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ABSTRACT'
Income IMetribution in KenyaoTitle:

This study represents an effort to investigate the trends 
in income distribution in Kenya since independenceo A variety 
of indicators were used to test whether racial* interpersonal* 
Provincial and rural*urban inequalities have worsened since 
independence* From the paper it appears that racial* Provincial 
and interpersonal Inequalities have improved* although the 
improvement in interpersonal inequality appears to be gradual^ 
Bural*urban inequality appears to have worsened since independence* 
Prom the results of an international comparison it clearly 
emerges that apart from Rhodesia* which is a special case* 
Kenya*s income distribution is the worst among independent 
African countries*
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BACKGROUNDINTRODUCTION AND

9

<1) Sessional Paper on African Socialism, (45)

In the late 196O*s and early 1970*8 the literature on development 
economies suggests a shift from emphasis on some aspects of development 
economics to more emphasis on otherse There was disillusionment in 
development economics as many economies, especially developing economies 
continued to experience increasing unemployment and worsening income 
distributiono There were attempts to redefine the concept of development 
so that it could incorporate* such factors as poverty, unemployment and 
inequality* From past experience economists had, cone to realise that 
economic development was not synonymous with growth* In other words the 
supposed ’’trickle down effect" of economic growth had failed to work in 
most economies, especially developing economies* Kd^et’s hypothesis that 
inequality tends to widen in the early stages of development, with a reversal 
of this tendency in later stages was reinforced as developing economies 
continued to experience rapid economic growjitsimultaneously with ’’the rich 
getting richer while the poor got poorer"# Because of the experience of the 
past many res^^chers now began to turn away from the former preoccupation 
with growth to investigate the problems of unequal income distribution and 
employment in low-income countries*

In the 1960*8, the literature dealing with Kenya's objectives as 
spelled out in various government documents (Sxaaples, Kenya, Development 
P).an8, sessional Papers and especially sessional paper on African socialism) 
concentrated on higher production, higher incomes and increased consumption* 
There was little concern for their distribution* More evidence to show that 
there was little concern with the distribution of income is spelled out in 
sessional paper No* 10 of 1965, entitled "African socialism and its 
application in Kenya* The quotation reads*

"The ultimate objective of African socialism are clear ••••••••• 
The most important of these policies is to provide a basis for 
rapid econOTiic growth* Other immediate problems such as 
AfMcanisation of the economy, education, unemployment, welfare 
services, and provincial policies must be handled in ways that (1) will not Jeorpadise growth"

Clearly the most important goal was growth, for it was wrongly believed 
that growth was a "cure for all"*



A'

B&Bployment (48)

(2)
(3)
(4)

Up until 1973 when global Inflation set in® 
ILO Reports, (II) 
Sessional Paper on

Since the attaisaient of independence the economy of Kenya had been 
growing at a rapid rate much faster than in most of the deweloping 
countries in Africa and elsewhere* Kenya's growth had been notably 
strong in agriculture, particularly in small-scale sector, as well as in 
industry and services, Yet luxemp'oXyment and gross inequality continued, and a. 
in some respects may even have increased. This is what led economists and 
pblicy makers to think and act more seriously as far as development of 
Kenya was concerned, T^e first conscious and serious effort to shift 
emphasis from growth to more concern with distributioal aspects stem fPom the ILO Reports ^^^and sessional Paper on employment^^\

The 1970 — 74 and 1974 «• 78 Development Plans reflect conscious concern 
on distribution of income. The 1970 * 74 Development Plan states that 
"the fundamental objective of th$ government related to rural development 
strategy is to secure a just distribution of the national income, both 
between different sectors of the country and between individuals". The 
Plan acknowledges that there are inequalities of income between a small 
number of highly remunerated inviduals on the one hand-large-scale farmers, 
people in business, politics, the civil service, and certain professionals — 
and the great mass of the people on the other hanc^ Inequalities were 
believed by many people to stem from the colonial period while many people 
also believed that inequalities could not be eliminated overnight. The 
plan spells out government efforts to reduce income inequalities as follows: 
The higher income groups would contribute increasingly by way of taxation; 
rural development would be launched to raise the standard of living of the 
poor in the rural areas. Hence the government would follow a policy of 
simultaneously levelling downwards, and levelling upwards.

Go ver pw ent policy and strategies are put on paper and what ie^ 
"preached" is not necessarily what is Hhractised", Although there was Z’*’*^?**. 
still continuity with earlier strategies, a significant change of emphasis 
was noticeable in the 1974- » 78 Development Plan, towards equity and 
employment objectives, and away Arom the pmimHlt of growth for its own 
Sake, Compare the quotations from sessional Papers on African Socialism 
aarller on with the following one fl*o2n the 1974 - 78 Development Plant



(5)

(47) P. 148(?) Kenya DeveXopmen't Plan* 1974
(6) Colin Leys, (5O) and (51)•

**Xnproved income distribution and greater employment •• the 
primary objective of this plan can be achieved only if 
economic growth occurs at a greater rate than hereaftere” 

The above quotation not only reflects a shift of concern towards more 
equity but it also introduces the idea of redistribution through growth* 
a dynamic policy* as opposed to the static approach which is not so popular 
among some sections of society*

Some authors* however* although they accept that a shift from 
emphasis on growth to emphasis on income distribution is necessary* do not 
believe that there has been any genuine shift in Kenya* A look at 
Colin Leys writings suggests that he feels strongly that there has 
been no genuine shift to more concern on income inequality* Colin leys 
goes on to question the view held by some people who regard Kenya as a 
leading escample of successful “development" and modernisation in Africa* 

If we take it that there has been a shift towards more concern on 
income inequality then we would expect some improvement in the degree of 
income inequality^ Afterall* government documents (especially the 
^development Plans) are full of strategies and policies which are aimed at 
reducing the degree of income inequality* And yet* often we hear people 
talking about “the rich getting richer and the poor getting poorer in 
Kenya”* Is this a justifiable statement? This seemed a vague and very 
ambiguous statement and it is this which stimulated an interest in a study 
of income distribution in Kenya* We do not promise to come out with the 
I'ight answers* All we can hope to do is to summarise and bring together 
ovidences with which one can attempt to refute or support statements such 
as the one quoted above*

« 78*



CHAPTER I
DESCRIPTION PAST STUDIESOF

(3)

(3)

(1)
(2)

Source: Kenya: Into the Second Decade^ (1)
See for example HO Report (II)• P«88^ and Kenya: Into the Second 
decade* (1)

Report •' (II)

At independence Kenya inherited an economy which was poor in average 
per capita income and in which income and health were unevenly distributedg (1) Per capita income among the African population wae no more than £ 20 or 
3 50 a year« much of it concentrated in the urban areas© There were wide 
disparities of income, some of which were conspicuous and politically 
unacceptable, and which held potential dangers© Other conspicuous problems 
were the concentration of economic power and ^j^alth in the hands of non- 
citizens; large-scale European farms and estates; the predominance of 
Asian traders In the rural areas; and the overwhelming dependence of the 
civil service administration on expatriate officers* Racial imbalance was 
therefore obvious at indepeAdence but the manifestations of skewed income 
distribution were to be fotind everywhere* The urban areas were far ahead 
of the rural aeas in their standard of living and amenities, and even 
within the rural areas themselves, there were marked differences in living 
conditions* Some of the people in the high potential areas of the 
highlands were starting to enjoy reasonable living standards, while at the 
other extreme, those in the Northern Province of Kenya were still fighting 
a harsh environment, at a bare subsistence level, with very primitive 
and inadequate services*

Vithln the towns, again, Kenya had inherited one of the most skewed 
wage structure in the Worldwhere some skilled workers were about
ten times the wages of the unskilled workers* let, even the unskilled 
arban workers seemed to enjoy more benefits than the majority of the rural 
population*

The above 'short description of the situation in Kenya at Independence 
shotad make it clear that not only were interpersonal, racial and regional 
(rural-urban) inequalities obvious but a reality* This chapter is aimed at 
reviewing some of the studies which have been done on these aspects of 
income distribution in Kenya*

Racial inequality was an obvious fact in Kenya right from the colonial days* The ILO Mission Report ^^^recognises the fact that by I96O 
inequality was deeply emb ended within the Kenyan economy* The HO Mission 
Report estimated that by i960, less that\ 4,000^^^ European^farmers still



w

(7)

table 29, P.87.

• 2

(4)
(5)

I (6)
(7)
(8)

owned sone "three mlXXion Heo^aree of the best Xands » four fifths of the 
totaX area of the country with reasonabXe and reXiabXe rainfaXX* Suropeans 
stiXX dominated agrxcuXturaX production^ according to the Report^ through 
African production of c**ah crop was now moving ahead fast^ particuXarXy 
in areas where consoXidation and registration of Xand holdings had taken 
pXace«

Thel^ttO Mission Report estimated that in I96I the average earnings 
of the 22^000 Europeans in wage employment wore over £1*300 compared with 
those of 38*000 Asians of Just over £500* and that of an estimated 530*000 
Africans of about £75» In 1970* the average earnings by race* as estimated 
by the same Mission Report ^^^was as follows: The average earnings of an 
estimated 14*000 Europeans in wage employment was over £2*200 while that 
of an estimated 30*000 Asians in wage employment* was estimated at about 
£960* For the estimated 601*000 Africans in wage employment* estimated 
average earnings was just over £18O« Hence although there was still racial 
inequality as far as earnings in wage employment were concerned* the situation 
bad improved substantially^* For example* in 19^1 the ratio between the 
average earnings of Africans and Aslans was 1s6*66 and that between 
Africans and Europeans was 1«18.18® In 1970 the ratio between the average 
earnings of Africans and Aslans was now 1s5©28 while that between AAricans 
and Europeans was 1:11»71^^\ One thing which is clear la that Kenyanisatlon 
of jobs and Africanisatlon of businesses and land* have certainly played 
an important role in reducing or offsetting racial inequality in Kenya since 
independence* . .\7?For the agricultural sector Dirk BergschXosser estimated that in 
1964 the average income for European employees on large farms was about 
£1*500 per annum while he estimated the average earnings for African 

. labourers on small farms to be about £35 per annum - hence the average 
European employee on a large farm earned an average about forty times the 
sverage labourer on a typical small farmo

Also in the same year* racial breakdown of jobs requiring universityC 8) J./positions surveyed* 23%
The survey also

ei? higher education* revealed that out of 6*485 
Were held by Africans* 27% by Asians and 50% by Europeans*

11*0 Report (11)** table 29» F87»
Ibid* Table 29* F87*
Calculations were based on Il>0 Report* (11)*
Dirk Berg^chlosser (2)* 
Source* Rothchlld* D« (IZ)



(11)

estimated that)

on average•

}
<U)

tt
1

fiveteen times that of the overwhelming bulk of the working African male
1

^ihat in 1971 about 63% 
darned wages exceeding £1*200 per annvuDo 

t

^9) Ibid
^^0) House and Hempel* (7)
^*1) Kenya: Into the second Decade (1)Jl2) Ibid. P.184
”3) Statistical Abstnact* 1972* Table 233

Source: Ibid* Table 219 and 228'I5) Dirk BergooSohloeser (2)

revealed that Africans only held 2% of the highest level positions in the 
leading banks and motor firms* and less that 6^^ of the town planners* 
lawyers* doctors* engineers* surveyors and similar professional men* were 
Africans* Such a situation of unequal distribution of key skills must 
have inevitably given rise to significant racial income inequality* In 
1968* Hothchild found racial inequalities as far as earnings were concerned 
in Kenya’s Public service* 31% of Europeans earned between £1*200 * £2*399 
per annum while 37%% earned more than £770 per annum* For the Africans* 
he estimated that 88% earned up to £359 per annum* The author also held 
the view that racial disparity in annual earnings were only slightly less 
extreme in private industry and commerce* although he did not have data to 
back his view*

House and Hempel ^^^^estimated that in I968 the average earnings of the 
Europeans in the manufacturing sector was about seven times more than that 
of the Africans* The average wage for Europeans was estimated at She 2*821 
per month while that of the Africans was estimated at Shs 38O per month* 
If we take into considerations that the Africans employed in the 
manufacturing sector far exceeded the Europeans then the disparity looks 
even worde** (11) The World Bank Country Economic Heport also found extreme
inequality in the composition of racial earnings* The Heport estimated 

^^^^of European employees and 27% of Asians employees 
The proportion of African 

employees earning suob high wages was estimated at a little more than 
1%^^^\ Average wage of Europeans was estimated at £2*300 per annum* that 
ef Asians at £370 per annum while that of the Africans was estimated at (*14^only £190^ Hence even as late as 1971 the average earnings of a 
European more than thirteen times that of an African employee but this 
^upresented an improvement since independence* (15) One year after independence Dirk Berg-Schlosser
forneTB in the low-density schemes received at least double the income of 
tbe farmers in the high-density schemes* The average income for about 64% 
of the farmers who existed on a subsistence level was estimated at £$3 po3r 
annum on average* The average income of the highest group of African males

the modern wage sector (about 1*130 people) was estimated to be more than



Salary Review Commissionj 19^7 > Government of Kenya*

4 «

figure 1 we

workers (about 1,CX)0,000 in I96U in the modern sector)* The pictxire 
looked more distorted when the above figxires were multiplied by the 
average household size in each income group* Differential birth rates 
and smaller size of urban households make even greater divergencies in 
the per capita income*

In the civil service the author also found that earnings varied* 
1964 he found that earnings ranged from more than £5,500

In 
^^^^per annum for 

Ministers and Permanent secretaries to an average of £70 per annum for the 
ordinary'^eaisant* This created a ratio of fifty to one between the 
highest and lowest strata for Kenya in 1964, a figure rarely matched in 
any industrial country* If Asian and European earnings were added to this 
picture the difference would have looked even worse* Dirk Berg-Schlosser 
also attempted to construct a lorerig. curve for income distribution in 
Kenya in 1964. It is important to note that the author only dealt with the 
raodern formal sector* The estimated LorengS- Curve for income distribution 
in Kenya in the Modern formal sector, is shown on gigureU, while the 
astimated shares of income going to various income groups is shown on 
table 1* Prom the table we note that the poorest 209^ received about 10^ 
of the income while the richest 10^6 received about 59% of the income* PTon 

note that the curve is away from the diagonal (line of equality) 
hence inequality is there. The gini coefficient for Income distribution 
Was estimated at around 0.40 which suggests moderate inequality*



•»

XTable
BSTIHATEP SHARES OF INCOME GOING TO THE VARIOUS INCOME QROPBB Qp/;

lacoae Grow

1000209$Poorest
60/ 5le2Poorest

58090109$Highest
5*»^«9OHighest 209$

Dirk Berg-Schlosser (,2)Soxirces

Share of total Income goer cent) 1964 ta?

5 «
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<4> for definition of ealariato

<17)(18)
(19)(20)(21)(22)<23)(2*^)

See Dirk Berg-Schlosser (2)» Figure 2« 
Ibid* Figure 4 Ghai, D.P« (?) See Green* R*K 
Dirk Berg-Schlosser (2) Adelman and Morris (5) 
Ibid* table I House and Hempel (6)

Dirk Berg-Schlosser makes some highly optimistic projections of 
labour force and employment opportunities* and he comes out with marked 
discrepancies which seemed to indicate increasing income differentials over time* He projects unemployment of about 915*000^ unemplosped in 
1964 to 1*224*000^^®^unemployed in 1985® He also predicts that the wage 
earner - salariat gap^would widen with time. According to the Heport of 
the salaries Review Commission (1967) it was estimated that a Permanent 
secretary earned about twenty four times more than a member of the 
surbodinate staff in Nairobi* and that a University graduate about seven 
times more as most surbodinate staff* These ratios* as already mentioned* 
were the highest in the World and the gap was expected to widen due to 
automatic ’’built-in” incremental annual increases in the salary scales^

In the same year D.P. Ghai^^^^estimated that there were about 4l*CXX) 
members of salariat comprising about 75^ of recorded employment in the 
Modern sector of 589*000 and they received 44^ of total emplo^ent income. 
He also came to the same conclusion as Dirk Berg-Schlosser that income 
distribution in the public sector was highly skewed for the year 1968.^ He 
estimated that a university graduate’s starting salary was also about seven 
times that of surbodinate staff. Fringe benefits and automatic annual salary 
increments seemed to reinforce the differentials.

Q For the year I967 Adelman and Morris found a highly skewed income 
distribution in Kenya. Their data was compiled from tax returns* income, 
expenditure studies and national census; and they estimated that the poorest 
60% of the income recipients only received about 21%' ’^of total income while 
the highest 5% received about 22% of total income. The highest 20% were 
estimated as receiving about 64% of total income. If we compare the 
situation with that of 1964 (Dirk Berg-Schlosser) then income distribution 
Had worsened.

House and Rempel^^*^found significant relative differences among 
occupational wages in the private and public sector. One interesting 
oiuclusion from their study was that in general the relative differences 
®®ong occupational wages in the public sector were smaller than those in 
the private sector. In particular* for the category of ’’unskilled workers”*



- 8 -

(25)
(26)
(2?)
(28)

Ibldo Appendix (ii) 
House and Rempel» (7) 
House and Rempel. (?) Morrisson* C« (9^

where “bhe inajori'fcy of workers are founds in both absolute and relative 
terms, the public sector seemed to pay much more than the private sector* 
Xnterindustrial differences in earnings were also found to be very large 
and HAre a function of the inter-occupational differences as well as the 
occupational make-up of the industry* Average earnings in 1968 ranged fl?om 
She 119^^^^ per month for those who worked in agriculture to Shs 1^755 for 
those who worked in industries which dealt with "products of petroleums" (26) From their study of the Kenya Manufacturing sector House and Rempel^ 
concluded that the available evidence of the manufacturing sector indicated 
considerable dispersion among industries in wages paid and that the 
dispersion was especially evident for skilled workers* Occupational range 
varied from Shs. 166^^^^ per month for unskilled workers to Shs.2,304 per 
month for executives and managers. Lowest three occupational categoriesy 
accotmting for 7^ of the emtfwierated employees, received .less than the 
average wage of Shs.402 per month* Wide range of wages payed in the manu
facturing sector was indicative of the structure of earnings in Kenya and 
the wage structure was an important detenninant of the distribution of 
income and the allocation of labour among occupations* industries and 
regions*

One of the most comprehensive studies on income distribution in Kenya 
has been done by Morrison a World Bank staff member. His coverage
was national while his data came from secondary sources* He used a variety 
of assumptions and estimating procedures to arrive at a "first approxi
mation” of the size distribution of income in Kenya* From his results it 
would appear that for the year 1969y there was considerable unequal 
distribution of income in Kenyay The results are summarised on table 2 
while the estimated lorenf" curve for the income distribution is shown on 
Figure 2* From table 2 we note that while the poorest 20^ get 3*8% of the 
income, the richest 2056 get 68% of the income. The gini index for the 
estimated income distribution was estimated at O*6O which suggests a high 
degree of inequality*



« 9 *

Table 2

Income /grow

20%Poorest
18.560%Poorest

10%Highest
68eO20%Highest

Morrisson* 0 (9)Source:

Shares of total Income <Per cent) 19^9

F-gTIMATTin^ SHAR^-^ QF INCOME GOING TO THH VARIOUS INCOME GROUPS (1969)
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(30) HiO Report, (11)
(31) Source: II»O Mission Report, (11) P^7^
(32) Por example, in 19^9 the ILO Mission estimated that only about 153^ 

of the potential rural labourforce were engaged in regular wage
earning activities in the rural areas and that a further 53^ found 
casual employment there.

The no Mission Report ^^®\as gone a long way in exposing poverty 
groups and the problem of income distribution in Kenya, The mission 
assembled alot of data from various sources© Although the coverage is 
urban rather than national, figures in the ILO Mission's Report (especially 
table 25, page 74) are also broad^ky consistent with Morrisson’s estimates 
for the same year. The report states that most of the households in Kenya 
fall into the low-income group and have incomes below £120 a year. They 
include unskilled employees in the formal agricultural sector; all employees 
on small holdings and in the rural and urban non-agricultural enterprises of 
th© informal sector; lowest paid one fourth of employees in the urban formal 
sector; most of th© self-employed in the xirban Informal sector; and the 
majority of smallholders and pastoralists in semi-arid and arid zones. On 
top of the scale, th© mission identifies a small group with incomes of 
Bl ,000 a year and above. They include owners of large and medium—sized 
non-agricultural enterprises; big faxmers, rentiers, independent 
professional people, and holders of high-level jobs in the formal sector. 
So it appears that in I969 th© highest-income group received at least 
eight times the income of the lowest-income group©

For urban households the Mission estimated that the share of income(31) received by th© bottom 25JI^ of households was under 6% of total urban * (32)household income while also evidence and data on rural employment 'tended 
bo indicate that concentration of income in th© rural areas was likely 
bo be nearly as great, if not greater. The Mission notes that among 
Africans, th© spread between the top and bottom and th© share of income 
received by th© top percentiles may have increased mainly as a direct 
consequence of Kenyanisation in jobs and land, and that overall personal 
distribution of income does not appear to have moved to any substantial 
degree in an egalitarian direction. The Mission points to such groups as 
a great majority of smallholders, employees in the rural areas, th© urban 
working poor, and the urban and rural unemployed, who seemed to have not 
benefited much ffom growth since independence©



(33)
(34)
(35)
(36)
(37)
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Rothchild» D, (12)
Dirk Berg-Schlosser, (2)
Estimated income of unskilled industrial worker by author was €125 
while that of a subsistence farmer was estimated at €65
See Dirk Berg-Schlosser, (2) Figures 5, PPe 27 « 28
Sharpley, J• (25) table X«

Literature on regional (rural*»urban) inequality is not scarce in 
Kenya* However, most of it is scattered and collecting time series data 
is one of the most difficult undertakings* Ono year after independence 
Bothchild^^^^found regional disparities in primary and secondary educations 
with Bentral Province far ahead of the others while North Eastern Province (54)lagged far behind* Dirk Berg-Schlosser also came out with similar 
concltisione as far as education was concerned* He found a predominance 
of Kikuyus in the field of education as reflected by the strength of their 
representation in government offices and other public services* Since the 
Kikuyu’s homeland is the Central Province the author then was justified 
in concluding that the Province was on the lead in education, for the 
year 1964* The author also estimated that the unskilled industrial worker 
earned about double ^^^\he subsistence farmer in the same year* However, 
one must bear in mind that such a comparison is not very meaningftil and no 
unambiguous conclusion can be based on it due to such factors as problems 
associated with evaluation of subsistence income, life-s^tyle differences* 
Also certain mechanisms do exist which narrow the rural-urban income gap, 

migration back and forth, extended family system, remmittances* 
The author takes the ’’value-added” per employee in agricultural 

vis- a - vis the same figure in the non-agricultural sector to be an 
indication for the real income per employee in these sectors*”Value added” 
in agriculture seemed to coincide with actual:income, especially among small- 
scale farmers and subsistence fanners* For the non-agricultural sector, 
”valae added” included wages, salaries, profits and interests, at the 
income side. The estimates of the "valve added” were confirmed by 
subsequent economic surveys. Projections of the developipent of "valve 
added” in the two sectors tended to show that the gap which existed was(36) likely to widen even more. •• 

Jennifer Sharpley computed the domestic terms of trade between the 
agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. She defined the agricultural



CAGRICVLTTTRAL versus NONmAGRICULTURAL

92»31965
9O»91966
89091967
87031968
88061969

1970
1971

95eO^1972

Ja table !•Sowrcet Sharpley*

9'**8
87o8

Year 
1984

(1964 = base year)
Terms of Trade

100

gable 3
DCaiESTIC TERMS OF TRAPEt 
SECTORS).

sector to include all activities in the non-monetary sector (including 
the construction of traditional dwellings) plus the following group in 
the monetary sectors agriculturej foreBtry> fishing and government 
agricultural services. Wherever possible® transport, distribution and 
agricultural processing activities were treated as part of the non— 
agricultural sector. Also included in the non-agricultural sector were 
all financial, government and foreign activities*

The domestic terms of trade is an index which indicates relative 
changes in the agricultural prices received by the farmer and the non- 
agricultural prices paid by the farmer. Table 3 below shows Jennifer 
Sharpley’s results® From the table wo note that the o*" trade follows

— 13 «•
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The

(58)
(39)

D«F, Qhai (3>
ILO Mission Report* (11)

^^^^estimated that the average incomes 
His 

doubt subject to a considerable margin of error but 
they do reveal marked income differentials between the urban

two trends* From 1984 to 1988 the domestic terms of trade has a downward 
trend which suggests that the agricultural sector was loosing* Prom 1989 
to 1972 the domestic tenns of trade has a tendency to improve (an upward 
trend) as fay as the agricultural sector was concerned* However* the 
index for 1972 was still lower than that of 1984* so any real improvement 
is probably ruled out*

Between I98O «- 1986 DoP* Ghai 
of farmers rose at about half the rate of unskilled urban workers* 
estimates were no 
nevertheless * 
and the rural people*The ILO Mission ^^^\as assembled some very relevant data which helps 
to identify poverty groups* Thble 4 represents such data* It confirms 
that statutory minimum wages in urban areas are well above the incomes 
of all groups in the rural areas except for the more prosperous smallholders 
and the average owner of non-agricultural enterprises* From table 4 
the earnings of the self-employed in the informal sector also appear to be 
well above those of all wage employees in the rural sector except those of 
employees of large farms, to which they are comparable* The data leaves 
ns with no doubt that there are tremendous earnings differentials between 
the urban and rural areas and people*

Other data collected and analysed by the ILO Mission indicate enormous 
regional disparities* The preponderant share of urban* and especially of 
Nairobi within the urban areas* in formal sector activities is clearly 
demonstrated in the report. A high proportion of output and income is 
shown to be generated in a few districts located in Central* Coast* Rift 
Valley* Nyanza and Western Province* Other districts in these provinces* 
as well as most of Northern and N^rth Eastern Provinces have a disproportio
nate share in total economic activities* Table 28* page 78-79 of the ILO 
Report gives one indication of regional disparities of income* 
disparities in the level of economic development by regions are further 
intensified by provision of public* social and economic services* Data In 
the ILO Report (tables 101* 102* 105* 104 and I05) show that the percentage 
of total population in primary school varies widely between Provinces and 
districts* Even greater disparities are found in the provision of secondary



ADULTS MEN WOMEN

4

• ••
••• «

445 237

• ••

Not available•a

1?^

5e l970i»Source

1969e

Sourcet Table 27* P»77«HO

1^5
130

75
41
47

46
34
34

84

68

45

40

2«

Self •• emploTineut 
Informal urban’^

> Notes;

Sources Survey of non-agriculture rural enterprises^ 
Ho Mission's estimatee

! Table 4
AVERAGE^ INCOME OF SELECTED GROUPS IN RURAL AND URBAN AREAS, 1969 

(£ PER ANNUM)

Seporte Employment^ Income and equity (11)»

106

Self-employment 
small holders^
Omers o^-^non-agricultural
enterprises

Urban 2 Wage employment 
Formal sector, Nairobi^
Statutory minimum wage 
in the formal sector, Nairobi 5 Informal urban

There are often wide variations in earnings around the averages showna 
5Rhis applies particularly to smallholders^ 
Regular employees. 

