Kibaki also tiltedapigointments and cabinet slots towards his ethrmapy This
along with the reluctance of the government to hot@ NARC's memorandum of understanding created
suspicion and a breakup of the NARC coalition (Aafmitt 2009; Wrong, 2009; Martini, 2012). The leadieosn
other ethnic groups in Kenya including Kibaki‘sied like the Meru and Embu started distrustingdbalition
government after Mwiraria and Murungaru were sackdid former allies felt their people were usedtlas
sacrificial lambs following the Anglo-Leasing Scahdin its quest for survival, the Kibaki regimeda@ to
warm up to old KANU members earlier accused ofilapthe countries resources and causing mayhem and
bloodshed (Amutabi, 2009; Martini, 2012). For im&t@, in 2007, the Kibaki's government appointed Msi
special envoy to Sudan on the basis of his “vagesgnce and knowledge of African affairs.

The deep ethnic suspicion and party conflicts ibaki's regime culminated in the 2007/2008 electwialence

in Kenya which lasted for almost two months. Inigetions Report by the Independent Review Commissio
(IREC) on the elections maintained that there wecemany malpractices perpetuated by all contegianges
(IREC Executive Summary, 2008). Following a mediatiieal, Kibaki continued as president till 2013lavhis
main opposition leader, Raila Odinga took a newbated post of a Prime Minister.

The above political twist indicates that just likenyatta and Moi regimes, Kibaki's regime confirmtht
Kenya's political elite was largely ethnic based aentered on consolidating power instead of dgviational
unity. The pre-election anti-corruption reform pieennever materialized due to the ethnic polamzetithat
President Kibaki‘s had failed to stem.
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The Chicken gate and Other Corruption Scandals intie Jubilee

Administration Since 2013

In 2013, Kenyans participated in an election based new 2010 constitution. The new constitutioriuded
reforms in the judiciary, creation of lower levelunty governments, reduction in the powers of ttesidency
and establishment of independent institutions sashthe Independent Election and Boundary Commission
(IEBC) (EACC Annual Report, 2014)

Within its first four years, the Jubilee governmarats also emerged in allegations regarding piléeafpublic
resources and graft scandals by high ranking sféitdals. Reports by the Auditor General showedssie loss
of public funds that was unaccounted for each yemhezzlement by government cartels and corruptferi
officers (Tl Kenya, 2017). While addressing a glomgeting of business leaders on anti-corruptioNairobi,
President Uhuru Kenyatta himself had to declareupdion a national security threat and ordered camgs to
sign approved code of conduct to transact buswéhsGovernment. He stated that:
Even more than the waste of scarce public moneyymiion threatens the trust which is at the heafrt
what it means to be Kenyan. That is why we aresenised by it. That is why we must end it" (EACC
Report, 2015; The Guardian, 23 November, 2015).

According to a study by an international audit firkPMG in 2015, Kenya is estimated to be losingartban
Ksh500 billion Kenyan shillings or about one tenfilGDP annually from bribery, wasteful spendingydering
fraud and other graft practices.

In 2014, the Kenyan government floated the Eurobondhe Irish stock to raise money for infrastruatu
development in Kenya. Allegations of corruption wasvever mounted on the jubilee administration riot
accounting for the Eurobond fund especially in ®whthe projects it carried out (Standard Digigéptember

7, 2016). The Chicken Gate Scandal was also dedladen a British Fraud Office handed documentsilétey

the scandal in which a Printing firm named Smitld &uzman was accused of bribing Kenyan electordl an
examination officials with a sum totaling Sh59 ioifi. The fraud office used the data exchanges lestwiee
printers and the Kenyan officials, shipping invaicand local purchases orders used in procurement to
demonstrate their case (Herbling, 2014; Kimeu, 2017

Major scandals of corruption have also been redoitethe devolution ministry and health sector agsin
others. Fifty-two MPs had also been indicted inaidhal Youth Scheme corruption scandal. The MREgew
contracted by some top political officials in 20tBbuild refurbish and equip Huduma centers in didnties
(Kimeu, 2017). Report from the Parliamentary Acdsunvestigation revealed though they got lucratareers
most of them did shoddy work in constructing antungishing of Huduma Centers. Investigations by the
Committee also indicated Kenyans could have lo4tSshillion through irregular contracts and infldtgsupplies
prices at the Devolution ministry. The investigagalso revealed that some opposition law makers relaped
big from the NYS scandal through the contracts l{DBiation, September 11, 2015; Tl Kenya, 2017).sThi
shows that corruption in Kenya like most parts @rida cuts across party and ethnic differencealsid confirms
the assertion Anassi (2004); Wrong (2009); KwakaldR011); Kithinji et al (2016) that ethnic difences in
Kenya are often deepened by the political classdier to propagate their interest.

The manipulation of ethnic division and hate spesdby the political elites to whip sentiments fozit political
interest is also prevalent in the Jubilee goverrnmEhis is a further indication that the countrystdl far from
being a nation that is united in its multi-tribéaversity.

An Afro barometer study (2015), across the courgported that 70% of the people think their govezntrwas
doing a poor job at handling corruption, suggestineater efforts need to be taken by governmenttetin up
the public sector and to punish officials for thearrupt actions. Only a third of people (27 %nththat their
government was doing either fairly or very well faghting corruption (Global Corruption Afro Baronast
Survey, 2015). The opinion of respondents show ¢batuption is still perceived very high in Kenyadathe
present jubilee administration. Nevertheless, drtbereasons corruption thrives is because ibisedn silence
and in secrecy. Therefore, the mere fact that s#leno longer protects corruption is an indicatitwe t
government could still make progress in the figiaiast it.

Conclusion

The paper asserted that Kenya'’s potential for dgreént has been greatly undermined by corruptipeaslly
by senior political office holders. Since indepence, the political leaders in Kenya like somehgfit African
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counterparts have misused their positions in gavent to raid the national treasury through corrus that
include inflation of contracts, embezzlement andappropriation of government resources and nepotism

It noted that the colonial rule in Kenya was aiferground for the growth of corruption and neorpatnialism
because the colonial system encouraged ethniciativiand injustice. The paper also established that
dynamics of political corruption in Kenya is nogsificantly different from other African countrieslowever,
the peculiarity of corruption in Kenya is relataddthnic preferences and contest. Thus, ethnisity driving
force for corrupt practices and patronage by thHtemint governments that ruled the country. This heft
devastating consequences on the development obthry.

In consideration of the above, more concerted &ffehould be made to restructure the governandersyis
Kenya to make it all inclusive and participatory the different ethnic groups in the country. Thidl reduce
the inclination for political office holders partilarly the presidency to pre-occupy themselves withrecting
perceived ethnic imbalance that was carried oygrbyious regimes.

The political system must be sanitized to discoarréigfrom being an avenue for materialism and wealt
accumulation. The persistent cases of corruptiponted in Kenya indicates that many political c#fibolders
lack the strength of character and restraint reguio manage public office. A radical ethical oté&ion and a
positive change in the values and ideals in thdipubalm must be upheld if political corruptiondameo-
patrimonial practices will reduce in Kenya. Als@pgecution for public officers who are convictedcofrupt
practices should be concluded by the anti-corrmptiodies in order to serve as a deterrence forrathe
Institutions that will enhance the fight againstraption must also be strengthened to restrainipufficials
who resort to illegal means of acquiring wealth.
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