Statistical abstract and economic survey, I969

RURAL 
2 Wage Employment 

3 
Large farms 
Small farms^ 
Non»agricultural enterprises

- 15 «
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(40)

(41)

(42)

The

(40)(41)(42)(43)

schoolso

di8trict89

See also Technical paper No» 24^ ILO Report^ (11)» for further detallso 
For further details* see IhO Report (11)* Chapter 12» Killlck* T* (10), especially table 2 
Nyanglra* (32)

Wide differences also exist in the availability of other 
services such as water* electricity supply* roads and health service6« 

For the year 1970, table 48, page 301* of the ILO Report shows that 
wide differences did exist with respect to availability of schooling* If 
the provincial figures are broken down further disparities emerge between 

From the table it is clear that all the semi-arid and arid 
areas have very low rates, not only in the North Eastern Province but also * (4o)within drier areas of Coast, Eastern and Rift Valley Provinces* From the 
same table we see that the imbalance of health services is also matched (4l)by an even more unequal distribution of medical personnel* Tables 
45, 46 and 4? of the ILO Report show some interesting facts which are 
seldom discussed* The data makes it look obvious that enrolment in primary 
and secondary schools for the females falls far short that of males* The 
Report emphasises the importance of parity* especially in basic education* 
as it will enable women to play a fuller and more effective role in society 
and the economy as a whole*

Studies have been done which deal with the whole question of the 
impact of government expenditure on redistribution of income at the regional 
level* They all seem to reach the same general conclusion that with some 
significant exception, the really backward regions seem to receive a very 
low share of government share of social and economic services such as 
education, health, roads, extension services and-gaining* Killick, T* 
estimated high spearman’s rank coefficient of correlation between motor 
vehicles per 1000 of population and hospital beds per 1000 of population 
the provinces, and also high epearman’s rank coefficient of correlation 
between motor vehicles per 1000 of population and government expenditure 
per capita in the Provinces* Motor vehicles were assumed to provide 
the most general indicator of relative development in the provinces* 
high spearman’s rank coefficient of correlation estimated by Killick 
suggest a close association between government spending patterns and 
regional inequalities and this is consistent with the findings of other 
studies* The most important of these studies is Nyanglra’s 
Investigation of relative modernisation and public resource allocation* 
He found a strong statistical relationship, at the district level* between 
the level of modernisation and the allocation of public resources-a 

r.f. 



Less

192

(48)

than to reduce 
the Provinces*

(44)
(45)
(46)
(47)

Xnto the Second Decadet (1) PeKenya: 
Ibid* 
Exception was Western Province
Example: The remission of school fees in sone of the poorest areas 
of Kenya*
Killickt (10)

- 17 -

" (4^) was £2*2 in the same year*
Although evidence on the pattern of central government expenditure is 

hard to find and also fragmented when availablet the few indicators which 
do exist do not seem to show any redistributive tendency* Data collected 
by the World Bank Country Economic Report (Table 56* page 251) shows that 
65% of total expenditure on housing in 1970 was in Nairobi, and this was 
spent on middle and upper income housing* Data on table 57® page 251« 
same report reveals that the Provinces in I968 which had more than their 
"share” of school places had either retained or increased their share by 
1972*' On the other hand those Provinces which had lees than their "share” 
in 1968 had (with one exception^ ') lost further ground during the four 
years*- Although this is fragmented data and evidence and though other 
factors^^^^in the past have compensated for the continuid^ emphasis on 
the more developed areas, it is further indication towards the conclusion 
reached by other studies that the pattern of public expenditure has not 
been effective as a major tool^narrowing regional income disparities*’

Killick^^^has assembled data (table 2» page I5) which show economic 
indicators by Province* Prom the data wide inequalities are apparent although 
the figures conceal the additional fact that there are big intra-regional 
differences* Nairobi, as usual, emerges as the most highest developed

relationship, he suggests, which runs from the former to the latter* 
powerful but still significant, he found resource allocation to be 
statistically associated with certain political variables, the most 
important of which was the number of ministers and assistant ministers 
originating in each district*

As far as local government expenditure is concerned, the ILO J^eport 
and World Bank country Economic Report even go as far as suggesting 
that the impact of local government expenditure has been to widen rather 

inherited discepancles among 
In 1968 two country councils in the North Eastern Province 

were able to spend only £0.6^'*'‘^per onpita cop all services while avegage 
per, cAJ>ita?;e3c|ienditure'’by-'morecprosperou6 councils in the Central Province



(54).
Nyanza*

(49)

P 376

(50)
(51)(52)
(53)(54)
(55) <56)

-• 18 «

regiouj while Nyanzat Western and North Bastern Provinces appear Af (ho relatively underdeveloped« High speaman^s rank coefficient of correlation 
suggests a close association between government spending pattern and 
regional inequality and this is consistent with similar views expressed by 
the ILO Mission Report and the World Bank Country Economic Report® 

From Kinyanjui’s ^^®^study it is clear that educational resources 
(benefits) were being distributed in favour of the economically and 
politically powerful districts and Provinces in the country® The stratifi
cation of schools at Primary and secondary levels also appear to perpetuate (51) income inequality in society® Data presented in this study for I9680.7O 
show that the urban areas are far ahead of the rural areas in tern of 

(52) educational attainment and services while similar data shows that the 
districts in the Central Province were far ahead of other districts as 
far as educational attainment and services were concerned®

As for earnings and modern sector employment^ studies show wide (55) disparities® House found high degree of disparity in earnings per 
worker in the Provinces from 19^3 - 70® Nairobi and Mombasa were clearly (54) on top ®' Data in table 1 demonstrates Imbalances between the 
distribution of employment and modern sector employment in 1970® 
Western and Eastern Provinces appeared to fair badly^ while Nairobi and 
Mombasa* accounting for 1496 of total population claimed 38s6^^^^of modern 
sector employment® Nyanza* Western and Eastern Province accounted for 46% 
of total population but only 16% of modern sector wage employment® Another study by House and Kempel^^^^also found wide variations in 
earnings among the Provinces of Kenya in 1966® Nairobi and Mombasa were 
once again found to be dominant and lead both in the levels of earnings and 
size of modern sector employment® Districts such as Tana Hlver* Slaya* 
Baringo and E® Marakwet, not only experienced low average earnings but also 
low employment rates®

For example® Spearman's rank coefficient of correlation computed by 
Klllick between motor vehicle per 1*000 of population in each Province and government expenditure j^ar capita was O®93« 
Klnyanjul* K® (I3) Kinyanjui* K® (13)« Tables land 3 Ibid® Table 3* P 11® House* 3?®W® (14) 
Ibid® Table 2* P 364 and Appendix table 1® Ibid* table 1 
House* J®W and Hempel* (6) 

I 
I



(57)

(60)
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(58)(59)

For the magnitude of the Coefficients of Tariatlon see House and 
Rempelf (65> P*6e
Arne Blgsten (15) • reader is warned that the study is only afirst draft and hence the results are only preliminary# Therefore slot of weight should not be given to these results# Estimation was also done indireotly using an Input •• Output Model# 
Source: Kenya# Economic survey# 1972(33)# P#108

Coefficients of variation^^^^calculated *he authors were very high and 
were indicative of the high degree of regional inequality# The authors 
found greatest inequality in earnings to be in the private sector when I
casual workers were excluded# When the public sector was included together 
with casual workers the authorijt found a dramatic rise in relative earnings 
of the low-range districts and a sharp fall in the unweighted coefficient 
of variation,However, after taking account of the relative numbers in 
the districts, the overall degree of regional inequality in average earnings 
still remained very high#Arne Bigsten ^^\ound that Nairobi completely dominated in the 
manufacturing sector from 196? and that the concentration of Nairobi of manu
facturing was parallelled by a similar concentration of other services#; In 1970 the author estimated that about S^^^^^of tfte value of all private 
buildings completed, in main towns was located in Nairobi# The author has 
attempted to estimate the annual growth of Regional value added from 1967«82 
and from the results (Table XLL3) Nairobi seemed to have the fastest 
growth throughout, while Eastern, North Eastern and Nyanza and Western 
Province were slow growers# The latter provinces were also those with the 
lowest per capita incomes# Similar attempts to estimate total employment 
by regions ended up with a similar picture# Nairobi, as usual, was on top, 
followed by Central Province while North Eastern Province was at the bottom 
end# Estimates of the structure of production by region (Table XII#12) 
showed that Nairobi increased its share by as much as 856 from 1967# That 
io* in 1967 the share of Nairobi in total production was 35*7% while in 
1982 ^t/^as festim^-t^d at 44#0% hence an Increase in the share of over 8 
percentage points# Prom table X11#13 Nairobi is clearly seen to be far 
ahead of the rest of the country as far as projected per capita income was 
concerned# The author found the absolute gap to increase over time, in 
spite of the fact that Nairobi*s population was increasing fast# Eastern 
and Western Province were found to have a slow growth in per capita income#^ 
The relatively positive development of North Eastern Province found by the 
author could be due to the slow increase in its population#



(64)

The authors found the

Table XII0I7(61)(62)(63)(64)
(63)(66)

(66) «

- 20 -

Arne Bigsten* (15)« Ibid.- Table X11»18 
Heyer> J. et al» (16)^ Table 13* ^9 Ibldi Kimetonica and Wftiley (17)
N»B. Bmbu and Meru are no longer in Central Province but in Eastern Province.

that of Fort Hall> Embu and Meru 
approximately twice that of Meru. 
of income between districts to differ considerably.

in 1969.
Province.

The studies described so far demonstrated that there is inequality 
among the Provinces in Kenya. Even within the Provinces and districts the 
few studies which have been done suggest also that there are apparent 
inequalities here as well. Webley and Kimetowics^^^^found that there were 
great differences in average household income between the districts in the 
Central Province of Kenya, in the year 1963/64.

' incomes of Kiambu and Nyeri to be very similar and were two or three times
Modal income of Kiambu was found to be

The authors also found the variability 
Computed standard

Coefficients of variations and gini coefficients estimated by the 
author among Provinces from 19^7 “ 32 suggested wide and increasing regional (61) inequality^ Results of estimated Theil •* index of inequality also 
revealed that inter-regional inequalities make up the largest share of total (62) regional inequality and that its share was further increasing

Production » wise, there is also evidence that some areas are too far 
ahead of the others. Data assembled by Heyer^^^^show that the share of 
small farms in ^ross marketed output has risen impressively. For example 
the share rose from 18% in 1954 to 55^ in 1975» However, the author 
cautions that the major contribution to the growth of marketed output in t the i960 6 came from the highland areas, while the lowlands contributed 
little. The author goes on to caution that many of the drier areas may have 
deteriorated during the period of rapid overall growth, as evidenced by 
severe famines in these areas. Data^^^^ on table 1. Page I96 show wide 
differences in marketed output per head among smallholders farming districts 

Central Province was on the overall lead followed by Eastern



BO

(67)

P.12(68)
(69)(70)

» tL 1

(67) Kimetowicz and Webley* (*•?)« table 4* 
Lamb* G.B. (18) 
Cowen* M« (19) Hunt* D« (20)

deviations were found to be highest in Eiambu and the standard deviation V 
for Eicmbu was estimated at approximately one and a half times as high as " x 
that of Meru which had the smallest standard deviation^ Nyeri* whose
average income was nearly as high as Kiambu* had a small standard deviation 
than Kiambu* The coefficient of variation was highest for Fort Hall*

; Embu and Meru* the three then poorest districts of Central Province* compared 
to that of Kiambu or Nyeri* which suggested that relative variability of 
income was higher in poorer districts* Cbmpated gini Coefficients by

i the authors* for the districts in Cdntral Province showed considerable 
differences in degrees inequality of income distribution between districts*

j Nyeri, whose coefficient of variation was found to be lowest* also had the 
plowest gini coefficient of concentrationj indicating that incomes are less
i unequally distributed here than in the other districts* Kiambu had the 
j highest gini coefficient inspite of the fact that its coefficient of 
: variation was lower than that of Fort Hall* Hmbu or Meru* 
’ the danger of using a single index to show inequality)* < 
j Fort Hall* which had the highest coefficient of variation 
lowest gini coefficient*

I

(This demonstrates 
On the other hand 
I* had the second 

The results for Embu and Meru were in line with 
their coefficients of variation*

! Recently there had been some studies on intra"di6trict inequalities^ notably the work of Lanrt*^^^^* Cowen ^^^^and Hunt^^^^* All suggest high 
inequalities within small communities* and.Cowen shows some of tha changes 
which have taken place over time* Nyeri snowed that of xhe tea producers 
received 7O»76% of the income from tea while 30% of the dairy producers

: received 64-*68% of the income (from dairying* The data suggests moderate 
: income distribution but it could possibly be biaged because the samples were
I relatively small* while the area was not necessarily a true representation of 
i the population* Also other products whijph are produced for subsistence and 
: which are exchanged via barter have been ignored* Nevertheless* and despite 
the possible bias the study does demonstrate that there are inequalities 
even in small communities in the rural areas*



©

She

(71)

(72)

* 22 -3

Arne Bigsten« (15)« The reader is once again warned that these results are only preliminary and subject to rewisiony so alot of 
weight must not be given to the results^
Heyer• et al* (16)

(71) Arne Bigsten also found significant inequalities within regions 
In 1967 he found that 38% of the manufacturing industry of the Coast was 
located in Mombasa; that more than two thirds of the manufacturing industry 
in Kift Valley Province was located in Nakuru and Bldoret; and that about 
55% of that in Nyanza was located in Kisumu* The author also attempted to 
estimate inequality among sectors within a region (intraregional)» Results of 
table XI1*19 suggests that inequalities increase most within the least 
developed regions* The author found that inequalities within all regions® 
except Nairobi and Mombasa® were increasing from 1967« The author’s 
computations® however® are very partial as he only looks at the modern sector* 
Nevertheless® they do point that inequality within regions is high and hence / 
not to be neglected*

Heyer®^^^^has summarised the current position since independence* 
believes that Kenyanisation has certainly changed the racial pattern of 
inequality, but that the inequality still remains with respect to 
interpersonal and regional as well as rural - urban inequalities* Kenyanisa
tion® the author claims® has amounted to the replacement of Buropeans 
and Asians by Africans and few fundamental changes have been made to 
restructure the economy* She also believes that much of the old system of 
inequality has been retained since Independence* Although there has been 
some changes as in the breaking up of large farms into small-holder settle
ment schemes® the author believes that Africanisation® if anything® has 
tended to increase the privileges associated with these positions* In the 
public sector® Heyer attributes widening differentials to the increased 
political power of the civil servants and the relative scarcity of skills® 
especially in the early stages of the Africanisation programs* The author 
finally cautions that unless policies are drastically changed ”it’s clear 
that the benefits may never trickle down to all sectors of the Kenyan 
population"*
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independenc e• 
after independence 
inequalities are concerned a survey of the literature gives one the feeling 
that these have probably not diminished since independence^ This could be 
due to the fact that since independence there has been little attempts to 
change the economic structure which existed prior to independence* 
salary structure; emphasis on development of some areaSf especially urban 
areas, the mode of production, exchange rate system which makes availability 
of capital relatively cheaper, remuneration of labour etc* It is hoped at 
the end of this paper to confronttthe literature with some of the findings 
of the paper*

From the literature one does not got a feeling as to whether interper
sonal or regional and rural «* urban inequality is the more serious problem* 
This is a sad affair as this issue is important as far as national policies 
are concerned* Finally wo would like to suggest that inorder to reduce '7^ 
interpersonal, regional and rural - urban inequalities, not only will a 
change in the economic structxxre be necessary but also changes in social, 
political and cultural Institutions, as well as changes in people*s beliefs, 
valtfes, and attitudes*

The literature covered provides evidence of racial, interpersonal, 
regional and rural - urban inequalities* This need not bother us too 
much as it*s a widespread phenomenon, especially in developing countries* 
One geife the feeling that racial inequality has probably dimished since 

This could probably be due to certain government programmes 
As far as interpersonal, regional and rural • «* urban
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CHAPTER 2t

SOURCES, MEASUREMENT AND METHODOLOGY

(i)

The data

datae

(ill) Finally, quite apart from sampling 'errors, there are non»sampling 
errors that are particularly serious in measuring income 
distribution* It is well known that response bias may lead to 
intentioai^ understatement of incomes at the upper end of the 
income range and there may also be overstatement at the lower 
end* More generally, it is widely recognised that surveys which 
include only a few questions on income are likely to elicit 
highly inaccurate statements about actual incomes from most 
people* 

we will use will undoubtedly be subjected to all these 
limitations and the result is that our estimates of income distribution 
will be subjected also to substantial measurement error* In defence of 
the use of such data, we can only say that this study is not responsible

SOURCES:
This studj' utilises secondary sources rather than primary research 

As far as possible sources for all data will be given* It is perhaps 
beet to warn the reader that income distribution data are notoriously 
deficient and the many sources of error affecting them should be well known* 
These sources of error may be broadly grouped into three categories:-

There are a number of conceptval and definitional problems in 
measuring income inequality and available surveys do not display 
any xxniform practice in handling these problem* Forrone 
thing the concept of income that is relevant for the study of 
inequality is not oasy.to define uniquely* It should obviously 
include subsistence income (valued appropriately) and the case 
can even be made that it should refer in some sense to 
^permanent* income, smoothing out both life cycle variations as 
well as purely stochqstic variations around the life cycle* There 
are also obvious problems associated with inequality measures v 
using money incomes for groups facing very different price levels*

(ii) There are well known sampling problems which limit reliability 
of measures of income inequality based on survey data* These 
problems are aggravated by the fact that^ma^ of the available 
surveys on which inequality measures ap0*were not originally 
designed to provide rel^ble measures of income inequality*



Coefficientn of variation =

of the incomes J S refer to the standard

(1)
(2)

(8)100
«• X

Wheres
X refer to the arithmetic mean 

deviation of the incomes#
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THE COEFFICIEKT
Measures of income distribution 

^standard deviation io therefore a 
inequality# 
distributions the 
to give the Coefficient of variation# 
to studies carried out by Champernowne 
that is due to extreme 
of interest in a country like Kenya© 
measure on the grounds 
and only measures 
of variation can be expressed

distribution*
the choice among them depending on 
most interested
low range of income) is importantq 
the logs of the income* 
J^ange) is the issue> the 
relative inequality in the high 
issuef

OF VARIATIONa 
involve measurement of dispersion*' The 

natural choice as a measure of income 
Inorder to account for nonidentical mean incomes in different 

standard deviation of the incomes is divided by the mean 
The Goeffieicut of variation according 
^^^is very sensitive to inequality 

relative wealth and this measure could therefore be 
However^ Sen^^\as criticised this 

that it is based on an arbitrary squaring procadure 
income differentials vis-a-vis the mean. The coefficient 

as follows:"*

for the accuracy of published or otherwise data used and that the data used 
were the’best* we could find#

MBASTOEMENTS:
The measurement of income inequality is a complex issue* No single 

measure is adequate to summarise all the important factors in a
The use of multiple measures is recommended by the experts, 

the aspect of ineuqlity in which one is 
If for example, relative inequality (inequality in the 

one would chose the standard deviation of
If absolute inequality (inequality over the entire 
gini coefficient is more appropriate. Finally, if 

or medium range is more important and is the 
then the Theil Information measure should be used*

What follows now is a brief description of some inequality Indexes 
but the list is by no means exhausted.

Champernowne, D.G* (57) 
Sen, A. (5^)* P®25«
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STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE LOGS OF INCOMES?

Another criticm of the meoeure ie that unless the distribution of income 
in each group is assumed to be normally distributed then the measure will 
be a biased estimate of skewness#

GINI COEFFIEIENT;
This measure is especially useful if the purpose of the study of 

i inequality is well defined with respect to a certain group of the population 
or if the purpose of the study is to investigate inequality over the entire 
range i*e« absolute inequality. For a view of inequality with respect to all 
income groups® the cumulative distribution of income is usually plotted as 
the lorenj curve and is described by the gini Coefficient of concentration* 
The gini index is defined as the proportion of the total area under the 
diaggonal that is between the diagonal and the lorenj curve (see diagram 1)

A distribution is lognormally distributed if the distribution of the 
logarithms of the variables is nornab The measure of inequality suggested 

a by the lognormal distribution is the standrd deviation of the logarithms 
of the incomeso As a measure of dispersion the standai^d deviation of the 
logs of incomes incorporates both s^kev/negs and variance* It is 
independent of the mean and thus of the level of income and can be used for

• comparing two distributions* The standard deviation of the logs of incomes 
also has decomposition properties 1*6* total income inequality can be 
decomposed into its various components. A high standard deviation of the 
logs of incomes implies both high variance and a high level of Skewness.' 
Because of the properties of logarithms® the standard deviation of the logs 
of incomes focuses on the distribution of income over the wider range of 

i low and middle income® discounting inequality in the high income levels* 
; Another critism of this measure of inequality is that it does not meet the 
' Pigou-Dalton criterion® which says that a transfer from a richer to a 
poorer person should always reduce the inequality measure*
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Area belrreen curve and diagonalA
Area under diagonal*A+B

Hence the expression

(Area under curve)H » Area under curve ssG 8

♦Area under curve
2

the area under the curve is♦When summed over all intervals»

)( Ti ♦< ®‘i^T
2

substitute in the expression for the formula we get JIf we now

( Ti *)6 s

2

(G 8

G

from 0 to 100, the expression 8ranges

(1) For prove, see

The relationship can be expressed as follows (using the notation
Let G 8 Gini Index

F 
1

Y 
i

Y 
i+1P 

i*1

F 
i*1

Y 
i*1

F 
i*1

F
1

A
^**1

i8l

Y 
i

Hiller, H.P. (56), p»276*

F 
i

a
can be expressed as

( P 
i*1

Where P^

n

* P ) 
1

A 
8 1a» 

i+1

(M 28 “•

on diagram «)

G 8

^1*1

^i+i

^i+i

^1*1

that the curve between any two points is approximated by 
curve

If we assume 
straight line, the area for any segment of the 
follows (refer to diagram for the notations)t

(Y
i

= <Li-

Since the cumulative percentages add up to 100, the area in the entire 
square is 1, and the area under the diagonal is 
above can be written as follows?

■t Y ) 
i*1
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100% in th«?Scasej the net result is that

can

Log

D.Ge (58>(2) Champernowne•

refer to the income share of group 1« 
refer to the population share of group i

n £
i+1

Y 
i

Where:

X.X

Zi

Y = 100% in thescase# the net result is that F Y « F Y » 1i n n n o o
the computation of the gini index can be made by inserting the

Y, •* F^ Yj For a demoxxstration of the

Since F n
Therefore, 
proper values in the expression *i+1
calculation the reader should refer to Appendix table 2© 

The gini index is satisfactory if the number of population groups is 
for example® eight or more© The index ranges from zero (total equality for 
any size distribution) to one (total inequality)© It compares every pair 
of incomes and is therefore a very direct measure of inequality© It is also 
free of’the assumption v/ith respect to the form of income distribution© 
According to studies by Champernov/ne^^^the gini coefficient was found to be 
most sensitive to inequalities among the less extreme incomes which ’oould 
be a drawback compared, to the coefficient of variation® but on the other 
hand it does not have the disadvantages of the coefficient of variation© The 
gini coefficient of concentration has several disadvantages: It can be 
characterised as a rank - order — weighted sum of different person’s income 
shares® This implies that the sensitivity of the coefficient to a transfer 
between two persons depends on the number of people between them on the 
income scale rather than on the income difference© The coefficient also 
not be decomposed in any simple manner© For example® in investigating 
household inequality one would like a measure of inequality which is 
decomposable in a consistent way into one component that is due to inequality 
betwen households and one component that is due to inequality within 
households©

Theil*s Index
This index is particularly useful for handling grouped as well as raw 

data and for providing explanations for the degree of income inequality® 
This inequality index is hence sometimes called "information’* theory Index 
and in devoted by:
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9

the
The Loreng curve is by far the most 

It shows the graph of G(X)/X plotted againts

YiWhen per capita income in all classes is the same^ 77 is unity for each 
Yigroup and thus log w is zero^ giving the index a value of zero* When 

all income is attained by one individual or group^ the index assumes a 
value of log N, where N is the number of individuals or groups* This 
measure of inequality is (like the standard deviation of the logs^of income

! and the gini index) free of the assumption with respect to the form of the
: income distribution* Moreover, because of its aggregative properties, this
' measure of inequality is particularly useful in that it permits decomposition 
of the total income inequality into its components* Theil's index, meets 
the PigonoDalton criterion and its value does not change when all incomes

; are multiplied with the same factor* Some people have pointed out that 
the index is not invariant with respect to changes in the population, which 
is a problem if one wants to compare inequality at different points in time 
in a growing population* This is, however, surmountable if we make a

, normalisation, that is, we compare income and population shares, rather than' 
the actual sizes*

Most studies dealing with income inequality will deal with at least 
one or the other of the four indices mentioned* Other measurements of 
inequality which could be used but are rarely used include the ratio of the 
geometric mean of the incomes to the arithmetic mean of the incomes, the 
ratio of the harmonic mean of the incomes to the arithmetic mean of the

' incomes*
There are in addition diagrams which are particularly useful for depicting 

income distribution* They include the Loreng curve, the Pareto Curve, 
People curve and the Income curve* 
widely used and familiar 
r(X)/N where:

K refer to the total number of persons*
X refer to the total income
F(X) refer to the number of persons with incomes not exceeding X
G(X) refer to the total income of these F(X) persons.

In short the Loreng curve plots the cumulative percentage of income recipients 
on the Mori^imtal axis and the cumulative percentage of total Income received 
by the recipients* The curve extends from the origin (O, O) to the point 
(1, 1) and the gini coeffieicnt is the measure of concentration associated 
with the Loreng curve* A loreng curve is shown on diagram 1 at the beginning 
of this chapter©

Due to the difficulties associated with the selection of good Indices 
of inequality we will set forth some criterion v/hich will help In selecting 
’’good” indices of inequality*
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

».nd convenience for computation or estirof tion from 
statistics in a readily available for^® 
Impartiality between persons^ in the pence that they depend 
only on the frequency dictribution of incomes and not st all 
on the order in which the individviale are ranked within the 
distribution; and thus not at all on the association of income 
with other characteristics such as telealthj power, political 
advantage, rase O3p health® From some points cf view such 
impartiality woul4 be regarded as a disadvantage but for the 
pxxrpose of a statistical study it allows immense simplification. 
Invariance with respect to the number of persons receiving 
the incomes. More precisely, the index should according to the 
criterion, be unaffected if we keep the proportionate distribu- 
tion of persons along the income scale unaltered, even if we 
increase or decrease the total number of persons® 
Invariance with respect to uniform increase (or decrease) of the 
siae of income i.e. the index should be unaffected if each income 
is altered by the same proportion.
Pigott « Dalton efficiency. This criterion requires that if the 
distribution is modified by altering two incomes only so as to 
leave their total unaltered, then the index concsmed must be 
increased, unchanged or decreased, according to whether the 
absolute difference between the two incomes is increased, 
unchanged or decreased. Also any Pigott * Dalton efficient index 
will always rank one distribution A as more unequal than another, 
B,if no point of A’s Loreng curve lies between the diagonal and 
B*6 Loreng curve, but at least one point lies outside B*6 Loreng 
curve.
The index should range from sero to one. This requires that the 
Index take the value of ’’zero” for all distributions in which 
every Income is equal and that in the limit as the number of 
incomes Increase while one man always gets all the income, the 
index should tend to the value "one”.
Suitability as a specialist measure of one particular aspect 
of inequality in distinction from the others.

Since we would like to measure Income inequality over the entire range 
of Incomes (absolute inequality) and with the form of data available, and 
also the fact that the gini coeffielent of concentration seems to satisfy
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100100 X

represents the population in the i Province*

X 100X 100

X 
iv

X 
ip

n
IC 
i=1

X 
ie

n
i=1

These will facilitate the analysis of the 
In computing these indices^ 

A general
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.^^Province*

ip 
n
i»1

ip

ipX. xe

For the Provinces concentration ratios will also be computed over time* 
Testing our hypothesis will then depend on the trends in the ratios computed* 
Where there are no marked trends in the ratios the test will be declared 
inconclusive* In some cases it may not be possible to compute concentration 
ratios due to the nature of the data* As far as possible^ with this kind of 
situation* attempts will be made to find alternative ways of investigating 
the possible shift of inequality*

represents the variable under consideration in the i 
th

Where:
X.iv
X.iP

By substituting for V in the general formula for instance e (enrolment)*
' one can compute the relevant Provincial inded.
Example: Provincial school enrolment index (P_)«6

P s e

Whenever possible* depending on the format of the available data* 
concentration ratios will be computed and the possible trends in these ratios 
studies over time* In order to analyse Provincial (Hegional) data certain 
indexes will be formulatedo 
distributiOnrof the variables being examined* 
the national and Provincial population will be taken into account* 
formula for computing the Provincial indices (Pi) can be expressed 
mathematically as follows:

= X, iv

■ most if not all the criterion we have set forth as indicative of a ’’good” 
index of inequality* then the gini coefficient of concentration will be used

i as the major index to measure inequality* Other concentration ratios will
; be used as it becomes necessary*



DATA; BEHAlWIWq GAPS AMP RESEARCH HBEDSs

(1)

H*a

To pursue a policy of redistribution through growth the data requiremeat 
is different from data required to do a study on income distribution* Redi
stribution through growth policy necessitates the identification of poverty 
groups* Hence the first priority is a clear identification of poverty 
groups and their economic and social characteristics* ^or this purpose the 
basic requirement is for a statistical framework within which a range of survey 
results can be set*

The essential unit of the statistical framework should be the households* 
with information on the socio-economic characteristic of each member* income, 
assets and consumption* Although the extent to which data can be collected 
will vary widely among the oop^^f^s* the following is a basic list which 
should be within the capacity of most statistical offices:

The composition of households: At a minimum, one wants the 
following types of information about all family members (with 
appropriate definitions of **family** to reflect the prevailing 
customs): age* sex, relevant ethnographic data* migrant status* 
region* educational lebel, rural/urban residence* and the role 
within the family unit*

(ii) Family income and consumption: These data will provide basic 
information on the family* s ability to subsist and can be related 
to institutional norms* Knowledge of Income flows within the 
the extended family will be useful when framing policy which affect 
specific family members - for example* workers in urban areas who 
remit payments to rural relatives* Xt is important to record the 
source of the income, dist/inguish among the income from wages* profi
ts* rent* transfers and remittances, and self-employment income* 
and also distinguish between monetary and non-monetary 
sources* Direct taxes and subsidies should be included too* In 
collecting coi^umption data*, it is uaefpl to define coemption , 
categories ^^thia househoXds surveys and' jprednetioa dA^inari la 
the national accounts, input-output matrices and 'also surve^ of /ZTi 
firms and farms* Price data should be collected as well as quantity 
data on consumption*

(iii) Onwnership of, and access to* assets and the institutional 
characteristic of income recipients: Boro we have in mind both 
physical and human capital (education and skills) as assets* Both 
play a role in determining the intergenerational transmission of 
inequality* liand ownership patterns are a vital determinant of 
income levels in a poor country* Institutional data should cover

•* 53 * 
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load tenure status^ housing conditions^ and imdinentary data on 
access to publicly provided goods., and services such as healthy 
education^ pure water* extension services* etc*

(iv) Workplace data: These should also be gathered*with questions desi* 
gned to elicit inforaation about the role of each family member 
in the labour market* At a minimum*information is required on the 
sector of the economy* basic occupational class of family workers* 
how much and at what rate they work per week* in what season* at 
what skill level and how near home they work* A particular need 
is to ensure that data on individuals can be linked to similar data 
on the other members of the family*

The above data* if available* would yield much information about the 
general characteristics of the poor but it tells ns little about the 

i behaviour of the poor both as producer and consumer* The following data 
requirement* although they may overlap with the previous data requirements* 
should reveal a great deal about the poverty groups as producer » consumer 
units* linked with the rest of the eoonomyg

Small farms:
Family composition and sixes land area and quality* tenure status 
and region;
output level and structure* max^eting and marketing access; input 
structure* with special attention to the distinction between inputs 
supplied by the family* by the households* and by the nonfarm sector; 
aonfarm activities (householding* services* etc);
rents* interests* dividends and taxes; transfer payments and receipts; 
access to* and use of* public goods and services for production 
and consumption;
consumption patterns* with particular attention to consumption out 
of own production and the extent to which nonfood items are 
produced by small scale cottage sector* 
Urban small-scale Household Enterprises:
The coverage would be similar for A (with appropriate changes in 
terms and definitions* of course)* On the production side* the main 
emphasis should be on obtaining a clear picture of the technology 
employed and the kind of firms «aid households- from which inputs are 
purchased and to which outputs are sold*

She above data should enable the identification of poverty groups and so 
a policy of modistribution through growth may be pursued* Although the 
volume of data looks great* it is possible to collect using a well-designed 
household questionnaire of moderate length*
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Mlaietry of Fisaneo and Bconoaie Flaaalng* CBS* (30)(1) Republic of Kenya*

I

j Fublished econoBlc statistics which are used for income distribution 
inweetigatlons refer* with few exceptions* to the output of the organised 
**enuaerated" or formal sector* There are few statistics dealing with the 

, informal sector (employment and earnings by occupation* types of actiwlties 
engaged in* risks involved* employment potential* racial distribution of 
Income a^ employsMt* home areas of the people earning their living in 
serious problem as the informal sector does seem to provide employment and 
a source of income to many people*

Information on subsistence agriculture is also inadequate* Approximation 
of subsistence activities* which is the usual practice* is not enough in a 
country where a large part of all types of activities* not merely farming* 
but also secondary production (milling maise* making clothes* building 
houses) and tertiary services (hair cutting* laundering* transportation* 
marketing) are carried out either within the family on the basis of simple 
barter or in other ways not enumerated*

There is need for additional data on household and individual incomes 
and especially from ^h^r sources* such as rent* self-employment* Interest* 
dividends* profits pensions* grants* etc* Coupled with this Is the fact 
that there is very little data on the distribution of mealth* One would 
have thought that the recent introduction of the capital — gains tax in Ken; 
would have made data on distribution of Mealth available but this has not 
been the case* Information on unenumerated small — scale enterprises* 
especially la manufacturing and services is also lacking. Data available at 
present refer mainly to large farms employing over 30 workers* Regular 
statistics covering such matters as value - added* average earnings* capital 
stock* capacity utilisation and employment for firms occupying from 3 to 10* 11 to 20 and from 21 to 30 employees or such other persons^^^eded*

Statistics on education which are available are significantly more 
complete for formal education that for informal education and for maintained 
than for unassisted institutions* Data available on the cost of education 
are inadequate and no solid studies exist on the relative costs of 
education between primary* secondary and higher education* between rural and 
urban institutions* between comprehensive and general secondary education* 
between vocational and academic education* or between vocational on-the-job 
training and the formal education system*

There Is need for a finer breakdown of occupations* For example* data 
on employment by occupation contained In Staployment and Samlngs In the 
Modern sector^merely tells us the number of people employed as professionals*
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(2) Cevea^ (26)
($) liaBb> G«R* (25)
(4) Bant^ 1>»M« iz?}

Vie seed a breakdown of the professional groups* for example* lawyers* 
doctors* scientists* teachers (university* secondary and primary)* architects 
etc* Clerical workers should he divided into various types* so should 
technicians* skilled manual workers and the unskilled*

Bore data on the distribution of social amenities between pyovinces 
as well as between urban and rural areas are needed* Bacamptaa, water 
facilities* adult education centres* health clinics* housing* roads* markets* 
transportation facilities* availability of credit and extension services to 
the farmer* government expenditure in the provinces as well as in the rural 
and urban areas* More data are needed which will reveal the impact of 
government expenditure on provincial inequality and also show whether the2e 
is any causation between government expenditure and development of a yog-t 
Data on examination results by type of schools in each province as well as 
data on famine relief in the provinces could also be useful if available* 
Information on average incomes of people in each province from more sources 
other than ^ployment in the modern sector would also be helpful*

^or the rural areas there is little data on the distribution of income 
and the sources of the income* The available studies deal with fairly small areas (cowen^^\ Lamb^^^and Bunt^^^) and there is need for data covering 
wider areas and more sources of income. There is little information of 
remittances of incomes from urban to rural areas and this is of importance 
as far as distribution of income is concerned*

There is need for data on racial distribution of Irtealth while the need 
for racial distribution of income from other sources (self-employment* rent* 
profits* interest* pension* gifts* etc) should not be forgotten*

She present weaknesses of the available statistics stem from several 
reasons: the concentration of research effort* in response to the concern 
of policy markers* with increasing total output rather than with distribution 
of incomes the subsequent focus on the modern sectors of developing economies 
and on the obstacles to their more rapid developments the fact that 
statistical s ye tons and theoretical apparatus borrowed from Advanced Count|>iee 
are more suited to the analysis of organised sectors than to the poverty 
groups in the economy*

Reorientation of policy and planning towards poverty requires a reorien
tation of the priorities and in certain respects* the practices of statistical

36 •
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offlee6%*i Statistical offices suet then collect new series of socio-econanic 
data* give increased attention to agricultural statistics* and finally give 
more attention to the informal sector* These new data can be used in 
formulating and evaluating new poverty-focused programs* The range and 
detail of the data required mean that they will be drawn from many sources* 
both within the government and outside^ in a variety of operational and 
research institutes*

If we accept that distributional objectives should be treated as an 
intergral part of development and growth strategy* then this implies a 
significant reorientation of development research* There are several areas 
which should be given priority: First* there is need for research on 
poverty and uneaploTaent* There is a great need t“O be able to identify 
poverty groups so that government policy and aetion may be directed to these 
groups* Research on unemployment is also necessary as we need to know the 
rate at which unemployment is growing so that appropriate action can be taken* 
Research should then concentrate on the definition of relevant socio-economic 
groups* on their production* savings and consumption activities* and on the 
inter-relationship among the groups* Studies which identify groups will 
provide basis for an integrated analysis of growth and distribution* There 
is need for research to focus and explore the mechanism of leakage between 
different groups and the relationship between reducing leakage and 
efficiency in GHP terms* This is because the effectiveness of policy 
measures and government investment programs in alleviating poverty is greatly 
affected by the leakage of benefits to people other than the intended 
recipients* The question of access to both privately and publicly supplied 
assets and services also needs to be given priority in research* This will 

^LdcOxtcdin^oi^^thS' study of functions of markets and the ownership of 
resources* On the question of publicly supplied goods and services this will 
involve studying non-market allocation through the budget with the objective 
of improving the access of poverty groups to public goods* Iiastly* it is 
important to note that reorientation of research alone will not go a long 
way in alleviating povofTby'^Ohstained political oommitment is also neoesswy*. 
Research provides data and evidence and also demonstrates the effectiveness 
of certain action and in this way gives the policy makers seme useful tools 
to work with*
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The purpose of this chapter will be the testing of the following 

hTpotheriss
that racial inequality has worsened since independence^
that interpersonal inequality has worsened since independence^ 
that ProTincial and Bural*urban inequality has worsened 
independenc e«

Tarious indices and coefficients will be computed over the years and they 
will be used to test the hypothesiso As far as possible the data used will 
be discussed?
Hypothesis 1

"that racial inequality has worsened since indepeyid»ne»w^
In Kenya there are three major races« that is«the Africans, the Asians 

and the Europeans* The Africans are by far the majority, and before 
independence they were denied many chances to live a good life such that 
the other races, and especially the Europeans, enjoyed most if net ail the 
benefits* Hence racial suppression tended to create racial inequality*‘ 

She hypothesis will be tested by exaninlng employment and earnings, 
data in the modern sector* The modern sector is defined as the entire urban 
sector, the entire public sector, large-scale farms and other large-scale 
enterprises such as fssi mills and mines, located outside towns* The data 
was derived from the Annual enumeration of employees and self-employed persons 
and though attempts were made to include data of unorganised and "informed, 
activities", the coverage was not complete*

An employee is defined as a person who works under a written or oral 
contract of service and receives a wage or salary while earnings include 
regular wages, other cash payments, such as overtime, housing and ether 
allowances, cost of rations including meals given to employees, the value 
of passages paid by the employer, the value of uniforms, clothing, bedding 
etc* and the value of housing if provided by the employer* Ehployment 
figures used will include apprentices, casual employees, part-time workers 
and directors and partners not serving on a basic salary contract, as from 
1968^ Self—employed persons and family workers who do not receive regular 
wage or salary are not included in the data* Finally an "occupation" has been 
defined such that an occupation identifies a type of "job" er "position" held 
hy an individual worker* Vorkers whose principal tasks are identified may 
be considered as having the same type of "job".

Table 1 shows the shares of Africans, Asians and Europeans in wage 
employment in the modem sector, for selected occupations* Occupational
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TABLE

a 3O>881OeeapatioBal group I
1988 b

a
1989 .b

f1970 .a
1971 .b

1972 .b
a

1973 b 90o0 7.0 157t94O. OeoupatloaaX group II 3oO

Roteat a

b

Souroex Appendix table I
* Excludes casual enployeese

Ooov^atlonal group II 
Oocupational group I^

Occupational group II
Occupational group l‘

Oeoupational group II
Occupational group I' 
Occupational group II 
Occupational group l‘

84<0
45o0
87cO
49eO

86«O
53eO

15eO
3O«O

27»73*
89*0 
*5»O

13e0 
^0.0 
10«0 
260O

131t*86 
29»O39

a
b

9e0
23eO

6e0 
28*0

3c0 
23«O 
5.0 

23«0

3e0 
27e0

5.0
2b«0

107,0^
55^555

123*208 
33*000 

lMi786 
35^^52

79*0
42*0

8*0 
28*0

Agi^s 
30*0

Europeans 
32*0

«• occupational group I 
highly - skilled personnel*

include those occupation which require 
The posts included are directors* 

top » level administrators* professionals* executives and 
managerial posts*

* occupational group II include those occupations which require 
high — level and middle •> level skills* The posts included 
are technicians* works managers* workshop foremen and other 
supervisory personnel* teachers* secretaries* stenographers and 
typists* clerks* book •* keepers* cashiers and book " keeping 
clerics*

I
SHABB OF AFRICARS* ASIAHS ARD BPROPEARS IH WAGE EMPLOTOEWT* 

IM SELECTED OCCPPATIOHAL GROPPS
Per cent of Total 

Africans 
38*0

^Oeot*ational group II 

z*” Occupational group l'
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Tfable

I
Tear

11961

89 100 590 100

1962

58089 100 100

11963

100559100

100100 575105

1965

582 100100115
61 1

1966

585 100127 100

I
196U

Afirieaas 
Aslans 
Bvrepeaas

Africans 
Aslans 
Snropeans

Africans 
Aslans 
Bnrepeans

Africans
Aslans 
Bnrepeans

*7
21
52

21
54

522
57
16

524
56
20

147 
75© 

1«755

80 
528 

1e400

1
4i76

1^50

Afjrloans 
Aslans 
Snropeans

23
25

60
21
24

42
19
28

40
19
50

19
20

482
59
18

550 
^5 
15

90
7
5

89
7 
4

91
6
5

90
6
4

127
605

1.565

75 
500 

1.564

5^79
134O8

Africans
Aslans 
Eifrspeans

1 
Wage Bill 
(£ alllion)

46
21
26

78
2k
25

49
25
28

57
20
23

528
58
16

550
58
22

90
6
4

95
558

1,444

5®
20 
22

2

Votal

2 
Boplojnoent 
(•000)

1 
4»95 
13^04

90
7 
y

115
568

1,500

£ 
Batlo

1
6.60
17>50

1
e.ee

18«18

1
5i66
1^0

40 •

BHPlXiraBHT^ AHP EAHIOWGS IM THE MOPEBW SECTOR BY HACIAl G80nBS 

(1961 - 1974)

* 5
9^ of Average 
Total BarningsCfi)
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61Africans
1967 20

19 3
I3S 100 597 100

Af^ieans
1968 Asians

Snropeans 1t735
146 606100 100

66Afir leans
1969

827 100155
601110Africans

1970

643n69 100 100
Africans

1971 Aslans
Enrepeans 2

189 691 100100

1972

207 100 720 100
A£rleaas H<A

1973 Asians
Snropeans a

uo

Tear

Snropeans

Aslans 
Snropeans

Wage Bill 
(£ Million)

147
26
34

126
28

101
26
26

29
30

93
27
26

166 
844

Aslans
Snropeans

S4A
H.A
S.A

67
15
18

85

18

6k
18
18

Stoployment 
(•000)

732
20
10

682
25
13

582
31
14

559 
32 
15

545 
5? 
13

30
14

95
5
2

9k
4

95
5
2

93
5
2

92 
5 
5

91
6

174
839 

1»857

S.A
S.A

1
5@28

Af^ioans
Aslans 
Snropeans

85
27
26

71
13
16

* 

9! of
Total

152
730

194 
''»^7 
2»5@e

183
967

2,142

1
4^2 

10567

£ 
Batlo

96
5

2 
Average 
SarnlngsCS)

1
J|^0 

11^40

2 
9$ of 

Total

216 
1,040 
2»615

1
^1 

12^10

1
5ii34

12^8

1
5^

Idi43

630
27
14

17
17

W
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OB2 2

Batio
i

*

B27 10^

Notes:

Source: CBS* Ministry of Pittance and Planning*

i'
I.

i^icana 
Asians 
Europeans

1 • In 1970 some self « eaploynent included* but little if any* 
in the infernal sector**

Average
Earnings

B*A
N.A
N«A

798
20
9

of 
Total

96 
3 
1

Wage BiU 
(e Million}

% of 
Total

fiaplo^Dent 
(•000)

N*A
N*A 
N«Jt

i
1974

I

42 •

Statistical Abstracts* 
197O» 1973 and 1975.
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She ehares of Asians and Europeans decrease over the years as 
ocenpationaX group the shares of Africans

group I include poets which require high-level man povert while occupational 
group II include posts which require middle-level man power. I^oa table X 
we note that the share of Africans in wage eoploynent in occupational group X 
was 38% in 19^ aud the share has a rising trend* For the sane occupational 
group the share of Asians was 309^ in 1968 while for Europeans it was 329^ ia 
the sane year# 
can be noted on table X* 
was 79$^ in I968 and there is a rising trend up to the last year considered^ 
Eor Asians and Europeans the shares were 139^ and 69^ respectively in I968 and 
these a falling trend* This then suggests that the position of the 
Africans relative to the other races was inproving in this respect#

Infomat ion on table 2 tells us about employment and earnings in the 
Bodern sector by racial groups# Fron colunn Z note that the share of 
Africans in the total wage bill was 439^ in I98I and it has a rising tread 
up to 1972# For the Asians there is no trend from 196l“1967» but then from 
here onwards there is a falling trend# For the Europeans their share WM 
3Mf in 1961 and there is a falling trend from 196l«»1972# Eton column 4 
we note that there is no trend in the shares of Africans in wage employment 
from 1961-1968# but then from 1969 to 1974 there io a rising trend# For the 
Asians# their share of wage employment has no marked trend# and neither does 

; the share of Europeans* Colunn 6 gives us the ratios of average earnings 
between the three races* Between Africans and Asians the ratio has a falling 
trend from 1961«1966 and fell from 1:6.66 to 1:3#79i but then from 1967 
onwards there seems to be no marked trend* Between Africans and Europeans 
there is a falling trend from 1961-1975 bat then there is no more trend from 
here onwards ’̂

Whenever we have observed any trend# for data contained in tUble 1 or 
table 2# the trends suggest a reduction in racial inequality# Absence of any 
trend does not allow one to make any worthwhile conclusions# but nevertheless# 
due to Kenyanisation of jobs# businesses and land# it is almost certain that 
racial inequality has diminished since independence# Since independence the 
Kenya government has placed emphasis on Afrlcanlsation of jobs and businesses# 
Various tools have been used to accelerate the Afrlcanlsation programme# In 
the piablic sector# the government has gone a long way in its Afrlcanlsation 
programme Training programmes have been Intensified so that Africans may 
acquire the necessary skills to take over from Noa^Africans* At the present 
many of the top posts in the public sector are held by Kenya Africans'^ The 
government has also Insisted on-Africanlsatlon in the private sector by 
denying work permits to Noa<»Kenyans# In business Africans have also taken
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Cb) As the author had no statistics on the distribution of 
income from private enterprises in the traditional sector* excluding 
agriculture* he used a distribution comparable to that observed in 
ether countries*

Morrisson* C« (9)fixamplet (a) He assumed that the distribution of wages in the 
traditional sector was similar to that in the modern sector* for lack
of data*

over many businesses and especially those run by Asians 
the Asians have for a long time now been denied the chance to trade in 
some items so as to give the locals a chance* The Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry is responsible for issuing quit notices to Non-Kenyans in 
various trades and occasionally it does issue the quit notices as the 
need arises* Financial institutions have also helped by lending money to 
Africans to purchase businesses* Alsd since independence Africans have 
purchased farms which belonged to expatriates with loans from various 
sources* and this is especially evident in the white highlands* These 
evidences then point on the direction of less racial inequality hence the 
hypothesis that racial inequality has worsened since independence is 
rejected^

Hypothesis P 
iwtaruersonal ineouality has worsened since independence" 

To test this hypothesis we will start by examining estimated sise 
distribution of income for 1969* the gini coefficients for income distribution 
in the modem sector and the ratios of relative salary rates in the Kenya 
civil services* Finally we will examine income distribution in the rural 
areas and also the development of raallholder agriculture* C 1 F For the year 1969 Morrisson has estimated the sise distribution of 
iaccme in Kenya* The coverage was national and a variety of assumptions 
and estimating procedures were employed by the author Secondary 
sources rather than primary research data were used* The estimates are 
shown on table 3 and they reveal a rather extreme degree of inequality but 
the estimates could possibly be biased in this direction* If one takes Into
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:x.<a)eoeffieieat for this diatrihutioa is about 0o60Vhs giai

Horrisseut C» (9)Sourest

« sstinated by Mosrrisson* C» (9)0(a)Motost

199^

109$
269$

lOaO

56;-^
68^0

Bottoo 
Bottom 
Top 
Top

(2)
I08 
3^8 
6e4 

10«0

-«Bo5 
25e7 
32»O

100*0

<1) 
1»^ 
2«O 
2*6

4«O 
4*5 
5i»2 
8*5 

11*7 
56*3

g^Xe_3

BSTlHATgP SIZB DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME IH KHiYA» 1969*

l8t 
2ad 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
Sth 
7th 
8th 
9th 
10th
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Table 4

Qial Ceefficieat

A]^>eadix table 2Sonrees

!

f

O«598 
0.590 
0.591 
0.591 
0.590 
0.604 
0.600 
0.618 
0.598 
0.596 
O«594 
0.569

1963 
1964 
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969 
197© 
1971
1972 
1973 
1974
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t

I

(3)

i- 
!

1 ’ 
i

Adelnan and Harris (5) astinated shares galag ta the paarest 6096 siallar ta the Marrissan resnltse

aecannt the effects of the extended family system practices and a variety 
of traditional obligations, then the distribution might turn out to be less 
skewed* Nevertheless, Morrisson’s estimates are the best available so far 
for Kenya* Bis results seem to be broadly consistent with other studles^^^ 
on the same subject* If we look at table 3 we note that the bottom 1096 
of the Income recipients only receive 1*8% of the income while at the top 
end the top 1096 receive about 5^96 of the Income* The bottom 4096 only 
receive 1096 of the Income while the top 2096 receive about 6896 of the incom^ 
This is Inequality of a high degree as it stands* If we now look at figure 
1 we see that the Loreng curve is far away from the diagonal, the line of 
equality^ The estimated ginl coefficient of concentration for Income 
distribution for 1969 was 0*60 which suggests high degree of inequality^ 

Xhble 4 shows the ginl index from 1963 to 1974 for Income distribution 
in the modem sector* The modern sector has already been defined in the 
text^ Host of the data used was derived from the Annual Bnumeratlon of 
Baployees and self^^ployed persons* Only regular employees In the modern 
sector were covered* Due to lack of data, much of the activities and 
Incomes In the Informal sector were not Incorporated in the estlmatlo]^ The 
ginl Index were estimated by inserting the proper values In the expression 

^*4 ^4*4 where F. -refer to the cumulative percentage of group 
1| and refers to the cumulative percentage of aggregate income received 
by grov^ 1* nrom table 4 we note that the ginl index was 0*598 in I963 and 

to 1967 the index has a falling trend* The index was 0*590 In 1967^^ From 
1968 to 1970 the index seems exceptionally high and especially for I97O 

' when It stood at O*6l8* Ftot 1970 to 1974 the index has a falling trend^ 
Thus on the whole the Index has a falling trend from I965 to 1974* This 
then implies that in the modern formal sector of Kenya the estimated sine 

I distribution of incite has tended to beccHBe slightly less unequally dlstrlbu^ 
I ted*

Item table 5 we the ratios of relative salary rates In the Kenya 
civil service* The rates were calculated from the minimum limit of each 
salary scale for each grade* Time periods were governed by the period of

«• 48 •



table 5
IM MS

Tear

I

(21>• F12Gbvent and Klayanjui* KSearees

Tear
(3)(2)(1)

Gbwe&t Me and Kinyanjni^ Ke (21) • P12«Senrees

Clerical Executive/
S ubPro fessicnal

ional/
Adaiaietrative

Superscale 
Adninistrative 
Professional

1|2.16 
1t2el4 
1t1e51 
1«1e91

1974- 67 
1967*71 
1971-75
1975- 76

Clerical and 
Ezecutive/sub 
Professionale

1t2^08 
It 1^6 
1t2<*5 
1t2e25

Executive Subprofe
ssional and Profe- 
ssional/Adainistrativee

(4) 
22«5 
24e5 
I4e8 
14.2

1«2e25
1s1«66
1t1e57

(2) 
7^5 
5e1 
5*9

(3) 
10e4 
11«4 
9e8 
7e4

(1) 
3e6 
2e6

2*1

BATIOS OP RgLATIVE SAIABT RATES (STOBODIWATB STACT 
KEWTA GOVEBMMEWT CIVIL SBRVlCBe

1964*67 
i1967-71 
1971-75 
1975^6

GROUPS m THS KEHTA CIVUi SERVICE
Professional/Admiai* 
strative and Si^er/ 
scale Administrative 
Pro fessional

i
I ■

» -i.oo)

Table 6
V^VTOS OF SKT.ATIVE SUMJ BATES BETW]
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OPAUTT or Mm< gBA AMD COCTBS SALBS

0»60 0«<l6O<53 O»62 0>5S

J

<«
<5)
(6)

NlUe 
(Magutu)

1964 1970/^1 1975

Oaffee 
(Qatanga) 

1968/69 1975/76

Sea 
(Haguttt)

1965 1970/71 1975
Oial
Index O«52
Sonreet

Xtanb^ a«B« (18) M« (19)
Ibld«

0«49 0*52
Cewen* M* and Kinyanjui® K« <21)

change In scales following the report of a salaries Review CoBmisslon* She 
data covered all civil servants while categorisation was derived ffoai varlows 
salaries Review Oomnlsslon* From colnan 1 we note that the ratio of relative 
salary rates between clerks and subordinate staff has a clear downward 
trend* On the whole all the ratios between various categories of civil 
servants and surbodlnate staff have a falling trend* This would tend then 
to suggest a reduction In Inequality as far as civil sarwapta are concerned* 
If we turn now to table 6 we note from column 1 that the ratio of relative 
sa^y rates between clerks and Executive/Subprofesslonals was 1:2*O8 In 
196^67 and 1s2«25 In 1975*®76* This suggests a shift towards more inequality 
between these two categories of civil servants* However, if we look at 
column 2 and 3 of the same table we see a downward trend la the ratios of 
latlvd^SAlary rates between Executive/snbprofessional and Professional/ 
administrative and also Professional/A'dalnistrative and Superscale 
Administrative Professional* This suggests a reductlon^lnequality between 
these categories of civil servants* On the whole* data contained in table 
5 and 6 suggests a reduction in inequality*

Studies which reveal the nature of income distribution in the rural 
areas are few* The few studies which have been undertaken suggest varying I degrees of Inequality* Studies by Lamb^^^in Mnraag*a and Gowen^^^ in EYyerl 

! reach the same general conclusion about the distribution of the gains from 
' coffee* tea and dairy sales* Sales of tea and mil*, were based from two 
sublocations in Hyeri District* Over 19711^72 the sale of these two 
commodities accounted for about 909^ of all marketed output in the two 
sublocations* Sales of coffee were based on three of twelve factories in 

i Satanfa Location* Kandara Division* Nuraag«a District* Coffee sales also 
accounted for about 9O9( of all marketed output in the area* She ginl 
coefficients calculated from the Loreng curves drawn by Cowen ^^^are shown 

■ beloi^ 
I

Table 7



i
II

In 1964 the gini 
However* in 1975 the gini 

a

Free table 7 we note that in the case of ailH the gini Coefficients suggest 
that thereis no aoveaent towards less or more inequality* 
index was 0*52 and it dropped to O«49 in 1970/71* 
index rose to 0«52« For tea and coffee the gini coefficients have 
falling trend which suggests that the distribution of ineoae from sales 
of these products has shifted towards less inequality*

Sea* coffee and dairy production are very dominant in the total value 
of output mariceted from districts such as these* and the inequalities 
with respect to these products are undoubtedly significant* except for 
milk* there is a tendency for inequality to decrease* One needs* however* 
to bekraxe of the danger associated with generalisation from such studies* 
She areas considered were relatively small* while the samples taken were 
not necessarily a good representation of the population* Also many products 
which are produced for subsistence and also some products which are exchanged 

; via barter were not included and these are a substantial proportion of the 
total*' So any infgi^enees made could possibly be biased* In fact if we take 
the above factors into consideration then inequality might not be as high* 

' Nevertheless* the gini indexes do suggest that there is a shift towards less 
inequality in the case of tea and coffee and this is what is of primary 
importance to us*

If we now look at coffee production between the big estates and small-* 
holdings as shown on table 8*

e» 51 «

we note that in 1964 the share of smallholders 
was just over 4O?6 while the highest share was recorded at 609^ in 1967i: From 
1964 to 1967 the share of smallholders has a rising tkeM ndd although the 
shares move up and down from I967 onwards the share of smallholders appear 
to have risen substantially from 1964 to 1975* la 1964 the share of 
smallholders was 4O*O9 of the total while in I975 it had risen to 52.87% of 
totals 

Information on development of smallholder tea as shown on table 9 
reveals a substantial improvement in the share of smallholders* In I965 out 
of a total of 24*455 Hectares* the share of smallholders was only 21% of the 
total* In 1974 60*684 hectares were under tea and the smallholders* 
was now over 56% of total* STom I965 to 1974 the share of smallholders has 
a marked upward trend* If we now turn to numbers we note that up to I965 the 
number of smallholders engaged in tea growing had risen by about two times 
to 48*445 and iqp to 1974 the number of smallholder tea growers had reached 
90*155* hence from I965 1974 the number of smallholder tea growers had
more than trebled* Although we do not have figures for the total number of 
tea growers in the country for the years considered we believe that availabi
lity of this data would not change the conclusion that the number of small-



gable 8

Tear

Soeaeaie survey (35)^ I969 and 1978*^S^^ublie oT KeayafSources

Sstate 
ProduotioA

Saall^holdiug
Produetioa

Total
Production

Share of 
Saallholders

196<> 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975

16«6 
16«2 
28«3 
28«8 
20*8 
23«6 
30** 
28*0 
27^B

39e3 
^9^0

41«4 
39.3 
56*9 
48*0 
39»6 
52.4 
58*3 
59e5
62*0 
71.2 
70.1 
66*2

40*09 
41*22 
50.08 
60*00 
52.32 
48*84 
52.14 
47*05 
44«i84 
50.70 
56406 
52487

24*8 
23.1 
28*4 
19.2 
18*8 
26*8 
27.9
31.5 
34*2 
35.1 
30.8 
31.2

• 52 •

holder2.tea growers has increased substantially^ even if we relate It to 
the ruralpopulation* On the whole data on table 9 suggests a narked 
improvement as far as the smallholder is concerned* and hence a shift 
towards less inequality over the years*

COFFEE PRODUCTION (1963*1974) 
Coop hetoic tcws)



Table 9

BEVELOPHEHT or TEA (I964a»7»)

Total

Sooroet Bepublle of Kenya*
Bepnblio of Kenya*

Hectares at end 
of

>er cent of 
Total

1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974

1975 and 1976.
1974 and 1975g*

Nnaber growers 
at end of yeax**^

22*343 
29»693

37*953 
*2»595

53.400 
66,897 
79»31* 
90,135

«»
5.133 
6.479 
8.424 

10.773 
13.409 
16,229 
19.230 
26.228 
30,895 
34,384

*
21*00 
23e85 
29*12 
32*17 
38*08
40*54 
44*68 
52*42 
54*78 
56*66

*

27^179 
29*124 
32*172 
35*209 
40*029 
43*030 
50*028
58*395 
60*684

Eeononie survey 
Statistical Abstract (29)
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gable 10

Total

Bags)

I

Maize and Produce Boards Bapubliahed data#Sourcet

Belivered froa 
large Fame ia 
Former Scheduled 
Areas (Hillioa Bags)

2«2?
3o243
2.152
2.666
4.210
5.081

from large 
Farms

Jane I965 
Sept.1969 
Sept.1970 
Sept.1971 
Sept.1972 
Sept^1975

54

49
42
28
51

% of Total 
Deliveries 
from small 
Farms

1.058
1.881
1.104
1.554
5.049
2.497

46
58
51
58
72

1.195
1.582
1.048
1.151
1.161
1.584

QUANTITY OF MAIZE DBLIVEKED TO THE MAIBB AMP PROPVCE BOARD. 
(Wanbers of 200 lbs or 90Kgm bags)

Other Total % of Total 
(Million (Million Deliveries 

Bags)

• 54 w



Table 11
GROSS MARKETED OPTPPT gBOM LARGE AMD SMAIX FARMS 196*-75

large Fams SaalX Fhms Total

Annual change
(Per cent)yg.ipi Ke«a Per cent

l^oTisional*

Source: Republic of Kenya* Economic survey^ 1970 and 1976<

r

I

Share of 
Small Shma

M«6 
*7»5 
51*0 
51^0 
5O>3 
5I47 
51.* 
5ae5 
51.3 
5O<6 
55<3

Z^^B

34«1
35.8
38»3
44.2
44.8
55.6

75*0 
B7^^

18*8

57^>^

5.9 
7.0 

19.4 
0^9 

24<>8 
13.8 
18.5 
^B^7

35.8 
3^.3 
38*^0

34v4 
57^^ 
41^^ 
42^^ 
50i5 
SC^ 
73S* 
70ii8

57^2 
88.8 
68i95‘ 
70.2
78.2
85.4
88.7

105.9
123.3
148.4
158.3

»4.0 
«7.0 
8.0 

«*8.8 
h^9 

10.2
8.7 
Z^1 

19.4 
19.2 
22.3 
-3.5

Annual change
Kfi*B (Per cent)

i 1984 
1985 
1986

I 1987 
! 1988 
1989 
1970 
1971

i 1972 
1973 
1974 
1975*

• 99



I

concentration ratio

II 1

i

Provincial indices* 
following foranias

refer to proportion of the variable in question of Province i frea 
the national total*

8
* i

I
i
i

Where:

«s 56 ®

Hypothesis HI 
"that Provincial and Rnral—Urban inequality has worsened since 
independence"
In Ken^ inequality between regions dates back to pre^independenoe days* 

It. is intended here to test whether inequality between the eight Provinces 
in Kenya has worsened since independence* and also past of this test will 
include testing whether rural/urbaa inequality has worsened since 
independence* Major tools to be used include concentration ratios and 

Concentration ratios will be computed using the

’5

Sable 10 shows the shares of total maize deliveries to the Maize and 
Produce Board from small farms trm 19^5 to 1973* She lowest share was in 
1963 while the highest share was in 1972* On the whole the shares of 
smallholders has increased over time and it is most likely that the share 
of smallholders increased even fastbr from 1973 given improved weather 
conditions in the latter half of 197^ and early 1973 is the principal maize 
growing areas of Western Kenya* This would then tend to suggest a movement 
towards less inequality*

If we now turn to gross marketed output from large and small farms 
as shown on table 10* we note that the share of small farms was 40*7% in 
1964* PTom 1964 to 1968 the share of small farms has a clear, upward trend* 
From 1969 onwards the share moves up and down and in 1973 the share stood at 
35*39^ which is a significant <ige* If we compare the share of smallfeurms 
in 1964 of only 40*79$ and that in 1973 of about 339^ then the Jump is fairly 
significant hence this suggests a shift towards less inequality*

Xhe data examined provides some evidence towards the conclusion that 
interpersonal inequality has shifted towards lees inequality so that the 
hypothesis that interpersonal inequality has worsened since independence 
is rejected*



SrovinclaX indices viXl aXso be constructed using the foXXoning

100X8

vheret 8

8

8

The index

^iv

X
Ip

’i ^iv
Jb 1=1 a 

i=1

^ip

index of province i« 
represents the variabXe under consideration in the 
Province* 
represents the popuXatlon in the i^^*Provinee*

The data to be utlXised wiXX ineXude sfflpXoTiaent in the aodera sector 
in the ^rovincei^ average earnings by Province in the modern sector* primary 
schooX as veil as secondary schooX enroXaent by Province and aXso hospitaX 
beds and cq^s by Province* It was intended to standardise the Provincial 
figures* especially the data on education* with reference to the number of 
schooX«»aged children at the relevant XeveX but this was not possible as the 
data was only available for recent years* MevertheXess* we hope that 
standardising the figures by reference to provincial population viXX at Xeast 
be a heXpfuX aXternative*

If we Xook at the employment index for the Provinces on table 12 from 
1963 t©r1974*I1re?qhservcr'the foXXowingt

For Nairobi* which has the highest index* there was a marked down 
ward tread in the index* The index dropped from 6*62 in I967 to 
343d in 197*i 
Per Coast Province there is no clear trend in the index* 
for S* VaXXey has a downward trend* 
Central Province has an upward trend* 
Nyaaza Province has a downward trend* 
The index for Easteam Province has an upward trend* \
The indexes for Western and H* Eastern Provinces have an upward trend* 
la 1963 the index for Welrobi was about 27 times the index of Western 

Province whereas in I969 it was about 22 times the index of Western Province* 
For the year 1973 the index of Nairobi was only about 16 times the index of 
Western Province* If we now look at the mean deviations of the index as shown 
on tabXe 12 we note that the mean deviations have a downward trend frcmi 
1963 to 197^

- 57 •>
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raOVIHCIAl MM M C SCT)iBbldZ

19^3 I9S* 1165 IjSi 19^7 1988 1989 1J70 1971psoracE 1972 1973 197*

Sailoul 1.00 W ItOO KOO 1,00 1,00 1^00 1,00 1,001,00 1,00 1,00

1,20 1’,1* 1,11 1,11 1,11 1,10 1,03 1,01 1,01 W 0,99 0.97

Source: Sppeiih table * and 3,

Ml

Meas
Deviatioiie

0,3* 0S’3fi 0,37 0,33 0,33 
0,92 OJ95 1,00 1,08 0,93 
1,*8 1,** 1,*3 1,*0 1,39 
0,*2 0^ 0,38 0,38 
0.23 0^ 0,22 0,22 0,23

5^ 
1.51 
040 
0,38 
1,10 
1.38 
0,38 
0,23

WO 
1.38 
0,21 
0,*0 
1,08 
1,*1 
0.35 
0,28

Nairobi 
w 

Goait 
a 

N, Kaatera
Saaten
Oeatral
K, Valle;
Njaaaa 
leetero

5150 
15*5 
0120 
0139 
1^10 
W8 
0i58 
045

5.58 
1,*1 
04 
0,*2 
1.07
1,28

0,3*

8,82 8,20 8,00 3.91 8,08 3.87 5.55 5.50
1.50 1158 1.55 1.55 1158 1.58 1.59 1»58
0,09 0115 0.12 0,13 0,13 0,18 0,18 040

0,3* 0,38 0,37
0.97 0,98 1,00
1,*0 1.*1 1,*2
0,58 0,37 0,37
0,2* B43 0,28



Table 13

PBOVIHCEe

Year

CalealatioBS based on appendix table $«Sonrees

1963 
196H 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1975 
197*

COKCEatTBATIOM RATIOS FOB DISTBIBPTIOW OF WAGE IMPLOYMEWT IW THS 
SECTOR, 1963^74

Hatio 
O.*51 
O»l»51 
O.41I8 
O«449 
O»«»5l 
O»i»52 
OeMi?

0«M>6 
0.445 
0,i{449 
0.438

” 59 <■



Table 14

Province
1968 12a 23Z1 J2Zg 2221

National 1<001<00 1»00 1*00 liOO

O»55 0«260#53

Source: Appendix table

Mean
Deviations

Nairobi 
Central 
Nyanza 
Western 
Coast 
B« Valley 
Nastem 
N* Eastern

Zsar 
1970

1.81 
0.61 
0.69 
0.85 
1.25 
0,52 
0*66 
0.92

1.82 
0.67 
0»80
0.85 
1«16 
0.53
0.59 
0.89

1.85 
0.58 
0.68 
0.79 
1.20 
0.48 
0.66 
0»9h

1.71 
0.65 
0.85 
0,6t^ 
1.30 
0.54 
0.66 
0.89

1.76 
0.65 
0.79 
0.89 
1.03 
0.56 
0.89 
0.98

1^0 
0S64 
G@8l 
<®99 
1.16 
0i94 
0^2 
OS9O

«. 60

PBOTOICIAI, ATOBAGE EABMIMGS SELMiySS IM THE MODE8H SECTOR 
(HATIOHAI, AVSOLtSSjt^ 1)



the average

a

As far as

dowavard tread* 
;O*26 in I975t * eubstantxal decline*

* 0*

Eastern, Nyanza, Central, and Bift Valley Provinces, 
relative to the national average have a rising trend from 1968

Concentration ratios for distribution of wage employment it) the 
Provinces are shown onttable 1?» la 1963* 19^9 and 197^ the concentration 
ratios were 0*451, 0*447 and 0*458 respectively* ^9 note that on average 
the concentration ratio has a falling trend*

Data on employment in the Provinces in the modem sector provides 
evidence to conclude that Provincial inequality has improved in this respect* 

Provincial average earnings relatives in the modern sector for the 
Provinces are shown on table 14* We note that Nairobi has the highest average 
earnings while B* Valley and Central are on the bottom end* For the Provinces 

! average eer^^ing^ behave in the following mannert
For Nairobi average earnings relative to the national average have a 
falling trend from 1968 to 1975* la Coast Province the average earnings 
relative to the national average have a rising trend only from I968 to 
1970^-
For North Eastern Province average earnings relative to the national 
average have a falling trend ft-oa 1968 to 1971.
In Western Province average earnings relative to the national average 
have a rising trend* 
For 
earnings 
to 1973o

A brief at the mean deviations as shown at the bottom of table 14 shows 
The mean deviation was 0*57 iu *>968 and it had dropped to 

Hence data on average earnings in the 
Provinces suggest a movement towards less Provincial inequality* 

primary school enrolment is concerned we note from table 15 
that Central Province, Western and Eastern Provinces have the highest indices 
respectively* She lowest is Ngrth Eastern Province* In the Provinces the index 
behaves as followss

For Central Province the index is almost constant from 1968 to 1975^ 
In Western Province the index has a downward trend from 1964 to 1968 and 
the index then moves and down from 1969 to 1974* 
For Nyanza the index has a downward trend*
In Eastern Province the index has a rising trend*
For Nairobi the index has a rising trend from 1964 to 1967 while from 
1969 to 1975 the index has a falling trend*
For Bift Talley the index has mo clear trend but the index did rise from 
0^70 in 1964 to 0*77 in 1975*



Also ve note

indices at secondary school level in the Provinces 
note that Nairobi and Central Provinces have Hu.
North Eastern Province has the lowest indesd*

In Coast Province the index has an upward trend from I965 to 1969 and thei 
from here onwards the index is more or less steady* 
Por North 

Fton table 15 we note that the 
times the index of 
Central Province was only 
Eastern Province* In 1975 
nine times higher than the 
that the index for North Eastern Province rose 
in 1973» hence an increase of over 

The mean deviations for 
level are also shown on table 15 
downward trend from 
we now look at the 
1964 to 1974 we note that 
falling trend whereas in the 
we locdE at the mean 
picture and hence similar 
school enrolment is <-- -
1968 but then from here onwi 
a

definite downward trend in the index* 
definite trend in the index but the 

1 1.69 in 1964 to 1*57 in 1973» 
there appears again to be no trend in the index 

index drops in 1975» 
the index has no marked trend* 
the index has an upward trend* 

the index has a definite upward trend* 
Previ^^^ the index has a marked upward trend*
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Eastern Province the index has an upward trend* 
index of Cbntral Province was over fifty 

North Eastern Province* where*in I969 the index for 
about fourteen times the index for North 

index of Central Province was only about 
index of North Eastern Province* 

from 0*03 in 1964 to 0^17 
five times the 19^4 figure* 

the provincial enrolment index at primary school 
We note that the mean deviation has a 

1964 to 1968 and from 19^9 It has an upward trend* If 
concentration ratios of primary school enrolment from 

in the first half of the period the ratio has a 
latter half the ratio has a rising trend* So if 

deviations and the concentration ratio we get a similar 
-- . conclusions* thKfc'^ £s*‘ indqualitlT as^fdr as^.primary 

concerned, was^the^/loline from around 1964 to about 
rards the movement was reversed i«e* there was now 

aovement towards acre inoqnalit, as far as provincial priaar, school 
enrolment is concerned* 

Provincial enrolment 
are shown on table 17 and we 
highest indices respectively* 
The index behaves as follows in the Provincest 

Por Nairobi there is a 
In Central Province there is no 
index does drop ffom 
Por Coast Province 
but the 
In Western Province 
Por Hyansa Province 
Por Rift Volley 
In Worth Eastern



lablel momciOSOIfflIT W at HiM school W, 97?)

19$; 19$^ 19S5 19^1 19^7 19^ 19^9 1972 197J19711970

0.900.99e
0

1.081.12

1.00 1,00 1,00 1,001,00 1,00 1.00 1,00Hatiosal
■P

Otjll 0,J2 0,3b 0»JJ0,3^ 0,32 0,31 0,31 0,29 0,32

Sovce: Appesiu tables aid 7

Hairobi
Coast
H, Eastern 
Eastern 
Central
I, Halley 
Hyansa 
Eestem

1.19
1,^

0,03 
0,92 
1iS0 
0,70 
1.00
1.56

0.71
0.95
1.00

0.08 
1,1i|

1»01 
0,70 
0,11 
1,21 
1,59 
0,7*

RIOHIHGE

^0 0,8*
0.87 0,88
0.1* 0^* 0,17 

r,i8 1,19 
1^ 1,81

0,83 0^2 0,82 
^* 1,10

Mean Deviation •

1,00. . 1.00

1,08 1,0*
0,88 0,87 0,89
0.07 0,08
1,11 1,1*
1,38 1,58 1,80
0,89 0,72

0.8* 0,98 0.90
1',22 1,12 1,11

0,93 1»0*
0,83 Oi88

0,03
1,11
%'55
0i79

0,90 
0,88 
0,11 
1.17' 
1,80 
0,71 

0,83 0,8*
1,10 1,17



Table 16

BatioYear

Appendix table 7Sources

0.418 

0»M5 
0eM4 
0,415 
0.417 
0.414 
0.416 
0.418 
0.418 
0.417 
0.416

1964 
1965 
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970 
1971 
1972
1975 
1974
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table !

PBOYIHCIAl SCHOOL ERHOLHBjT TO «SKM STO W,

1J65 1?^? 19^8 IJi? 1J70 1J71Bonnes 1972 1973
«

ItOO 1«00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,001,001,00Natioaal

• .0,90 . .0,98 . 0,82 . 0.7b OiOO 0,8b 0,38 0,3bHeas DeviatioB 9

Soureet Ippesdix table b and 8

Hairobl 
Obast 
It, Eastera
Eastern 
Oentral
I, Valley 
Hjanza 
lestem

E,A
2.83
0
0.83
1*89

0.9b

2e93 
1,02 
0,09
0,82 
1e57 
0,8b

3e13 
leOb 
0,08 
0,8b 
1.51I.b7 1.53 

0.59 0.59 
0,88 0,70 

0,8b 0,87 0.8b

1,2b
0.03
0.53
1.53
0.50 0.58
0,3b 0,80
0.97

b,88 b.23 3.89 3.53
1,02 1,08 1,08 1,12
0,03 0,03 0.05 0,07

0,80 
1.50

0560 0,83 0.83
0,70 0,87
0.93 1.01

5,b8 8,08
1,00 1,02 1,08 1,08 
0,0b 0,03 0,03 0.05 
0,38 0,83 0,89 0,79 
1.37 1.b7 1.53 1.50

0,17 0,87
0,8b 0,88



Table IS

Ratiotsse

Appendix table SSoaroot

1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971
1972 
1975

Oa4O9 
O0M6

00^97 
C^^97 
O039* 
©♦392
0^^9^

GOMCEWTRATIOM RATIO AT SECOKPARY SCHOOI* LEVEL IM THE raOVIMCESe 
(1966075)

a» S6 O
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T^ble 19
PROYINCTAli HOSPITAL BEDS AMP COTS INDEX

197419731971 1972J2ZOPROVINCB
Nairobi
Coast

OeatraX

1«00 1«001*00 1»001»00NatioaaX
Oo670c7i 0^710*69Mean Deviation

Appendix 4 and 9Sonreex

B* Eastern
Eastern

B« ^ley 
Kyanza 
Western

4»47
1*26

4*8O 
1*20 
0*61 
0*78 
I0O5 
Oq84 
0.49 
O069

0*71 
0*93 
1*24
0.87 
0*50 
0*80

1*07 
0*44 
0*89 
0*99 
0*80 
0*50 
0*82

3*47 
1*04

0*30 
0.79 
1.07
0*93 
0*32 
0*61

4*53
1*40
0*55
0*86
0*93
0*88
0.56
0*69
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Table 20

RatiosTear

Appendix table 9Source:

1970
1971
1972
1973
197*

Oo393 
Oo398 
0.395 
0.396 
0.391

COHCENTBATIOH RATIOS OF PROVINCIAL DISTRIBPTIOM OF HOSPITAI. BEDS AND OPTS 
(1970^74)
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Province*

The index in the Provinces behaves as followsx

However* it rose froa

In Hyansa 
For

note that the ratio was 0*M)9 in I966 and 0*397 and 
The ratio has a falling trend froa

J

M 69 •

Provincial secondary school enrolment seems to suggest a 
towards less inequality in this respect*

to table 19 we note that Nairobi and Coast Province have the 
highest hospital beds and cots indices respectively* while North Eastern

' Province the lowest index*
For Nairobi the index has no definite trend but it dropped from 4^*55 
in 1970 to 3«*7 197*>*
In Coast Province the index has a downward trend* 
For Central Province the index has an upward trend* 
In Bift Valley the index has no trend* 
For Eastern Province the index has no marked trend but it rose from 
0*86 in 1970 to G*93 i» 197**
For Western Province the index has no trend* 
0^89 in 1970 to 0*80 in 197'»* 

Province the index has a downward trend*
North Eastern Province the index has an upward trend*

Still looking at table 19 we note that the index for Nairobi was about eight 
times higher than the index of Nygnsa Province in 1970* In 1972 the index 
for Nairobi wqs now about nine times higher than the index of Nykynza* For 
1974 the index for Nairobi was about seven times higher than the index of 
Nyanza^ We also note that the index for Nyanza* which has one of the lowest 
indices* dropped from 0*38 in 197© to 0*30 in 1974* The index for Nairobi 
also dropped from 4*55 1® 1970 to 3*47 in 1974*

table 17 we also note that the index for Nairobi WaS about one hundred 
and eighty times higher than that of N. Eastern Province* whereas in I989 it 
was about eighty four times higher* For the year 1975* however* the index for 
Nairobi was now only about thirty two times higher than that of N* Eastern 

We also note that the index for Nairobi has dropped from 3*48 
in 1966 to 2*93 in 1973* whemeas the index for North Eastern Province has 
risen from 0*03 in I966 to 0*09 '<975 it I’oeo ty about three times
the 1986 figure*

If we look at the mean deviation of Provincial school enrolment at 
secondary school level as shown on table 17* we note that there is a clear 

i downward trend* which suggests less inequality* Looking now at the 
■ concentration ratios at secondary school level in the Provinces which are 
I shown on table I8 we ------- -
’ 0*394 in 1970 and 1975 respectively* 
i1986 to 1975*

She data on 
' movement

Turning now



Tarning now to the mean deviations of provincial hospital beds and cots 
on the same table «e note that the deviations move up and ddvn and there is 
no marked trend® How ever 9 the mean deviation dropped from 0*69 in 1970 to 
0*49 in 1974« Concentration ratios of provincial distribution of hospital 
beds and cots are shown on table 20 and there is no trend in this ratio* In 

In1970 the concentration ratio was O«595» whereas in 197? it was O«396* 
1974» however) the concentration ratio dropped to O*591«

Data on hospital beds and cote at the provincial level behaves in such 
a way that we can not tell which way inequality is moving*

Our aim was to test the hypothesis that provincial and rural-urban 
i inequality has worsened since independence* So far we have only attempted 
'the first part of the hypothesis® Ve note that when we used hospital beds 
and cots data we were unable to conclude which way inequality was shifting 
hence the test using this particular set of data was inconclusive* When we 
used primary school enrolment data we observed that Inequality was on the 
'decline from around 1964 to 1969 and on the increase from I969 to 197^y So 
{also with this data our test becomes incbnclueive* Turning now to emplo^ent* 
' average earnings aud secondary school enrolment data* we note that the tests 
! seemed to suggest a movement towards less inequality hence using these sets 
of data the hypothesis that Provincial inequality has worsened since 
iindependence is rejected*

Ve now propose to test the second half of this hypothesis* that is* that 
rural/urban inequality has worsened since independence* This issue is of 
importance as it*8 associated with the problem of rural-urban migration^ To 
test this hypothesis we will study the trend in the domestic terms of trade 
'between agricultural and non-agricultural sector and also the trends in 
consumption in agricultural and non-agricultural sectors* The agricultural 
sector will broadly represent the rural areas and is defined to include all 
^activities in the non-monetary sector (including the construction of 
^traditional dwellings)* plus the following groups in the monetary sector: 
]agriculture* forestry* fishing and government agricultural services* Wherever 
possible transport* distribution and agricultural processing activities have 
been treated as part of the non-agricultural sector* which broadly represents 
jthe urban areas* Also included in the non—agricultural sector were all 
finanVi^d^* government and foreign activities*

The domestic terms of trade from 1964 to 1972 between the agricultural 
and non-agricultural sector is shown on table 21* item number 11* This Inde x 
indicates relative changes in the agricultural prices received by the farmer 
and non-agricultural prices paid by the farmer* The items included and their 
relative weights* were chosen so as to provide an index for the total 
iagricultural sector* The index of prices received by the farmers for 
agricultural sales (P^ ) is very likely to understate the increase in prices
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5.7
1212.79.9

*325.722.119.220,1

22,1 2220,815.**18,8 20,5

92,l| 12;70i8 95.981,558.1 75.2^.8

87.8■9W88,887.5 J!89.990.9100 92.5

1011.51<A,898.8 1198.7^500 97.5

II
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1985

105.8

51.0

19.8

50.9

58.1

5*.8

«.9

5.^
8,9

52.2

19.8

55.5
58.1

1988

151J8

W

29.7
*9.0

2,8

7,8

1987

118,9

58,8 

M.7 

58.* 

57,8

W
80^

It

e

8,5

72

98,8

28,0 55,9
88,8

58,*

58,9

5,8

10,8

181,8
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85.2

88,8

8.2
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52.7

59.8

80,1

Z
18,8

58.88
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[1) Ottflw of Agrionltoral conodities (!)

(2) lot Nou-Agricultural Frodictioi
!}) lot Foreip coutries (E^

(8) lot Nou-Agricultural EoosolioUs (C^^)

[9) laflooo of Non-Agrlcultural Mots (H)

(8) Inputs (B^P
(7) Gross Capital Foriiatlon (I^^)

(8) Public CoasuBptiou ({I2P

(9) Privat, coDsuiption (C2P

10) Nat cosDoditp outfln or
a ______

88'capital oNjtfl^E'Bet Agricultural

urplus i (BsX ■ H) 
—77------

11) Donastic lens of Trade (ypp

12) Agricultural Price index (P^ (P^l1988«iJ
100)!(

98.8 98i0

Table 21 
THWEGIOBAl CAPIIAIOT BEWB AQBICBLIIIBAI AND N()N«AGBIC1I1I11BAL 8ECI0BS IN BWA

(1988-72) (BHillioi)



Table 21 continuedi

1J«7 108 10} 1}?0 1}^31}88 1}0 1}0ITZH

81^ 85,7 }1,} }}A^»8 82« 82,8

0,8 10,} 118,}

<1} 55«5

120,8 W 18$8c 1}},8 188,8 

5^ # W 8}.}

‘k

*21

'a

I

di) i/t) 

dfl H/f, 
bbbhbi^b

(1}) HoBoAgricultural Price index (P^ lP2i10^ 100 105,4 10,8 10},4 10^ 16},0 110,4 1l8,}
_____________100)K
(14) Net Beal Capital oatllov B 4/, tliL

^2

Scarce) Sharpley, J« (2}), table 1
Synbols in the table)*

1 Agricaltaral sector,
N Noaiisricaltural Secter,
B^2 Igricaltaral eatpvt used b; the Non*Agrlcaltaral sector as Inpat
E Exports

Igi^ioaltaral oatpat consaned bp the Non*isricaltaral sector,
Noa>Agricaltaral oatpat ased b; the Agricultural sector as inpat,
Pablic consaoption by the Agrlcaltaral sector,
Noni>Asricaltaral Oatpat consaned by the Asricaltaral sector, 
in Index of prices received by the famers for agricultural sector. 
An Index of prices paid by the Agricultural sector for naterialiiinpats and consaner goods parohasod the Non*Agricaltaral sector,
Beticapital fleas s (oSitfloas) »(Infleas) /P^ 
Capital flea,
Part of Agricultural oatpat Exported,



peivate and m consumption mi cm di m AasicDimAi am ikiimoiiicuiiM scts.

IrtalPrivateTotal 

aiiM 9>10^ 5^1^ 210.50.7078.597 11.2

288,5 9.565 52.5O.7H7 251.98.98.818 11.9

5*.*255.8 9.8*5217.*1M11,8 0.7918,852

288.9 9.928 55S«228,*oiSt-1*;*9.088 11,1

58i50,89*15.'* 297.5 10.2099.8 255.09.515
291.1 ’10,9*2 ... 57i9.....9.8 250.99.987 0.955

*ir4"551.5 10.871271.91.09215.210.510.579

*7 .5 ■10,510.950

Soarcet Sharpie;, J. (25), table 5

Private 
MMM

Table 22 aeoMMw

198*
aaaeaaiao."

1985 
aaBMBBM

1988

1987

1988 
■OMHaaBMi

1989

1970

1971
MMBBHMa

1972

terlealtaral Secter Ho»Agicaltiiral Sector Total Scomb;
Haral Population Conomption pg capita Urban Population Conewption per Total Consmption per 

(Hillica) (Hilllon) capita popnlatioa capita (ffi)
(milion)

 Total

1,021 280,8 511.* 10.225 *0.910,20* ■ 15.8

15,5 1.117 298,5 -582,8 12,087



Table 25

HeibwjAgricultural sector yicultural Bector>Tear
1
1
1
-I
1
1

-I

table 22eSources

1 
1

1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972

17<5 
22«6 
17*1 
18>5 
ZZ^Z 
21 *2 
22«6 
21 .S 
25.7

RATIOS or TOTAl COKSTJMPTIOW BETWBEW THE AGRICPITTOAL AWD MOM«AQR1CPLTPBA1» 
SECTORS^



(7)

(7)

paid to the agricultural sector because possibly insufficient weights could 
have been given to domestic crops, livestock and dairy products* Non- 
agricultural price index also understate the price increase in non*
agricultural prices for goods purchased by the agricultural sector, if as 
it *8 most likely, non-agricultural consumer prices may have increased by more 
in rural areas than in Nairobi^ ' It is not known, however, whether on 
balance, these biases cancel out* From table 21, item number 11, we note 
that the domestic terms of trade between agricultural and non-agricultural 
sector has a clear worsening trend Aron 19^^ to I968* From 19^9 bo 1972 the 
terms of Trade moves up and down but the 1972 figure is below that of 1964* 
This suggests then that inequality between the rural (agricultural sector) 
and the urban (non—agricultural) sector has worsened between 1964—1972?

From table 22 we observe wide differences between private and total 
consumption between the agricultural and non—agricultural sectors* If we 
now turn to table 25 vs observe that the ratio of total consumption between 
the agricultural and non-agricultural sector was 
1969 and 1s2J?7 in 1972* Although there is no marked trend in the ratios we 
note that the average ratio for the first four years was 1«18*9 whereas for 
the last four years the ratio was 1x22j5e ,^Hsnce there has been an increase 
in this ratio this suggests that rurai^(agrioultural sector) and urban 
(non-agricnltural) inequality is vorsenlnge

Data used to test the hypothesis that rural-urban inequality has worsened 
since independence seen to point to the direction of worsening inequality 
hence the hypothesis that rural-urban inequality has worsened since 
independence is accepted*
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la the estiaation, trends in the Hair obi wage earners index was ass—ed to reflect trends in the rural non-agrieultnral areas, for lack of data.
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The scope of natioaaX product is set by the line drawn between 
econimio production and other activities classified as non-economic 
even though they may yield goods* In standard national accounting^ the line 
is drawn to include under economic production i&ll aarhet-orientated activi
ties (as well as governaent) and all primary output whether marketed or for 
own ftQffgmmptionbut to exclude all non—primary production performed by 
producers outside their own trades and consuaed by themselves* Thus the 
construction of barns by farmers^ the spinning and weaving or clothaaking 
for own consuaption by anyone not in the trade* and household services by 
family members are all excluded* It nay be argued that for comparisons 
between economic societies with widely different shares of household versus 
market—orientated activities* the definition of economic production that 
excludes much household (or eomaunal) activities will yield results biased 
in favour of the more developed society* The prealse of this arguemeat 
is that the proportion of output excluded by such a definition (production 
of non-priaary output for own consumption and services by family members 
within the households) to the economic output included is significantly

Comparative data on personal ineoae distribution for intemation 
cross-sections have only recently become available* Ve hope to later on 
present a table which classifies a number of countries by Income levels 
and inequality* In Interpreting tables dealing with international 
comparisons* one must be aware of the pitfalls that exist in inter actional 
comparisons of QHP* The problems associated with international comparison 
can best be discussed xuxder the following headingst (1) reliability* 
(2) scope* (?) comparative valuation and* (4) interpretation and generality* 

Reliability ea All data on economic processes are subject to error* and 
this is especially the case with estimates like national product that are 
attempts at measurement of a wide and variegated total of productive activi
ties* The errors in both Developed and Developing countries are likely to be 
in the direction of understatement* in view of the difficulty of covering 
fully the vide scope underlying the standard definition of national product 
and the tendency towards under reporting of many economic activities* 
Underestimation may be proportionately greater'! In Developing countries* 
because their statistical apparatus is weaker and a large proportion of their 
activities lies outside the organised markets and is susceptible'^measurement 
error*

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISOH



--- considerably froB country to country in 
lOhneietencies oocurr ia

section of the population, and in sone cases 
non*wage recipients* 

intervals into which IncoBos 
to whether they are cospiled 

Sose tines the data refer to households* 
and aoB-tineB tn IndiTiduala. There are 

refer bit thia Is not a serious problem

J of the less developed country* 
interpreting data and also generalisation based on 

income of the United States could bo 
Bust not interpret this to mean that 

the average Kenyan* It 
typical Kenyan family could easily Idwo 

week but a typical American family would 
survive with this amount* In some parts of 

climate forces people to incur extra exprenses such as buying 
the winter and also installing a heating system for the

» 77 -

COMPARATIVE VALUATION »
Assuming a reliable measure of an accepted concept of national product 

for countries* there is the problem of conversion of the totals » each 
derived in domestic prices and currencies * to a common denominator* This 
then necessitates the use of an exchange rate and it is well known that some 
domestic currencies of sone countries are overvalued for some reason or others 
and so valuation of GHP for these countries whoso domestic currency is 
overvalued could possibly be understated* A better basis for conversion of 
the national products of two countries to a common denominator would be the 
valuation of the two outputs at the same prices - a valuation that can be 
applied* of course, only to the goods that are identical or at least 
similar in the two countries* Such conversion is extremely helpful, even if 
it cannot extend to goods unique to only one of the countries and must deal 
arbitrarily intricate problems of quality differentials* But even with this 
procedure* the best for the purpose, we must chose a single system of prices. 
Use of the prices of a more developed country would affect the comparSbn 
differently from ^uy^ 

Care is needed when ' 
given data* For example, per capita 
about thirty times that of Kenya but we 
the average American is thirty times better off as 
depdnds on peoples’s way of life* A 
on about one hundred shillings a 
find it extremely difficult to 
the World, the 
worm clothing for 
houses^

Income distribution data vary 
both coverage and reliability* 
some countries relate only to 
this involves the exclusion of eubeistence sector or 
Those are differences in the number of dees 
ere divided. Data vary in retoability according 
from eensuses, surveys or tax returns 
Some times to awtive population 
differences in the dates to which data

greater in seme societies than in others, especially Developing versus 
Developed countries*
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Shall Jain» (>»2)

as income distribution changes very slowly over time* All the factors can 
affect the estimation of income distribution in countries and readers should 
refer to the original articles for details of sources and coverage* Though 
subject to error« it is felt that the data which we will present will 
broadly reflect international differences in distribution of income*

Table 1 shows cross « classification by equality of countries with per 
capita incomes of up to UeS* S 300« The countries have been arranged in 
descending order of inequality bn the basis of the income shares of the 
lowest The data has been extracted fromShail Jain * The compila
tion by Shall Jain was intended primarily as data input into future research 
in this area# It does not represent a set of officially accepted estimates 
of the distribution of income in the countries involved* There were problems 
of accuracy and reliability of data which have been discussed^ and well 
known in this field* The reader has been warned in the compilation that 
the data are not in any sense^resented as "reliable** or even best estimates* 
Nevertheless* we feel that the data do give us a broad picture of income 
distribution in the countries chosen*

I^om table 1* we see that Kenya is seventh overall in order of inequality 
out of the twenty six countries in the sample* The lowest the middle 
Host and the top 2056 receive 1056, 22% and 68% of the income* So it appears 
that in Kenya, the top one fifth receive slighftly more than two thirds of the 
income* If we compare Kenya with her East African neighbours* Tanzania and 
Uganda* we note that in Tanzania the lowest 40%* middle and top 20% 
receive 1356* 26% and 61% respectively* Hence in Tanzania the top one fifth 
receive about three fifths of the income* On the other hand* in Uganda the I 
poorest 40%* the middle 40% and the top 20% receive 17*1%, 35»6% sad 4?^% 
respectively* So it appears that in Uganda the top one fifth receive under 
half the income while in Kenya and Tanzania the top one fifth receive more 
than two thirds of the income and about three fifths of the income respecti
vely* So the data suggests that in East Africa Uganda has a lees unequally 
distributed income than Kenya or Tanzania while Kenya has the worst income 
distribution*

K we now look at Niger in/Vest Africa we note that while in Kenya the 
■ poorest 40% receive 10% of the income* the lowest 40% in Niger receive about 
double the share of Kenya* In Kenya the middle 40% and the top 20% receive 

I 
i
(1)
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CROSSiCLASSIFICATlON M IHBQnALTTY Qp QOTOTOTPjs WITH INCOME PP TO 8 300

Country

31^6 55>2181 13«2Average

(1970) 
(1968) 
(1956) 
(1968) 
(1968) 
(1968) 
(1969) 
(i960) 
(1970) 
(1969) 
(1970) 
(1971) 
(1967) 
(i960) 
(1959) 
(1959) 
(1964) 
(1958) 
(1969) 
(1970) 
(1970) 
(1964) 
(1970) 
(1958) 
(i960) 
(1964)

277 
265 
200 
252 
282 
159 
136 
245 
247 
295 
255 
239
89 
120 
230 
87 
99 
82 
95
180 
126 
100 
235 
78 
97 

241

20ft0 
28«5 
25.2 
22«8 
29.9 
22*4 
22«0 
26o0 
32«1

34.6 
26o0

28a3

32«0 
5Q^7

57^9 
^7^0 
39«0 
40«0 
39.5

1) Ecuador
2) Honduras
))
4) Rhodesia 

Turkey
6) Sierra Leone
7) Kenya
8) Senegal
9) Ivory Coast
10) El Salvador
11) Tunisia
12) Philippines
15) Tanzania
14) Madagascar
13) Zaabia
16) Dahomey
17) India
18) Burma
19) Sri Lazska
20) Thailand
21) Uganda
22) Pakistan
23) Korea
24) Chad
25) Niger
26) Tanzania

6o5 
6>5 
6«8 
8«2 
9.3 
9.6 
10.0 
IO0O 
10*8 
11.2 
11.4 
11.6 
13.0 
13.5 
14.5 
15.5 
16.0 
16.5 
17.0 
17.0 
17.1 
17.5 
18.0 
18.0 
18.0 
20.4

Top
209^

Middle 
4<#

lowest
4O9(

7^09 
65.0 
63 
69.0 
60.8 
68.0 
68.0 
6J.0 
57.1 
52.4 
55.0 
53.8 
61.0 
61.0 
57.0 
50.0 
52.0 
44.8 
46.0 
45.5 
47.1 
45.0 
43.0 
43.0 
42.0 
40.1

Per Capita 
(Tear) GNP P.S«8



table 1e1t FP 8«9Chenery* BSource:

a)Botes:

b)

Couatries ar« arranged in descending order of inequality, based 
on the ineoBS shares of the lowest *KJ)5«

et al (39)«

Sources for each individual country data are listed in chenery, 
H. et al. (39). Appendix to chapter 1. The income shares of 
each percentile group were read off a free - hand Loreng curve 
fitted to observed pointe in the cumulative distribution. The 
distribution are for pretax income. Per capita GMP figures 
were taken from the World Bank data files and refer to SHP at 
factor cost for the year indicated in constant 1971 W.S. dollars.

an oO ®



Table 2

COtmXRT (Tear)

O«49o8OeU796Average

ShalUaln, (,^2^.Soaree:

Motest

Gini Index for 
20 intervals

(1970) 
(1968) 
(1956) 
(1968) 
(1969) 
(1968) 
(i960) 
(1968) 
(i960) 
(1970) 
(1967) 
(1970) 
(1959) 
(1971) 
(1969) 
(1959) 
(1964) 
(1970)
(1969) 
(1958) 
(1964) 
(1970) 
(1970) 
(1958) 
(1964)

0.6567 
0.6239 
0.6068 
0.5979 
0.5974 
0.5813 
0.5640 
0.5443 
0.5235 
0.5160 
0.5040 
0.4859 
0.4881 
0.4755 
0.4508 
0.4370 
0.4352 
0.3817 
0,3730 
0.3720 
0.3713 
0.3703 
0.3595 
0,3545 
0,3160

*t) Ecuador
2) Rhodesia
3) Iraq
A) Honduras

Kenya
£) Sierra leone
7) Senegal
8) Turkey
9) Madagascar
10) Ivory Coast
11) Tanzania
12} Tunisia
13) Zambia
14) Philippines
13) Bl Salvador
16) Dahomey
17) India
18) Uganda
19) Sri Lanka
20) Burma
21) Pakistan
22) Thailand
23) Korea
24) Chad
23) Taiwan

006701 
O0635G 
0*6220 
0*6130 
0*6099 
0*5940 
0.5760 
0.5583 
0*5335 
0.5268 
0.5136 
0.4999 
0.4956 
0.4881 
0*4632 
0.4437 
0.4462 
0.3935 
0*3836 
0*3820 
0.3824 
0.3835 
0.3686 
0.3607 
0.3266

QIMI INDEX FOR SELECTED COUNTRIES^ 
Gini index'for 
6 Intervals

• 01 »

Countries have been arranged in descending order of inequality on 
the basis of gini indices for 6 intervals*
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coDes 
deseending order ydf inequality

hand 
two levels of aggregation*

Wheret

Gixki index »

gini indices for twenty five selected countries with per capita in- 
up to U*S» S 300 are shown on tabled • Countries are arranged in 

on the basis of gini indices for 6 intervals*

82 «•

jF - r ’i+l i i*

22S^ and 68j5 of the income respectively while in Higer the middle U0% and 
top 209^ receive 40% abd of the income respectively* Hence while the top 
one fifth in Kenya receive over two thirds of the income* the top one fifth 
in Higer receive just over two fifths of the income* So compared to Higer 
income distribution in Kenya is relatively more Wnequally distributed'*'

Looking now at the average shares of the twenty six countries considered 
we observe that the poorest receive on average 13*29^ of the income* This 
is 3*29^ percentage points higher than the income share of 10»0% received by 
the poorest 4O9S in Kenya* For the twenty six count ires on table 1* wo again 
note that the middle 409^ receive 3"* *6% of the income on average* whereas in 
Kenya the middle 4O9^ receive only 2295 of the income* hence over 9 percentage 
points less than the average* For the top 2095 we note from the same table 
that in Kenya the top 2095 receive a share of income (OHP) which is about 
16*O percentate points higher than that received on average for the twenty 
six countries in table i*

The gini coefficients of concentration were calculated from the free
Loreng curve by using the cumulative income shares associated with the 

Firstly* with six observations (the lowest 2095* 
6095* 8095* 9^ und the total population)* and then with twenty observations 
(the lowest 395* 1095 ••••••••9095* 9395 and the total population) respectively* 
The gini index was as follows:

represent cumulative population share of the ith observation^ 
represent the cumulative income share of ith observation*

The two gini coefficients of concentration differ from each other and the 
gini index for 20 intervals is always greater than or equal to the gini 
index for six intervals (Gini^ Gini )* This is because the formula used 
in calculation assumed equal^&come^distribution within any group so that 
aggregating 20 intervale up to 6 intervals suppresses inequality within 
groups* 

The
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(2)

We will first consider the gini index for 6 intervals# We note that Kenya 
is nnaher five While Equader tops the list# Kenya’s gini index is O#5974^ 
If we look at the gini index tfor Tanzania and Uganda# we note that they 
are and O*3817 respectively# So the gini index for 6 intervals for
Kenya is O#O934 higher than that of Tanzania and O#2157 higher than that of 
Uganda# Hence once again it appears that in East Africa# Kenya has the worst 
income distribution while Uganda’s income distribution appears lees unequally 
distributed, for the years considered# Chad’s gini index is 0#2429 lower 
than than of Kenya, once again suggesting a narked discrepancy in the 
distribution of income between Kenya and some other African countries# 
the same table we note that the average gini index for 6 intervals for the 
group of countries considered is O#1178 lower than that of Kenya, which 
suggests that income distribution in Kenya is less equally distributed 
on average for the countries considered in table 2#

If we now turn Ao the gini index for 20 intervals we note that Ecuador 
has the highest index of O#67O1 while Kenya with an index of 0.6099 ranks 
fifth# Tanzania, Kenya’s East African neighbour has a gini index which is 
0*0963 lower than that of Kenya, while Uganda, another of Kenya’s Bast 
African neighbour, has a gini index which is O#2162 lower than that of Kenya# 
It is then suggested that while Kenya has the worst income distribution in 
East Africa, and Uganda the most favourable, for the years considered, the 
difference in the degree of inequality is greater between Kenya and Uganda 
than between Kenya and Tanzania# Kenya’s gini index for 20 intervals appears 
to be 0^119*) higher than the average gini index for the group of countries 
considered, suggesting again that income distribution in Kenya is more 
unequally distributed than on average for the twenty five countries in table

(2)Ahluwalia has attempted to estimate the coefficients which explain 
the behaviour of income shares rdceived by various groups# The estimated 
equations are shown on table 3^ author used a sample of 60 countries, 
including 40 developing countries, 14 developing countries and 6 socialist 
countries# In the established tradition of cross-country analysis, the 
approach the author adopted was essentially exploratory# He used multiva-=> 
riate regression analysis to estimate cross—country shares of different 
percentile groups and selected variables reflecting aspects of the depelopment

Ahluwalia, M.S# (42)#



Table J
BBM INCOME SEAEES MW) BI ME TOP 2(Hi AM BOTTOII l(qi

Incwe ghaM ofi

(1) lop 26^ •145J2 *13.58 .7,157 «0,225 <5.287 0.7!■0,107

(2) Lonst 8^ .51,1140 8,41 0,0580.057 5.184 0,8!9 0

, Sowm: toalia, U (42), Table 5,

I

«

popalatloi literacy School groith io total Bate enrolment Bate
.0^80 5.*i8

.1.155

Z.
Secondary Popnlatloo 

Socialiet dw

Bepeadaat wriable fetinated Coefficients oa explanatory rariable  
log (log Shareef Shareefper per Agriculture urbancapita capita in GDP Constant GBP GBP)/

Botesi In estiiation a saiple of 80 countries rae used (40 Developing countries, 
14 developing countries and 8 socialist countries), list of countries are found 
in Ahluualia, H.S (42) PiP, 540.541
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table ** below:The results are ahom on

Table 4
bottom TOP 208^

SSTIMATIOW

5%25
19<36

the position 
taken as sample* all 
table 3, that is, 
variables

OF mCOME 3H«°^ IffiCEIVBD BY THE 

yM KBMYA. 196^ 

Ent-imatg (Wormal)

(3) Ahluwalis,
(4)
(5)

then represent the noraal behaviour of the 
• Ta investigate 

normal behaviour of the 6O countries 
substitute for explanatory variables on 

The following explanatory

process which are likely to influence income inequality®
It is perhaps necessary to mention that the relationships Identified 

by the equations are primarily associational® They do not necessarily 
establish the nature of the underlying causal mechanism at work for the simple 
reason that ifuite different causal mechanisms might generate the same observed 

Such alternative mechanisms are

is ODP

Top 208^
Bottom 4<#

Actual 

68.0^’’ 
10.0

Income share of:

so 3^ »

(9) Morrisson, C (9)«

QHF => V.S«155«2^’^ 
flheye of agriculture 
Literacy rate = 
Secondary school enrolment 
Population growth rate 
Share of urban population

j|uite 
relationship between selected variables® 
observationally equivalent in the sense that our estlaated equations do not 
always permit us to chose between them® 
problem which may be over come by using different estimation techniques® 

Equations 1 and 2 on table 3
income shares of the top 2<«, the bottom UOJJ respectively 

of Kenya relative to thio 
we need do is

put in the data for Kenya 
for Kenya for 1969 were “eed«

- - , M.S, (42) 
A survey of -----

(6) Ministry of Education,
(7)(8)
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SroB table 4 we note that the top 20^ in Kenya receive 68# of the income which 
is I6*e75 percentage pointe higher than the prediction for the sample of 60 
countries taken* Again we note that the the bottom 40# in Kenya receive 
only 10# of the income* whereas the prediction for the sample of 60 countries 
taken is 19«36« that is* almost double the share* This is evidence to show 
that relative to the other countries# Kenya^ income distribution is highly 
^unequally distributed for reasons not "explained” by Ahluwaliae* independent 
variables* It was intended to compute confidence intervale for the predicted 
income shares received by the top 20# and bottwa 40#,to see whether the 
(actual shares received by the top 20% and bottom 40% fall into the confidence 
intervals or not. This would have made the basis of our arguement even firmer. 
However, duo to lack of relevant data wo wore unable to construct the 
confidence intervals, but this does not in any way alter our lino of arguement.

Data on table 1 and 2 suggest that countries vary in the degree of income 
inequality, indicating that income inequality is neither Immutable nor solely 
determined by the level of per capita income. For example, the share of the 
lowest kOSi of the population in the countries considered on table 1 ra^e from 

to over 20% of QMP. Also from table 2 the gini coefficients for 6 
intervals range fro- 0.656? *0 0.3160. while the gini coefficients for 20 
intervals range ftrom 0.6701 to 0.3266. Bvidence presented leaves one with 
no doubt that Kenya’s income distribution is the worst among independent 
African countries, Hhodesia being a special mase.



CONCLOSIOW

1

Xneqxiallties in Kenya are still high« If ve look at the ratio of 
average earnings between Africans« Asians and Buropeans in 1972> we note 
that these ratios are high* The ratio of average earnings between Africans 
and Asians was Is^eSl while that between Africans and Europeans was

In the Provinces inequality is still high* In 1974 Nairobi’s share of 
modern sector wage employment was 27*46% of the total whereas it accounted 
for only 9*1% of the total population* The share of Western Province was 
only 4*2% whereas its population accounted for 12*4% of the National total* 
There is still wide disparity with average earnings fbetwfthnTPro.tincee^^ In 
1973 the average earnings for all Provinces was about K£ 3^ per annum whereas 
for Nairobi the average earnings was as high as K£ 317 per annum* For , 
Central and Rift Valley Provinces the average earnings in 1973 were K£ I93 
and K£ 163 per annum respectively*

With school enrolment there are still wide disparities between the 
Provinces* In 1974 Primary school enrolment in Central Province was 19477% 
of National total whereas its population accounted for 3«1% of National 
totals For the same year primary school enrolment in Rift Valley Province was 
16*^^ of the total whereas it accounted for 20*0% of the National population* 
Primary school enrolment in North Eastern Province for 1974 was only 0*31% of 
the total whereas it accounted for about 2*0% of the National population* 
Por the year 1973 secondary School enrolment in Nairobi was 14*63% of the total 
whereas its population was only 3-0% of the National total* For the same 
year secondary school enrolment in Rift Valley was 12*74% of total whereas 
its share of National population was 20*0%* For the same period secondary 
school enrolment in North Eastern Province was only 0*20% of National total 
whereas its population was 2.1% of National total* So as indicated wo 
still have a situation whore some Provincest notably Nairobi and Central 
Province dominate while others such as the North Eastern Province remain 
at the bottom end*

There ie still wide disparity between the urban and rural areas. The 
domestic terms of trade between the two for 1972 was 95.0 and this is still 
below the 1964 figure. The ratio of total consumption between the rural 
and urban-areas was estimated it 1.23.7 which indicates high disparity^’

With interpersonal inequality the gini indexes show high inequalitys 
in 1969 the gini index for the Hatlonai economy was estimated at 0.60 which 
is on the high side. For the same year the distribution of income in the 
modern sector was found to be highly unequally distributed. The gini index 
was also estimated at 0.60. When we compared Kenya's income distribution 
with countries with incomes up to V.8 8 300 we found that Kenya's distribution



This

inequality sioultaneouely with a worsening 
sone explanation* It could be that 

reduce Provincial inequality^ 
on developoent of 

There 
(where most of the

• 2 «

was the worst in African apart from Rhodesia^ which is a special case** 
could be probably due to lack of effective and powerful redistributive 
mechanisms*

When we looked at trends over time* wo noted, that data on racial 
inequality suggested a shift towards loss inequality* Hence the hypothesis 
that racial inequality has worsened since independence was rejected* With 
interpersonal inequality the trends over time in the data presented suggested 
a shift towards less inequality* The reduction in interpersonal inequality* 
however* appears to be rather slow over the years* The reader is warned that 
the evidence presented as far as interpersonal inequality is concerned is 
partial as it relates mainly to the modern sector and two studies dealing 
with small sections in the rural areas, as well as the study by Morrison for 

reject the hypothesis that interpersonal inequality 
do it with reservations and suggest that 
so that more data covering wider aspects

of urban workers and the high 
then likely that neither external 

have generally been determined with 
Thns^. it is

of Provincial 
. urban inequality needs 

been marked efforts ■ to 
there is still emphasis 
. efforts to develop the rural areas*^

- in tendency for the urban areas 
than the rural areas (where most of the poor 

partly due to the high wages
along with"them* It seems 

domestic agricultural policies 
0f the rural population in mind*

Jennifer Sharpley’s study demonstrated, that the 
the rural and urban areas have generally 

(and therefore towards a greater, not 
■' income) in most years since independence* 

of the literature it was inferred that racial inequality 
diminished since Kenya’s independence. Our results are in

the year 19^9* when we 
has worsened since independence we 
more research be done on this area 

i of this issue are available.
Begarding Provincial inequality, the trends in the data suggested a 

shift towards less inequality so the hypothesis that Provincial ineqi^litj 
has worsened since independent was rejected, The trends in the terms of 
trade as well as total consumption between the urban and rural areas suggested 
t shift towards more inequality. Once again this is only partial evidence and 
so although the hypo^esi^ that rural > urban inequality has ,orsened_s.i^ce 
independence this is done with reservations and we suggest too
some research Into this issue*

An improvement 
of rural 
although there have 
within the Provinces themselves 
the urban centres and not enough 
®^PP®ar8 to be a built 
rich live) to go ahead faster 
live)* This is 
standards that go 
policy nor 
the interests of the majority 
not surprising, as v---
domestic terms of trade between 
moved in favour of the urban areas 
lesser, concentration of 

S>om the review i— 
has probably



(1)
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Seei- 1) Kenya. Into the Second Decade. Ji), P.16
2) Westlake, M.J. (53)

in agreement with this inference. The improvement in racial inequality is 
attributed to the Africanisation programs pursued by the Kenya government 
since ahtaining independence. It was suggested in the literature that 
interpersonal inequality and regional inequalities have probably not 
diminished since independence due to the fact that theme has been little 
attempts to restructure the economy and to change development strategies. 
Our study found an improvement in interpersonal inequality (although evidence 
is partial) as well as an improvement in Provincial inequality. To an 
extent these results must reflect a change in development strategiss 
and policies or else these results would not have been achieved. Infact, if we look at the 1970-74 and the 1974-78 Development Plans as well^essional 
Paper Ho IO on Employment we note the government*s concern with equality 
between people and areas. In tackling the problem of poverty and distribution 
the Kenya government had in general relied heavily on creating the condition 
for rapid economic growth. This policy was successful in achieving a fast 
growth rate in GDP and in average per capita income but it was realised that 
the policy, while undoubtedly a precondition for any determined attack on 
poverty, was not adequate to make any groat impact on the distribution 
problem-.’ This was what led to a shift from emphasis on growth to emphasis 
on distribution of income. In its statement of policy the government has 
always given considerable emphasis to fiscal policy as an instrument of 
redistribution and the nominal tax rates now operating in Kenya appear to go 
some way in this diroctioij^ Some people have questioned the edfectiveness of 
the Kenya tax system as a redistributive mechanism, and suggested that Kenya’s 
fiscal policy has not in the past been a significant instrument for the 
redistribution of income and Wdealth or for reducing rural - urban and regio
nal inequality It is not intended to debate the effectiveness of
government policies towards redistribution of income at this stage. She main 
point to note is that whatever policies the Kenya government has used, 
interpersonal and Provincial inequality seem to have diminished since 
independence, although the evidence for the former is partial.
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80,091 95.58

' 85,588
i 

1,905 20.52

190 5.17

828 25.88

889 1*.75

7,999

15,958
I

fOBBloialB

ntive and llBiiBgv>^l
bnlclaBB, «ot8 laaagere, 
kshop foreaea aid other 
orvloorp peroonel

1,788 1.88

289 9.10

25,880

j 7,855 79.51^
5,878 98.58

1,720
88.90

Per ent dsiaM Jtf 
of total

5.95} 29,188

2.78 88,208 

8,590 J 

88.195



Total

;,ou 2B 19,3,«80 3i|,()9Directors isd top level idiisistrators
2,3S^ 2£t882,209 2^.90*,276 *8.21hofoBsioials

8,2,010 2*,891,501 18.59*,562 56.50

lorksbop toreaes aM other

51.Bi^erTisory Fersoioel.

leaohers

Secretaries, stenographers and Typists

5,966 8.51r *5,*85 91.21 *7,222

5,5170Operators of office sachines
lechnical sales representatiTos and Brokers.

150 7,
shop assistants

Dnskilled lahonrers

26,51^ 15,015Total

Shilled and seii • skilled sot 
inclnded ahoTS.

ifricans Percent
of total

Enropeans Per cent 
of total

1972 
isiaas Percent 

of total

0,08 '

1.82 ;

Executive and Managerial

Technicians, works nanagers.

1-----
2.15 6*,

8,

170 0.08 i 195

78 0.05 2*8

652

i I

I 5,620 95.*5 ? 170 *.*8 , --1-
I i !
t 5,579 75.68 j 1,598 22^*8 i

858 10,15
j.

IClerks )Book • keepers, cashiers and Book ■ keeping clerks

19,922 65.79 6,562 21.01 *,7*5 15.18

61,052 95.2* 1,680 2,62 1,571

5,525 <5*26’ 2,082 2*.59

1 i
1

191,510 56.67 ! 2,595 1.25

■ 2*7,855 99.8* 518 0.12
'I' I I.......... .....

1 590,6*2 C '



Total

2,083 17.813,317 28.36 11,Direeton and to; lenl idiisistraton
2,740 30,21 9,^1,83$ 20,2teIrotaaaloiiala

2,U7 2MJ 8,271,te1 17,1811,711 58.90Executive and Hanagerlal
Uta—.'

5,08715^4 32,51anparrisofy peraoanaal
88,91'1,981 2.9883,5118 94.98faaehera

1,527 18.95 9,00Sacratuj^a, stenographers and typists 7,005 77.79

Clarks 99,700,25127

I

■ 5,88;197 5^ 5 0.12

shop assistants

Cnskillad labonrars

Total

1

29a828 75a^

i
!

laahnicians, narks managers,
nww—■iiiini n.i- .- • ■ ■norkskop foramen and other

Book • keepers, cashiers and Book • keeping clerks,

Skilled and semi ■ skilled not included ahone,

Baropaans Bar cent 
of total

dfkieaas Bar cent 
of total

19^ 
dsians Bar cant 

of total

w w

157 0,07 ; 202,871
58 0,02 I 259,99i

11,838 JJM 

, CBS,

178 0.08

: 21,925: 828,992

• Excludes casnal amployaas, Source, Republic of Kenya, and Earnings in the Kodern Sector

!

80 0,78 ' Itlf.

i  i.

Operators of office machines 5a^19, 9$.0| J
lechnical sales representatires and Brokers 
-------—-------h-i 8,509 83^52 i 1,229 15.70

* 98,759 99.05 2,828 5,88

!

i 200,839 98.99 ! 1,881 0.92

; 259,780 99.90 '

1,587 2.07

«} ,0; 
______



Appendix table 2i Oial Coefficients for Incoae Pietribatioa la the Medera Sector (Ijb?»7b)

*8,775.9 *2,7*92,928 ' 100,0 1*2,898,950 100,0

Oiailaiea = 0,598

175,2*2 
75,211 
52,7*5 
m 
2fi,*55 
19,72* 
20,525 
1*,*8* 
5,572 
7,855 
1,788

1 1
iMOq

Oader 100 
i:10W*9 

150.199 
200*299 
50ft.599 
*00.599 
800.999

58.2 
18,2 
11,8 
12,8 
5.8 
*,* 

*.5 
5.2 
1.2
1.7 

,0.*

12,995,150 
9,151,575 
9,250,025 

1*,*58,75O 
9,259,250 
9,882,000 

16,258,400 
18,080,000 
9,751,000 

22,959e0M 
10,718

laeeae

9.1
15.5 
22,0 
51.1
58.8 
*5.5 
58.9
89.8 
78,* 
92.5 

100,0

«

592i1
1198,8
2118,8
50*1.7
58*9.5
5O8*,1
85(?.8

9055.8 
9980.0

e 
i 

*$ 

102 
175 

2,71 
5,*3 
*.25 
5,5( 
8,8! 
7,ft 
9,2!

5*^ 
8^ 
78^ 
8*i8 
8^ 
95i5 
98^ 
9^ 
99^ 
W

Aggregate 
of total (She)

J775.9 
*2798.*

5977.*

Ificoae For eeat CaalatlTe jietrltatloa 
i+if)

1985
laoose group Hid point Ho, of people per eeat 

(She)
75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,000.1 ,*99 T^. 
1,5OW,999 1,750 
2,000.5,999 5,000 
*,000 + 8,000

I 
i 
Total

people
9.1
8.*
8.5
10,1
8.5
8.9 
11,* 
12,7
8,8 
18,1
7.5



of total(Shs)(Shol

8.? 5M38.?177,886 13,3*2,?5OIniler 100 75
I553.58.318,0 9.857,125 IM52.9■100»1ii? Tlil^125

1,168»O85.0 2M8.710,216,22558,387 12,1150.199 175
1,<2,088,578.210,615,896,250 32.113.2250200.299

3,057.8 2,186,6 39.16,6 1O,75?,95O350300.399
3,925.6 3,'66,689411,183,0006,822,386 7.3600.999 900
5,129.093.816,920,800 57.56,6 11,1800 21,1516 fff

6,962.6 5,:89^998,712.618,931,29015,165 3.11,000.1,699 1,250
8,17,626,678,88.910,962,000 97.96,026 1.21,7501,500.1,999

9,066,0 7,192,615.823,826,0001.6 99.57,9629,0002,000.9,999
9,iioo;o 9,950.011,718,0000,6 100,07.76,0006,000 * 1,953

68,869,2 62,1152,989,550 100,0682,185 100,0Total

5,901.8

0^0Oiai Index 8

!

68,869,2 
'62,969,6

?.I 
Wl

M.
1 j

tnoogeponp Hid point Ho oi people For cent Aggregate Ineoie Percent fin^tiw Bintriliation 
(Sbl of total



lotal iawi2» w

0.551

Siiw 100 
100»1^ 
150.15} 
200.2}} 
500.5}} 
^555 
M

8.{ 
8.2 
8.7 

10,5 
7.5
7.2 

11,0 
12,2 
7.0 

15.8
7.7

8^ 
ii 
21^ 
5^^ 
55!^ 
^15 
57^ 
8}^

5^ 
11

177,88} 
77,807 
55,187

22,251 
21,251 
15,155 
8,155 
SiOfi? 
2^00;

15,528,875 
5,700,875 

10,558,225
16,269,250
11,282,550
11,125,500 
17,000,800 
18,585,750
10,888,250 
28,201,000 
12,018,000

•MMB

58.5 
52.5
8ii,8 
78.0 
SM 
85.5

58^
58.1
55.8 

100,0

7.
i

58g 
18,0 
12,1
15.8
8,8
8.7
8.8
5.1
1.5 
1.7 
0,8

88,880,8
’ 82,}88,7

5,515.7

1.

2,
5,
8,
5,
8.

5i

Oiailiiez b

75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,000.1,8}} 1,250 
1,500.1,555 1,750 
2,000.},}}} 5,000 
8,000-'f • 8,000

887,218 100,0

T^peaiix Sable 2 (eoBtlnied), 
1585

Iieoa. grtif Hid point Ro of people Per cent Aggregate Iiooae Per oest CmmihtlTe Pigtftb«tk« p, i, 
of total (’ha) of total People Inooie Wi i

•

580,2 
1,128,8 
2,087,2 
5,085,8 
5,555,5 
5,158,8 
8,550.5 
7,828.8 
5,058,8 
5,580,0



Total ^7,218 100,0 155»(I71,275 100,0 W

0,551

r.
i

8,( 
S.2 
«,7 

10.5 
?.5 
7.2 

11,0 
12,2 
7.0 

15.6 
7.7

13,52«,«75 
9,700,875 

1O,35M25 
18,285,2^ 
11,282,950 
11,125,500 
17,000,800 
18,9*3,750 
10,8*8,250 
2*,201,000 
12,018,000

38^5
18,0
12,1
13,*
8,8
*.7
*,*

3.1
1.3
1.7
Oi*

38.5 
52.5 
8*,8 
78.0
8*,{
89.3 
93.7 
98,8 
98.1
99.8 

100.0

I. I. 
i4| t

5*0.2 
1,128,8 
2,087,2 
3,085.* 
3,933,9 
5,13*.8 
8,530,9 
7,*2*.8 
9,05*.8 
9,980.0

177,889

22,2^1 
21,251 
15,155 
8,199 
8^087 
2^003

Older 100 
100.1*9 
150-199 
200.299 
300-399 
*00.999 
800-999 

1,000-1,*99

*8,880.*
‘ *2,9*8.7

5,913,7

1.
2|
3.
*.

51
81
7,
71

Sill Index B

r ’
dppeadh lable 2 (eontlnned).

' 1985
lacone group Md point So of people Percent dggregate Incoie Percent Oaonlatire Oistribntioi 

(Oto) of total (Ohs) of total "People Incae"

ie 
21^ 
3^^

*8^

9^
1-

15 
125 
175 
250 
350 
500 
800 

1,250 
1,500*1,999 1,750 
2,000.3,999 3,000 
*,00O.'f ■ 8,000



Mii point Io of people Per cent Aggregate Iiio«e
(Sts)

l|8>2 tefS155i7e»125 100(0«7,55J 100,0Ibtal

0,0551

Under 100 
100»1il5 
15O»155 
200ii255 
500»555 
<iOOi555 
600*555

1566 
iBOOie group 

(She)

8.5 
6,2 
6.7 

10.5
7.5
7.5 

11(0 
12(2 
7.0

15.8 
7.7

177,655 
77,655 
55,287 
65,227 
52,570 
22,868 
21,557 
15,215 
6,228 
8,080 
j^OW

of total

8.5
18.7 
21(8 
51.5
55.2
86.5
57.5
65.7
76.7 
52.5 

100(0

uooie

56.8 
15.5 
12(2
15.8 
6,6 
8,7 
8,^ 
5.1 
1.5

0^

15,528,825 
5,708,875 

10,575,225 
16,506,750 
11,525,500 
11,858,000 
17,065,600 
15,018,750 
10,852,000 
28,280,000 
12,066,000

88,780(2
’ 82,872,5

5,507.5

• •

, 555.1 81
1,115,2 5'
2,057.8 Ml
5,055.7 2,6!
5,525S5 5,^
5,125.0 8,5!
6,528.0 5,5
7,816,5 8,8
5,085.8 7,8
5,570,0 5,2

58^8 
5^ 
68,5 
77S5 
88^
85,2 
5^

5881 
5^ 

100^

Qinl Index *

P, I P. 1 
141 1 1 

aMVM, Maae

Percent SaiBiilaUTeIletrlUtlon 
ef total '^C^le

■■MMI

75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,000*1,855 1,250
1,500.1,555 1,750
2,000*5,555 5,000

i 8,000 0 6,000



Ajppeadix Table 2 (eoBtianei)

(She) hople laeeie
B

9

MBBSMa

1SO,028,(7$Total 100,0 (8,(12,( te,100,0 .

dial Index x 0,$90,

15(7

8«5
(rf

10«(

w
10,5
12,2

15,*
7,7

8^
1*®
21^

75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,250 
1,750 
5,000 
(,000

55,8
51,8 
(*,1
77.5 
8*,5
85,1
55.5
5(.(

55.( 
100,0

178,057 
75,*85 
(1,015 
((,885 
55,5(4 
2*,115 
21,7(5 
15,(50 
8,5** 
8,25( 
2,0*8

Under 100 
100,1*5 
150.155 
200,255 
500.555 
*00.595 
(00,555 

1,OOO.1,*95 
1,5OW,595 
2,000x5,555 
*,000 I

15,552,775 
5,55(,125

10, (77,(25 
18,720,750 
11,887,*OO 
12,058,500 
17,*12,000 
15,557,500
11, *52,0OO 
2*,708,000 

. 12,288,000

Mipoiat Ro of people Per coat 
of total

55.8 
18.0 
12^5 
15.* 
(,8 
*.8 
*.* 

5.1 
1,5 
1.7 
0,*

I
Uii i

*8.^

8^ 
7^ 
52i2 

10^

*57,718

515.1 - 
1,098.2 ' 
2(025.8 1^ 
5,022,5 2, 
5,520,0 5, 
5,11*.5 *, 
W 5, 
7,*18,9 (, 
5,028,* 7, 
5,580.0 5,

Aggregate iBooie Feroeat CanilatiTe Riatribatioa M ((ba) of total

*8,(1^
• *2j?17^ 

mBaaiaa,

sw



(She) (Sb)of total
to

50*35*1Total 2(I*,9U,8SO100,0 100,0 •aiJTM 5«,

80*5,9

0,80*

03

liooio
r, 
i

5.a 
*,8 
5.5 
8,8 
8,8 
8,5 

11,8 
12»7 
8o* 

18,7 
11,8

5rf
9,8

15.5
25.9
52.5

50.8
85.5
71.7 
88,* 

;100,0

15 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1.250 
1|750 
5,000 
8,000

1*1,711 
75,277 
8*.598 
70,279 
50,2*5 
28,.*80 
29,812 
20,788 
9,902 

11,590 
5,97*

10,828,525 
9,*O9,825 

11,50*,500 
17,589,750 
17,585,750 
15A0OO 
25,8*9,800 
25,985,000 
17328,590 
5*,170,000 
25,8**,000

*2,97*.5
s 58,950.*

28,1 
1*.9 
12^ 
15,9 
10,0 
53 
5.9 
*.1
2,0 
2.5 
0^

•

275,*
857.9

1,555.8 1(
2385,5 1(

59.0 5,108.5 2, 
*,295.9 5.
5,7*7.8 *,
8,80*,5 8,
8388,0 7,
9,920,0 8,

Under 100 
100.1*9 
150.199 
W99 
500»599 
*00.599 

19 
1,000.1,*99 
1,500.1,999 
2,000*5,999 
*,000 .

e! total People

28yi 
*> 

55-^ 
8^ 
1^ 
8*3 
90^ 
9*3 
983
99.2 
W

Oini Index .

1988
lacoae group Kid point Kofof people Per cent dggre^te Incone Per cent OMnlatiw Bietribntion P. I,



(She) (Sb) Incoae W I
■

100.0total 215»»7»‘i75 100,0 te,75«.1 5«.'

(001,9

Olli Ibex

te,75(.1

125 
175 
250 
350 
500 
800

15le3U 
(1.3‘U 
((,058 
$0,(20 
59»9(7 
26,498 
33,2(9 
22,592 
11,191 
11,710 
4,250

11,350,$00 
7,((8,(25 

11,5(0,150 
20,155,000 
20,988,450 
13,249,000 
2(,(51,200 
28,240,000 
19,584,250 
55,130,000 
25,380,000

5»2
3.5
5.3
9.2
9.5 
(.0 

12,1 
12,8
8.9 

1(,0 
11.5

248,8 
5(2,8 

1,222,( 
2,225.( 
3,0(8,9 
4,282,4 
5,7(2,2

8,584,5 
9,920,0

K2 
8.7 

14,0 
23.2 
32,7 
38-.7 
50.8 
(5.(

88,5 
100^

28,( 
11,( 
12.5 
15.3 
11.3 
5.0 
(.3
4.3 
2,1 
2,2 
0,8

r, 
i

«

2
I
5

1.1
2,5
3, !
4. {
8,1
7,1
8,1

8 C^OO

jppebix table 2 (eoatiaaed)
19(9

laeoiegroiQ Hid point Io of people Percent Aggregate Inooie Percent CamlatiTe Blstribntioa P. I
(8bn) of total (Sb) of total People

28,(
40.2
52.7
(8,0
79.3
84,5
90,(
94.9

99,2
100^

Under 100 
100*149 
150.199 
200.299 
300*399 
400.599 
(00.999 

1,000*1,499 1,250
1,500*1,999 1,750
2,000.5,999 5,000
4,000 I (,000



(5bs) of total People laeoie

39,828.5100,0 35.100,0Total

0,(18

j 

t

Mi

1 
«

Onier 100 
tOOoltO 
15O»159 
200»299 
300»399 
<IOO>599 
(OO1098 

1,000.1,<199 
1,500-1,999 
2,000-3,999 
8,000 *

39,828^
• 33,851«

Ti555

187,253 
59,888 
70,899 
88,538 
82,719 
29,831 
38,908 
23,997 
11,998 
13,089 
7,090

11,083,975 
7,830,750 

12,807,325 
21,133,500 
21,951,850 
18,725,500 
27,923,200 
29,998,250 
20,998,500 
59,287,000 
82,580,000

12^8
20,9 
29i7 
55^8
88,8
58.8

82,'9 
100,0

75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,250 
1,750 
3,000 
8,000

of total
27jO 
1OS9 
13i^
15.5
11,5
5,8
8,8
8.8
2,2
2.8
1.5

F. I 
*■■1

1.1
2.’
5,

5,
8,
8,

■M 
5.0 
5,0 
8.5 
8,8 
5,9 
11,2 
12,0 
8,8 

15,7 
17,1

toilaiex -

*

199.8 
870,0 

1,083,8 
1,972.1 
2,773,2 
3,898,8 
5,278,8 
8,323,5 
7,983,5 
:9|87O,0

V'

Incog, ffonn Kii point Ro of people Per cent We eent .Mative Mstritntlon 1, I. 
(Sla) of total (Slis) f“--’ ‘

HMMB 

980 
37.9 
50,9 
88,8 
77,9 
83,3 
89.7 
98.1 
98,3 
98,7 

100,0



Hid point Ho of people Per cent Aggregate Incoie Per cent
(Sb)

II

59,226,0 }}W.850 100,0589,531 IM,0Ictal

0,598

Boone group 
(Sb)

75 
125 
175 
250 
350 
500 
8M 

1,250 
1,750 
;,0M 
S,0M

of total

3*2 
3,3 
M 
1^5 
8.<i 

11,S 
11,1 
10,0 
9,0 

12,7 
18,9

122,032 
7M93 
71,'*33 
88,3'17 
8^{005 
88,801 
39,998 
23,1^5 
1‘(,75* 
12,171 
9,0W

20.7
12,7
12,1
18,7
11.7
11.3
8.8
3.9
2.5
2.0
1.5

9,152,8M 
9,389,125 

12,500,775 
21,588,750 
28,153,150 
33,300,5M 
31,998,8m 
28,931,250 
25,819,500 
38,513,000 
56,288,000

of total

20i7
33.8
85.5 
80«2
71.9
83.2
90.0
93.9
98.8
98.8 

1M.0

59,228,0
. 33,282.8

5 982.8

OnderIM
1OO>185
150-199
200-299
300-399
800-599
800-999

1,000-1,899
1,500-1,999
2,000-3,999
8,M0 +

3J2

10.8
18.3
28i7
38.3 
89^8 
59.8
88.8 
81^1 

1M,0

P.
i
MM

138.8

832.7
1,807.5 1,
2.753.8 2,
8,110.1 5,
5,388.0 8,
8.822.8 5,
7,818.0 8,
9,880.0 8{

dppendin Sable 2 (continned) 
1971

Incone

Gini Index s

fanlative Biatritction P. I, 
iii i



(She) (Shfl) Iieni

I

620,356!otal 100,0 38,0}M )2100,0

5961.8

0.596

58,056,6
• 52,07^,8

2.2 
5*1 
5.5 

12.7 
9.9 
7.0 
6,0 

11,1 
8.9 

12,8 
22,8

14.6
12,8
10,2
25.9
1W

5.8

2.6
2.2
1.9

2.2 
5.5 
8.8 

21.5 
51.* 
58.8
U.8 
55.5 

'68.8 
77.2 

100.0

Oultf 100 
100.189 
150.199 
200.299 
500.599 
800*599 
600*999 

,000.1,899 
.50W,999 
!.000»5,999 
^,000 .

75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,250 
1,750 
5,000 
6,000

6,805,125 
9,888,575 

11,015,225 
80,258,750 
51,285,000 
22,111,000 
18,866,800 
58,878,750 
28,150,500 
80,278,000 
71,928,000

90,755 
79,107 
62,96? 

160,959 
89,580 
88,222 
25,585 
27,905 
16,086 
15,826 
11,988

ill 1 i
IMMo a

281,1
808,8

1,995.9 1,
2.991.8 2,
5,778.0 5,
8.928.8 8,
6,008.5 5,
7,805.5 6, 
9,810.0 7

Oinilnia .

Ill
Iseose group Mia point of people Per cent aggregate laooie Per cent ^olathe Pjstritatiea F. I 

(She) of total (She) of total People

I8i6 
27(^

65i5 
77i9 
8?i0 
88.8 
9Ji5 
95^ 
98'j1 

100^



(Shfl)of total lacoae

I

Total 100',0 52fi,56l,275 100,0

1 
i

! I
14 1

75 
125 
175 
2;o 
550 
500

5Si510.i
• 32,575.6

S,2i 
7i7

a
85.5

225»2

2,035.0

2.<l

5.5
8.1

21,7
52,2

(Sb)

Slier 100 
100.11)5 
150,195 
200.255 
500-599 
100.599 1,fe,!99 

1.500.1,999 
2,000.3,999 
*1,000 e

1.251
1.750
3,000
8,000

2,1)
2.9
2,8

15.8
10,5

8,1
'■W

22,8

5 955,0
Qini Index s 0,59!)

I8i!l 
27^8 
55^ 
83.2 
78i3

B 
95i8 
98.1 

100.0

58,510.8 32,5'
■«

7,829,825 
9,'i89,75O 
9,081,100 
u,559,250 
5't,225,*5O 
?'’»7^1i5W

28,3^,250 
‘►5,971,000 
75.8‘i8,OOO

10't,595

51,892
178,157

‘^,285

15,055 
l't.857 
12,308

18,1 
11,7 
8,0 

27.^ 
15.1

§ 
2i3 
2.3 
1.9

11 
5' 

1»8i 

S’r ffi! 5’S
3M W5 
85.9 5,978.7 5,J

7,818.9 
100,0 5,810,0

ippeiilx fable 2 (continued)
1975

IicMe group Hlipoiib Ho of people Per cmt iggregate Incoae Percent OiaulatlTe Blatributtou 
of total Pei^le



(Sb)of total laeoDO

total 701,551 3K,61*,55O100.0 100,0 57,%o,6 51,«7

Gini Iiiex

Soaroet S.ttatract, I575 aii I975,

?
i
Mm

r 1 
Mi

47,064 
102,^51 
««,7M

121,529 
59,869 
38,751 
56,167 
19,150 
15,177 
14,297

5,529,800
12,828,875
11,679,675
44,947,500
42,675,150
29,954,500
50,984,800
45,208,750
55,512,500 
45,551,000 
85,782,000

75 
125 
175 
250 
550 
500 
800 

1,250 
1,750 
5,000 
6,000

1.0
4,5
7.5

18,9
29.9

I. 0
5.5 
5,0

II, 6 
11,0
7,7 
8,0 

11.7 
8.7

11,8 
22,2

2 
1J5 

41

. (She)

Under 100
100.149
150.199 
200*299 
50(^599 
400.599 
600.999 

1,000.1,499
1,500.1,999 
2,000.5,999 
4,000 I

14,6 
9.5 

25.6 
17.4 
8^5 
5.5 
5.1

2.2 
2.0

57,580.6
• 51,671,2

5689,4
• 0,569

1974
^g«^SW«P Sid poittt No of people Per cat Aggregate heae Per eat CarolatiTe Bistribatla 

of total Paple

21,5
50,8
56.4
75.8
82,5
87,8
92.9
95.6
97.8

100.0

•

28,8
155,5
582.1

1,686,4 1,59
57.6 2,774,9 2,46
45.6 5,752,9 5,50
57,5 5,050.9 4,25
66,0 6,151,4 5,47
77,8 7,457,7 6,45

100.0 9,780,0



Appendix We J

SS3509

255 258

1.65* 1,69^ 1,757 1,822 1,«8j 1,959 2,0)1

8,65* 8,921 9,220 9,529 9»8^7 10,178 10,521 10,9115 11,52811,728 12^M 12,^9liTotal 12,955

7M 
288

908
2t9

lairobt 
Obast 
II, Eastern 
Eastern 
Central 
B, Faile; 
Eyanza 
Vestern

878
252

Source; Kenya popnlation census, I982, Advanced Eeport, Fol WI, pt,
Kenya popnlation Census, I988, Tel, 1, pl,
Kenya Statistical Digest, 7,1 HI, go t, ^c 1974,

Eotesi Popnlation fignree have been calcnlated using a constant rate of 
grontb from 1982-1989 and froa 1989-1975.

'«n t5i 456 1182
819 8t7
259 255

559 570 803 829 885 
9H 978 1,015 1,0t9 1,079 1,117
2t8 2t9 252 255 258 281

2,212

5U 584 585
788 
284

1,557 1,801 1,848 1,692 1,5j8 1,788 1,858 1,907 1,988 2,027 2,089 2,148
1,555 1,578 1,422 1,488 1,515 1,585 1,815 1,878 1,?29 1,784 1,841 1<Ji9
1,|40 1,799 1,880 1,925 1,988 2,055 2,125 2,210 2,282 2,557 2,4)4 2,499 2,581

2,122 2,202 2,289 2,578 2,4)2 2,547 
1,015 1,055 1,098 1,1)9 1,18) 1,229 1,277 1,)28 1,)8l 1,4)8 1,49) 1,542 1,80)

Provincial Ponnlation (1982 e n] 
Ceoo)

1982 198) 1984 1985 1988 1987 1988 1989 1970 1971 1972 1975 1974



F

Appendix Table

196 1J«5 196*1 1965 1966 1967 1968 196$ 1970 1971 1972 1975 197*

2i8

12,1

100,0 100,0 lOOiO 100^0 lOO^O lOOeO 100,0 100,0 lOOtO 100,0 lOOiO 100,0 100,cTotal

8,6
2.1

lairobi
M
8, Easten 
Eastern 
Central
B. Talley 
Epanna 
Eestern

15,*1 1^ 1%*
20,2 20i2 20,2
19,0 19s!1 I9i1
11,8 1W lls9

5e1
8,6
2,0

17.1
15.1
20,0
19.7
12,t

8,6
2,11

17.5
1W
20,2
I9.J
12,1

i.

itiB

froTittclal stares of Eational nonnlation (1962»1975) 
(Bercentages)

Sonree; Kenya popnlation Oensne, 1962, Admced Beport, Vol 1,41, pt Kenya popnlation Oensns, I969, fol 1, pl, 
Kenya Stastistical Digest, fol 111, Eo t^Deo 197t,

2,6 2,5 
18,0 1^ 1718. 17.7 17.6 

IM 
20,2 20,2 
19.1 19i2 
12,0 12.0

t.7 W t,9 5.0
8,6 8,6 8,6 a-.6 8,6
2.5 2,2 2,1 2^ 2,1

17»t 17.t yf>'i W 17.2
15.5 15*5 154 15a 15.2
20,2 20,1 20,1 20 20,0
19.t 19»5 19.6 W 19.6

12,1 12,2 12f5 12,5

y t,9 0
8,6
2.2

t,0 t,o tiB ti5
8,5 8,5 0 8^6 8^6 8,6

■5.T> 5»1 
18,0 
15.5 
20,2 
18,9 
11,8



fisplOTBent

MwiberffiOVOTCB HwaberNnaber (

26*051*9.905 150^33*26^*9 25.821*2.859NAIROBI

I

5

8*,683 1*.711*.15 90,032 15.*6%tal

70.65 28,99769.79 29.710 68.1229,975

*2.0*87,96 *2^5627.30*2,9*7 7.31Sbtal

^baX 2»61149605 2«70

76958B 13?T577*090 15>3969>006 12;79tai

I

s
!

*,*1*
8,558

60,17
30.12
9.70

12.79
19.07

8,705
*,511
1,589

38,7*2
16.120
13.975
3,801 

12,039

59.22
31.2*

59.60
30.88
9.51

196*
Per cant 
of total

9.77
19.56

56,251 
5b^*6 
5,*8O 
375 
609 

8,027

9.16*
*i588 
1,*78

1965 Per ceat of total

(1)
Appeadlac Sable 5

*5.*8

16.69
3.27

t

Q0A83F 
Meobasa 
Ulifi 
•twalo 
^aou 
®. Hivor 
V.SaTota

56,001 
*,079 
3,216 

2*1 
278 

5,173

*5.7* 
19.03 
16.50 
*•*8 

1*.21

5.**7
8i‘1l8

WSSXEBM
Kakanega 
Btuagoaa 
Bbs&a

<SSiZBM 
Ktaafau 
Ht)raiig*a 
Syari ■ 
Kirinyaga 
Kyandama

56,553 
6.02* 
5,567 

557 
•>92 

8,297

81.15
5.91
*.66
0.3*
O.*0

-i7t7Z0 
13i59* 
3i39* 

12,566

*7.08
19.7*
15.09

15.95

RYASZA 
Kdanm} 
Otaya 7 
S. Nyaxtaa 
Kiel!

*,112
S,226

7M3 
7.81 
<6d96^ 
O.*6
0663 
10,76

73.**
7.63 
7.15 
O.*8 
0679-'

10.*8

JI 
II

yh^722 
15.850 
12t743 
2.505 
10.519 
76,338

10.27 j
19<92 j

t •

9,08*
*,793
1,*61 9.52

BaoloaiBent by ^ovlnce In the Modern Sector. * 
1963 ! 196*Per eeat Ntaber Per eeat S of total of total £

T



Baiber HumberPROVINCE Number

1

t

r

167}«56167,56* 28,8029.** 29.12158,750Total

I

i

I

Oo33O<37<>•27 2e152^otal

575ete3 100100 100AIO. ESOVIHOES 559t227

I
i

8,*17 
931 

2,165 
917 
716 

50.500 
2,1*9 

35,198 
2Zt6^ 
14,22* 
18,79* 
1,19* 
907

591
541
3*9

1963
Per cent, of total

23.56

I9O26 
k6Q 
646

1965
Per cent of total

33eO7
30.22
36*69

8e5l0 
1.095 
2.143 
1.301
759 

50.600 
2.165 

36,875 
25.840 
14,238 
21.146 
1,962

933

639
384
709

5430 
0*58 
1.36 
0^57 
0i,45 

31<»81 
1*35 

22.17 
14.26 
8.96 

11.83 
0.75 
0^97

5.07 
0.65 
U27 
0.77 
0.45

30.19
1,29 

22.00 
15»42 
8.49 

12.61
1.17 
0.55

6.71 
0.37 
1.19 
0.64 
0.59 

30.06 
1.44 

22.04 
15.21
7.75 

12.02
1.12 
0.59

48.12 
21*59 
30.30

11'^57 
967 

2i009 
1^076 
1*001 

30^402 
2^429 

36^965 
23,508 
12,998 
20,134 

1,893
999

10.98 
32.08
2.89 
6.68 

^995^7
1.81 
b' \ b

EA8TEBN
Etabu 
Keru 
lelolo 
titui 
Maohakoe 

^.Hareablt
T A L
BjUBIEBH 

^Isa 
^Ir 
*(eadera

4,355 
11,63© 
1,247 
2^909 

16^%O9 
1.002

11.47

3.28
7*66

44.29
2.64

9.86
31.76
2.23
8.08

46^39
1.78 
L

3,650
10,667 

962
2,221

15,159 
6Q3

•3 S. X U X

R. VyOJiBf 
laUclpia 
Ear ok 
K^lado 
^^urkana 
Samburn 
Hakuru 
Baringo 
Rerieho 
B. aishu 
Handl 
T. Hzola 

Harakvet
V. Pokot

5,616 
11,6*7 

825 
3,965 
*6,957 

655fa fc fe 1

196* !
Per cent , of total j



Emplo^ent <2) Appendix Table 5 (eontinned)

NtrnberNxmber Hoaber

I

27<»*026*02MAIBQBI 152*327

G

87*834 14.7016*6O97*223Total

66*6928*98327*606

*

43*45841*430 7eO7Total

17*892Total 2*992i6315*556

13«0177,76313*19’•tai 77,253

5,‘nz
8,412

13.06
20.30

5,952
8,523

9,159
4,593
1,8O4

1968
Per cent 
of total

51.30
18.55
13.98
3.24 

12*92

57*326 
6*250 
4*496 

659 
628

1967
Per cent of total

48*20 
18*11 
17.29 
4*49 

11.89

1994
Per cent of total

VESTESN 
Kakamega 
Btttkgoaa 
Busia

Kiaabu 
Murang*a 
Hyeri 
Kirinyaga 
Hyandarua

42^44 
15*909 
15*188 
5*948 

10*445

57*433 
5,947 
4,725 
500 
570

8,078

58.87
29,52 
11^,

13.69
19.61

NTANZA
Klenauj
^laya )
S.Hyanza
Klsii

9.964
5,785
2,143

74.34
7.69
6.11
0.64

10.45

55.68
32.33
11.97

73.61 
8.03 
5.78 
0.84 
0.80 

8,404 10.80

49.883 
18,041 
13,592 
3,151

12,566

ooass'

^Uifi
’^»ale

Biver
Tbreta

; 16^9^92



1974I
Ntraber t

J
I

I

28*11165.311 28^3 167,926Sbtal

I

56,572 6,125.8734,367^tal

0.372,232®4tal 1,944 0.33

597,369 100100All ebovxnces585,421

I
I 
I

1967
Per eent of total

EAS33SBH 
®ari8sa

Bandera

BASSEBN 
Btobn 
Mem 
Xaiolo 
Ktttti 
M|iohako8
Marsablt

997^6 
1^017 
1t963 
963 
655 

51 •320 
2.*91 

^79^^^

iat84O 
20,713 
1,162
7*5

38.88
3^.29
26^89

10,623 
'I ^292 
2^662 

938 
819 

52,97* 
3.186 
37.522 
22,67* 
1*.703 
18,038 
1,611
81*

931
733
568

*1o71
32.8*
25»**

j

*,10* 
11*115 
1.311 
2,978 
16,095 

969

6,32 
0.76 
1-59 
0.58 
O.*8 

3le5* 
1.89 

22.3* 
13.50 
8e75 
10.7* 
0.95 
0.*8

756
666
522

5.90 
0.61 
1.18 
0.58 
0.39 

31.0*
1.50 

22.58 
1*i72 
7i»78 

12i,92
0.70 
O.*5

11.22 
30.39
3.58 
8.1* 

*^•00 
2^6h

9.*7

*.06
5.51

h7.^7
2^21

3.256 
10,8*5 
1.397 
1,89* 

16,213 
762

ft. Vm&EY 
Iialkipia 
Marok 
Kajiado 
Turkana 
^buru 
Makuru 
Baringo 
Kericho 
n.- Qishn 
Nandi

Nzoia
N. Harakvet 
V. Pokot

■ >.

1966
Number Per oent of total



SteploTBent (3)

ISO VINCE
EmberEmber

164^*00226»08 25»U163*61326e99163*691NAIROBI

I

T 98*738 15e3214.9593e8OO14«8890*236Vbbal

46*5787.28 7^22,45«7227^^42*505Total

19t93718*761 2.992.8617*470Total i

I

I

86,574i3.*784,52615.6082,119 4®ot«i

I
I

56.89
28.68
14.41

28,519 
3(fl

9,264

11*158 
5,478 
5,201

NTAHZA 
Klsmn 
Maya 
S.'-Eyaziza 
Eisii

999^9
5e012
2*519

1968
Per eeat of total*

47.70
19.14
17.55
3.94

11.85

10*858 
5*175 
2^750

44,575 
17*868 
15,982 
5,742 

11,655

62.57
2.11

15.24
20.26

iCOASS* 
Mombasa 
Kilifi 
Kvale 
I«eBU 
T« Hiver 
T. taveta

WESSEBE 
Kakaaega 
Buagoaa 
Bmj,a

28*921 
1iO6l 
7*142 
9^454

45^821 
18^**852 
16*^79 
4*394 

1^^12

1970Per cent of total*

61.11
T.60

15.89
21.38

57.87

14.55

47.51 
19.04 
17.03
3.98

12.04

61*492 
7*582 
6*718 

868 
IV08O

Klaaba_ 
Maraag^a 
Eyeri 
Kirlayaga 
Eyaadaraa

71.99
8.58 
7.56 
Oi95 
1.08

10.21

55.96
27ti^7 
16,03

681 
6*756 
9*091

71.50
8.48
7.71
0.96
1.25

10.06

46.40
19.07
17.09
4.43

12.97

43*050 
17*274 
15*636 
^t9$9

10*697

71.02 
8.52 
7^79 
1.00 
1.24

10.45

60*444
7.174
6,519

819
1*060
8*310

59*120 
6*886 
6*046 

786 
895

Appendix table 3 (ooatiaued)
1969 Ember Per eeat of total* i

62.09
2.27

15.53 I
20.29



Employment (5)
” I

PEOVIHCE
RtBBber Umber

4

I63e691 36*99 163^615 26*.0SNAZRGBI 23»4<»

14*689Ot236 93«6oo 98,73sSbtai 14.95 15.52

1

4615787*28Total 42,505 7*2245,722

18,761 19,957®®tal 2*992*8617,470
t

13.*586,57*13.*784,52613.6082,119

I
7.00 I

i

60,*** 
7,17* 
6,519 

819 
1,060 
8,510

28,519
967 

6,972 
9,26*

*7.51
19.0*
17.03
3.98

12.04

55*96

16,05

BKSEBN 
Kakaoega 
Bungona

ntanza 
KisOBU 
Siaya 
S.^Hjaiiza 
Eisii

1968
Par eent of total*

47.70
19.14
17.35
3.94

11.85

10,858
5,173
2,730

44,573
17,868
15,982
5,742

11,635

57.87
27.57
14.55

62.37
2.11

15.24
20.26

11*1158
5,478
3,201

1970
Per eent 
of total*

JO.
Kiasbn 
Mnrang’a 
Myeri 
Kirinyaga 
Pyandarna

45*821 
18*832 
16,879 
4,394 

12*812

62,09 
2»Z7 

15.33 
20,29

9,939
5,012
2,519

61.11
1.60

15.89
21.38

25,977
681

6,756
9,091

71.99
8.38

0*95
1*08

10.21

71,50 
8.48 
7.71 
0,96 
1.25

10.06

56.89
28.68
14,41

28,921 
1,061 
7,142 
9*454

46*40
19.07
17.09
4.45

12.97

43,050
17,274
15,656 
3,559

10,697

71.02 
8,52 
7.75 
1,00 
1,24 

10,43

61,492 
7,382 
6,718 
868 

1,080 
9^03*

59,120 
6,886 
6,046 
786 
895 

8,386 I

Appendix table 3 (continued)
1969 Number Per cent of total* !

**^ba6a
^Cllifi
^»«le

Bi ver 
laveta

>»



Nvaber

18^33228.53 28.59178.9*9171.76* 28,32

11.00

6,*45.96 6,25 *li56236.200 39.219*eotal

2^78 OolAOeM2^6220«392«te5Zbtal
100627*214 100jBU, PROYIKCH56g6,41O 100.

B.
Laikipia
Narck
Kajlado
Torkasa

Mem 
Xelole 
Kltui 
Maohakes 
Marshahit

BftSTESH
Stahu

1968Per cent of total

*.065 
12,172 
1,691 
3,392 
16,552 
1.3*7

Hi EASSmS 
Oarissa 
ifejlr 
Mandera

Sanbaru 
Raknm 
Baringo 
Keriebo 
B. Gishn 
Xandi 
S. Nzoia

Marakvet 
V. Pokot

38.59
32o*1
28.95

1,125 
921 
8^

10.55
^0,1^7

*.29
9.00

*2,5*
3.12

30.33 
*.17 
9.11 

*1.86 
3.50

97*
79*
657

6,79 
0.81 
1.55 
0.63 
1,20 

29.77 
1.64 

22^.125 
13.9* 
8^k9 

10*75 
0*97 
1.1*

10.36
31.03

*.31
8.6*

*2.20 
3.*3

39.08
32.00
28.90

6.55 
0.79 
1.51 
0.61 
1.36 

28.91 
1.76 

21,29 
13.91 
8.58 

12.27 
1.04 
1.3*

11,670 
1,*02 
2,667 
1,099 
2,078 

51.1*9 
2,829 

38,220 
23,9** 
14,587 
18,478 
1,676 
1,965

11,842 
1,426 
2,718 
15090 
2,421 

53.210 
2,988 

38,361 
24,516 
14,807 
21,633
1.755 
2,182

3,821 
11,031
1,554 
3,258 

13,*03
1,133

6.61 
0.79 
1.51 
0.60 
1.35 

29.73 
1.66 

21.43 
13.69 
8.27 

12.08 
0.98 
1.21

*,573 
12,609 
1,73* 
3,789 

17,*00 
1,457

125084 
1,472 
2,801 
1,140
2, *521 
53,293
3, '26O 

395249 
25,644 
154823 
22.623

14927 
2,482

1,012
850

. 760

— »■'

Xetal

1969Nnaher Per cent of total
1970 Mnsber Per cent of total



<Saplojaent (3)

ISOVINCE
Hnabsr Hmber

i.

163.691 26.99 163,615 26.08 164^002HAIBOBZ 25.**
i

‘lk,S8 98,73893,80090,236 1*.95SotiQ. 15.32

7.287.00 *5,722 *6i‘378*2,505Ibtal

2,86 18,76117,*70 2.99i 19.937lotal 3.09

1

J

86,57‘t 13.*38*,52682,119 13,60!otal

5,012
2,519

*7.51
19,0*
17,03
3.98 

12,0*

55,96
27.*7 
16,05

25,977
681

6,756 
9,091

*3,050 
17,27* 
15,656 
3,559 
10,697

1968Per eent of total*

56.89
28,68 
1*,*1

lt7»70
19.1*
17.35
3.9*

11.85

10,858
5,173
2,730

28,519
967 

6,972 
9,26b

**,573 
17,868 
15,982 
3,7*2 

11,635

62.37
2.11 

15.2* 
20,26

BESSEBN 
Cakaaega 
Buagaaa 
BnsJUi

■aan 
*. Biver 
*, laveta

61.11
1,60

15.89
21.38

i
1

57^37

1970Per ee&t of total*

71«99 
8.38 
7.36 
0*95 
1*08

10.21

71.50 
8,*8 

. 7.71
0.96 
1*25 

10.06

28,921 
1,1)61 
7,1*2 
9i*5*

R7ANZB 
Klsonu 
Slaja 
Sv^HTaziza 
ClaU

S>AS9r 
(oabaaa 
lilifi 
*vaXo

Klanba

Myeri 
Siriayaga 
Kyaadama

82.09
2.27

20.29

19eO7 
17o09

12.97

45.821
18.832
16,879

12^12

71.02
8.52
7.75 
1.00 
1.24 

10.43

11ii58
5,478
3,201

59,120 
6,886

7BS 
895 

8,386

Appendix table 5 (continued)
(

61,492 
7,382 
6,718 
868 

1^-080 
9|034

60,444 
7,174 
6,519 
819 

1,060 
8,510

1969 Nuaber Per eent of total* j



Mtmber

I8»i332■»78»9«i9 28,5328.32 28.59171,76*

6.255.96 39,219 *1i562 8.**36,200Total

2jf878O.*1 0.**2,6222.*25 0.39

627,21* 6**i*8l 100100SO. ESOVXNCS!606,*1O 100

97*
73k

1968
Per cent 
of total

40*16 
^2,71^

11,8*2
1, *26 
2,718 
1S090
2, *21 

53,210
2,988 
38,361 
2*,516 
1*,8O7 
21,633 
1,755 
2,182

*,065 
12,172 
1,691 
3,392 
16,552 
1,3*7

39.08
32.00
28.90

Sajsbaru 
Ihkiim 
Baringo 
Kericho 
D. Qishn 
Saudi 
T. Nzoia

Marafcvat 
V. Polcot

10.36 
31.03 

*.31
8.6* 
*2.20 
3.*5

1,125
921
832

»« EASTEBS 
(twissa 
Vbjir 
Handera

Tbtal

B. TOitLBT 
laikipia 
Narofe 

I* 
Kajiado 
Inrkana

10.55
30. *7 
*.29 
9.00

*2.5*
3.12

38.59
32.*1
28,95

Total

BUTEBM 
%bv 
Hem 
Islolo 
Hitui 
Haehalcos 
Harshablt

fii73 
0.81 
1.55 
0.63 
1.20 

29»77
1.6* 

22ii[25 
13.9*
8**9 

10*75 
0*97 
l-.l*

11,670 
1,*02 
2,667 
1,099 
2,078 

31,1*9 
2,829 

38,220 
23,9** 
1**587 
i8,*78 
1,676 
1,965

3,821 
11,031 
1,55* 
3,258 

15,*03 
1,133

1,012
850
760

12*08* 
1**72 
2*801 
1,1*0 
2i521 

53,293 
3,260 

39,2*9 
25,6** 
15,823 
22*623 

1*927 
2**82

6.55 
O»73 
1*51 
0.61 
1*36 

28.91
1.76 

21.29 
13.91
8.58 

12,27
1,0* 
1.3*

6.61 
0.79 
1.51 
0.60 

1.35 
29.73 
1.66 

21.*3 
13.69 
8,27 

12.08 
0,98 
1.21

11.00
30.33

*.17
9.11 

*1.86
3.50

**573 
12*609 

1*73* 
3*789 

17,*OO 
1**57

1969Number Per cent of total
1970 Nnaber Per cent of total



Appendix table 5 (cent*)^ployment (4)

Kimber

26«71 203*44? 26«72178*149 192*27925*77BAXRQBI

12^^26? 18«O5116,269 I6e1516*54112*991Sbtal

!

6*8151.9257*1551.51148*8592otal I

T

i

24*49522*142 5.21^.<3794tal 5.0220*929

I

89«925 89*56512.49B»tal 15.00 11.7589,906

i 
T

55.70
28*61
15.68

^7^56
19.36
16.59
5.14

11.52

1 )

72*62 
8*88 
6*99 
1.29 
1.47 
8*72

52*000 
22*475 
17.975 
5.918
14*625

29.787 
1.982 
7*487 
9,601

11*658
5.989
3*282

71.07 
8*78 
7.72 
0.99 
1*22 

10*19

55,306
22*510
19,293
5,986

13,172

50*001
2,251
7^491

11*788

64*501 
7,753 
6*835 
1,154 

965 
8*917

57.29
27.36
15.33

VSBXEBK 
Kakesiega 
Bvag<ma 
Bbeia

(^ASX 
Kenbasa 
Ktlifi 
Kwale 
liaau 
V. Siver 
9. Xaveta

12*687 
6*060 
3,395

i
i

62*709
20*971
20*209

6*771
11*605

63*903 
7*894 
6,944 

898 
1,097 
9*170

1973 
Per cent 
of total*

51.29
17.15
16*52
5.53
9.49

71.50 
8*62 
7.60 
1,28 
1.07 
9.91

58.24 
4*33 

14*54 
22*88

59.04
27.60
13.83

HYAHZA 
^Bxmu 
fiiaTa 
8» Hyansa 
Kisli

60*96 
4.05 

15.32 
19.65

64*900 
7*939 
6*249 
1*156 
1i321 
7S798

58.51

13.31
22*78

46,02
19.89
15.90
5.23

12*94

30*382 
2*796 
6^915 

11*^30

Ui344
^47^3

Kiambo 
Miiraiig*a 
Hyeri 
Kirinyaga 
Nyandaroa

1971 Nnaber Per cent of total*
1971 Kimber Per cent of total*



Ntaber Humber

28»192U,6W195.885 27.21191.69* 27.73

«.78 51^807 6.80*8,8*96.61*5.700

3.*35 0.*50»liZ 0»li02.958 2,917®»tal

76%375 100100Mill fHOVUfCS 691*186 719e777100

CBS*

39*01
34*11
26*87

He VAUra $
Laifcipia 
fiarok 
Kaijiado 
Sarkana 
Saaburn 
Hakuru
Baringo 
Kericho 
B« Oieha 
Baxidi

Hzoia
Marakvet 

«• Pokob

1*146
964
848

6*33 
0«92 
1*69 
0.55 
1.30 

29*03 
1*69 

21*42 
14.02 
8*70 

11*85 
1.04 
1*39

12.207
1.614 
3*209 
1.077 
1.582 

55.287
3*440 

44,851 
27.104 
17*006 
24,555
2,373 
1*780

1,138
995
784

12.02
30.71

3*44 
7*99 

41.66
4.16

5.730 
12,916 
1,980 
4,007 

19*578 
1,489

1972Per eent of total

K* EASTEEN 
®w?i«ea 
’Mir 
••andora

12.53 
28.26 
*.33 
8.76 

*2.8* 
3.25

12.16
29.65
3.33
8.57

*2.81

10,71* 
1.83* 
3.227 
1.107 
1.280 

62^1288 
3.231 

52^5116 
31.82* 
17.938 
2*.285 
2.918 
1.*5*

1973 Par cent of total

**.91
28.67
26.*O

BiSXEBH

Mem 
laiolo 
Kittti 
Maehalcos 
Mwsablt

6.25 
0.82 
1.65
0.5* 
0.80 

28.22
1.75 

22.89 
13.83
8.68 

12.*3 
1.21
0.90

*.99
0.85
1.50
0.51
0.59

29.01
1.50

2*.*8
1*.82
8.35

11.31
1.35
0.67

38.7*
32.58
28.66

5.9*3 
1*,*86 
1,630 
*,188 

20,913 
1,689

12,1*2 
1.778 
3.258 
1,068 
2,*93 

55,663 
3.25* 

*1,069 
26,881 
16,681 
22,72* 
2,00* 
2,679

1,5*3
985
907

6,252 
15J910 
1,78* 
*,1*0 

21^585 
2,156

1971 Humber Per cent of total

Source: Bepnblic of Kenya* Baployment and Earnings An the modern sector* 
Ministry of Finance and Planning*

* Employment figures refers to regular and casual employees, and include apprentees, part-time workers and directors and partners not serving on a basic salary contract as from 1968* Self - employed persdftBaWit" fmmily workers who do not receive regular wage or salaries are excluded.



Baplojnent (5)
197*

Ntnober

27*46226,959

16*12133,235

59,996Zetal

1

4*2034,758Sbtal

I

I

12.16total 100,522

NAIROBI

22,901
8,461
3,376

29,458
4,453
9,485

16,620

Per cent of total

49.09
7.38

15.80
27.70

69,782
24,712 
21,047
7,353 

10,541

52.37
18.54
15.79
5.51
7.76

1
!

BIPLOYMENTAppendix table 5 (eontinned)

RUMZ&

Slaya 
&• Myansa 
klaii

65.88
24.40
9.71

COASS 
si. 

Henbaaa
Ktlifl 
Kvale 
Iqdu 

. S. Biver 
liaveta

69,148
10,802 
7»913 
1,080 
1*565 

10,014

68,78 
10,74 
7e87 
1*07 
1*55 
9o96

VSSZSEOI 
Xakamega 
Bnngoma 
Bnsia

Al e 
Kiambn 
Mnrang^a 
Byeri 
Klrinyaga 
Byandarua



I

208*178 25019

7<1158*791

O»463t835®btal

ML TBOVZNCSS 826*263 100

Per cent 
of total

11*405 
2*101 
4*229 
1*149 
1*678 

62*712

48*540 
2fr*788 
2Q.679 
21*252 
5*061 
1*811

Xotal
•—

BftSSEBN 
Itobu 
Mem 
Xslolo 
Kitui 
Maohalcos 
Mareabit

BftSIEBB
CEarissa
Wajir
Mandera

6*925 
18*204 

1*749 
5.350

1*628

^•^7 
1«00 
2.05 
0.55 
0«80 

30.12 
2.29 

23.31 
11.90 
9.93 

10.20 
1.47 
0.86

49<>23 
27^30 
23.46

>• VAXLET 
Laikipia 
Narok 
ftajiado 
Sbrkana 
Saab urn 
Haknru 
Baringo 
Kerloho 
B. Qishn 
Mandi 
7. Nzoia 
S. Marafcvet 
W. Pokot

11»77
30.96
2.97
9.10

42.41
2.76

1974
1974

Mnaber

1*888
1,047

900

Sonroet Republic of Kenya. Sanloyaent and Barninga in the Modern sector. CBS. Ministry of Finance and Planning.
* Baployment figures refers to regular and casual employees, and include apprentices* part-time workers and directors and partners not serving on a self-employed persons and family workers who do not receive regular 

wages or salary are excluded.



'PBOVIHCff 19691968

448.22443.17446je8

170.74148.69140.33Ibtal

223^28169.99163.97Sotal

220.44208.99total 190.12

290§S59 339.063etal 305.39

184.99
108.89
175.20
126.28

364.77
144.99
179.99
175.70
180.94
142.99

165.00
176.14
211.99
164,99
131.00

KS 
1970

■BSZBSH 
Kakamega 
BaagoBa 
Bnaia

204^72
169*79
172^i92

130.55
164.14
167*30
171.06
138.33

184.75
94,41

170.35
105.05

152.57
120.00
190.10
155.05
119.00

238.00
139.96
226.99
184.80

141^17
112.97
181.98
153.04
115.96

234.71
205.00
203.99

IXBAX
Slan1>n_ 
Xiiraiig*a 
Hyeri 
Kirinyaga 
Ryaadarua

RAXBOBl

RiHAasa
KUifl 
Kwale 

Baan
t. Biver

Saveta

HIAHZA
Sisaara 
Siaya 
S. Ryanaa
Kisil

227.11
183.89
184.50

406.76
159.99
205.99
189.97
196.01
155.00



1968 1969 1970

116.6?%tal 126.99 1*1.91

Sotal 160.96159.59 171.65

®>tal 226,92 224.86

AUi fBOTIHCES 2**.882*1*11 261,*1

I
}

2*O,*5 
21*.23 
222,22

265,68
216,82
20*,20

112,*5 
187«&7 
21*,*3 
167,33 
99.90

153.*5

100,13 
131.5* 
87.35 
90.79
1*2.*8 
76.13

1*1.*7 
200.21 
219.97 
159.26
99.50 
138*07 
120*28 
112.39 
1*5.69 
105.75
99.51 
152,02
80,98

151.26 
237.97 
222.99 
160.96 
105.98 
160.93 
126.99 
12*,97
152.99 
113.00 
122,98 
156.97 
85.01

250.09
213.05
20*.*7

182^75 
158*60 
191.11 
1**«96 
150.63 
211.91

BtSSEBB 
Sibtt 
Ksru 
Isiolo

Haohakos 
Marsabit

196.67 
159.99 
17*.68 
131.19 
152.23 
226.9*

192.67
162.38
208.99 
16*.OO 
165.00
2*0.97

B. TAUST 
' £^|ikipla

Rar<dc 
' Kajiado

BSbkana 
Swbartt 
Baknru 
Bariikgo 
Eericho 

O^hu 
Band!
7, Nzoia
B. Harakvet 
V* Pokot

R* EASZBBH 
Bdrissa 
•ajir 
Raadera



Appendix table 6 (eontinued)

1971 1972 1973

nshoBi 494.8$ 504.79 516.84

182.95 193.34180.52%tal

227.16 246.05Xatal 217.65

255.86 299.69®»tal 230.85

®»4al 295.36314.98 351.58

ntasza

Kiannu
Staya
8, RjrBnsa
K£sil

568.46
167.39
210.56
200.44
215.95
171.65

176.81
202.87
204.1$
207.2$
158.28

225.54
285.1$
221.29
229.64

171.1$
147.51
228.45
240.29
178.89

501.47
326.45
258.75

187.25
173.45
254.50
242.55
162.18

I®8TEBH 
BtOcaDega 
Bnngoma 
^ia

225.78
150.50
229.49
205«i53

225.90
547.92
285.$$
255.71

557.82
222.04
179.58
225.22
280.51
152.77

264.77
278.0$
182.94

OOAS® 
**eiii)>asa 
Kllifi 
^»alo

Biver 
Shveta

398.45
248.87
207.20
249.82
253.52
215.58

256.52
198.17
200.05

JO.
Klembti

Hyepi
Kipinyaga
Hyaadarua



1971 1972 1973

161oO? 165«16143»3O

3Jbtal 160.12 255.91 279«09

283.162M.92 27Za2

SBOVXNeSB 3O3#62272.17

CBS.

«

Z6it,7it
247.71
204.48

354.48
239.39
235.20

148.42 
278.81 
319.04 
223.39 
175.09 
188.46
181.13 
135.78 
155.71 
156*52 
123*21 
184.53
163.48

396.27
253.62
217.88
313.47
267.88
225.32

318.79
240.10
227.89

169.96
151.26
181.11
142.65
158.31
242.17

175.21 
248.53 
275.59
182.67
123.34
144.86
126.73
125.60
155.61 
126*24 
I32.6I
154.89
94.40

426.06
227.95
211.77
256.04
229.39
267.73

184.19
257.25
422.31
253.56
227.5
203.70
222.7
122.14
145.65
146.90
122.54
231.90
235.07

>. EASSEBM 
(toissa 
•sjlr 
ttaadera

K. VXLLEI 
^•aikipia

^iado 
^^kana 
Saabora 
Hekwu 
Baringo 
Eericbo 
V. Sishn 
Mandi 
S. Nzoia 
B. Marakwet 
Ve Pokot

®®tal

Total
BASTESN 
^bn 
Kern 
Xeiolo 
Kitui 
Maohakos 
^arsabit

^bnrce: Bepublic of KenTa* BbploTBent and Earnings in the modern sector* Ministry of Finance and Planning*
* Earnings cover all cash payments* including basic salary^ cost of »g allovances* profit bonus* together with the value of rations and free board and an estimate of the employers* contribution towards housing^-



Table 7Appendix
PROVIWCIAL PRIMABY SCHOOL ENROLMENT (1964 « 741

EWROIADBMT
1964

SO14,719 100»00Total

1965

19010,889 100,00Total

1966

1,045,416 100,00

Central1967

H, Saatern
Nyansa

Coast
Bgstern
Nairobi
N, Sastern
Nyansa
S* Talley 
Western

Eastern
Nairobi

Nyansa
fi. Valley 
Western

Eastern 
Nairobi 
N« Eastern 
Nyanza 
R, Valley 
Western

Central 
Coast

Coast
Eastern
Nairobi

Central 
Coast

250,002 
55.065 
166,917 
59.775 

955 
195.676 
144,151 
164.180

258,001 
57,525 

199.107 
45.096 

912 
162.229 
161,272 
146,679

275.558
65.719

226,687
52,977
1.822

196.821

25.54 
5.69 

19.69 
O4«'46 
00.09 
16,04 
15.95 
14.50

24.14 
5.79 

20,00 
4,67 
Oil 6 

17i56

Tbtal

251,505 
59,651 

204,462 
49,728 
2,090 

191,557 
144,902 
159,961

24.08 
5’.71 

19.59 
4i76 
0.20 

18*35 
13^88 
15i4l

raovlwcB
GSMtral

FEB CENT OF TOTAL 
24i65 
5.42 

16^44 
5.^1 
0i09 

19,08 
14*20 
I6tf17

H. Eastern



PER CENT OF TOTAL

lOOoOOTotal
1968 Central

Coast
Eastern
Nairobi
N» Eastern

100^19209^680Total
Central1969
Coast
Eastern

1,282,297 lOOiOOTotal
Central1970
Obast

N« Eastern

Western
%4279589Total 100^^00

Central1971
Coast
Eastern
Nairobi

Eastern

NyaBsa
R* Valley 
Western

S« Valley 
Western

Nairobi 
N* Eastern
Nyansa
R. Vklley
Western

Eastern 
Nairobi

Nyanza 
R« Valley

I65e325
15O»27O

31le970 
769805 
2699652 
6O9944 
3e3O1 

206,462 
1839233 
1699930

14958
13926

2969863 
739642 
242,059 
359O6O 

29^39 
22I9I38 
174,597 
145,932

349,378 
83,983 
289.867 
61,238 
3,432

234,012 
202,992 
201,787

371,913
87,443

315,454
67,523
4,668

24i54 
5.92 

20.01 
4.55 
0i19 

18;.28 
14.+3 
12.^

5'i88 
20;^0

4.28 
0.24 

16^39 
14^1 
14^13

2¥i32 
5i98 

21.02 
4.75 
0*25

16.10 
14.28 
13.25

24.37 
5i73 

20.67 
4.42 
0^0n.

^pendiz table 7 (continued) 
PROVINCE ENBOLMEHT



Appendix table 7 (continued)
PER CENT OF TOTALENROUIEMTraovlwcE

1•525,498 lOO'^^OOTtotal
Central1972
Coast

1,675,912 1OO«^Total
Central1973
Coast

1^816,017 lOOiOOIbtal

197*

2,73*.398 100^Setal

Sources

'1

r

Eastern
Nairobi
N* Eastern
Nyansa
S« Valle?
Western

Eastern
Nairobi

Central 
Coast

248,990
228,797
200,708

Nyanza
Be Vteille?
Western

Eastern
Nairobi
Ne Eastern
N?anzB
Re Valle?
Western 

407,762 
96,102 

339,582 
71,786 
5,0*8 

269,76* 
250,975 
23*,9OO

5*0,766 
151,96* 
521,761
81,*05
8,721

573,026 
*56,7*3 
*00,01*

16^32 
1*is99 
13.15

**3,509 
103,107 
370,555 
76,375 
'S6i377 

291,128 
279,119

N&rcuusu 
Be Valle?
Western

2*S53 
5.73 

20^26 
*i28 
0.30 

16?O9 
1*i97 
1*S01

2*%’*2 
%’67 

20?*0 
*S20 
0.35 

16.^03 
15i36 
I3i33

15^7 
?ii92

19S^O8 
2*97 
oSbl

20.95 
I6)s^o 
1*^2
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Appendix table 8
(198» 1974)PROVINCIAL SECONDARY SCHOOL ENROLMENT

PROVINCg ENROLMENT PER CENT OF TOTAL
1984 NAIROBI

Central
Eastern

N« Eastern o
1OO«^Total

NAIROBI1965
Central
Eastern

Total 
1968 NAIROBI

Central
Eastern

N« Eastern
63o194 locr^Total

1967 NAIROBI
Central
Eastern

R» Talley

Nyansa 
Western

Nyansa 
Western
R* Walley 
Coast

R» Valley 
Coast 
N» Eastern

Nyansa 
Western

Nyanza 
Western
R. Valley 
Coast

15.230 
14,907 
5,908 
6,551 
7.574 
6,414 
6.755

56

ZSiVp 
11.56 
15.00 
11.^15 
15i‘54 
22.66

21^0 

25i58
9.34 

1O£!56 
I1>g66 
iorl4 
1(»68

O£<o8

24,229 
18,781
8,801 

10,284 
8,971 
9,975

N.A. 
6,060 
2,688 
5,487 
2,592 
5,149 
5,268 

0

2li!l5 
9S91 

1li58 
10^0 
11J23



raoviwcB EWROIMENg PER CENT OF TOT^
Goaet
N» Eastern

88>779Total tOOiO C

1988 HAIRQBI
Central
Eastern

R» Eastern
llOt«56l 10G^Total

1989 NAIROBI
Central
Eastern

N« Eastern
115t246 100'^00Tbtal

NAIROBI1970
Central
Eastern

N» Eastern
128^855 100^^Total

B« Valley 
Coast

Nyansa 
Vestern

R* Valley 
Coast

R« Valley 
Coast

Myansa 
Vestem

Nyanza 
Western

22»919 
26.911 
13»782 
I5.5W 
11,725 
15.710 
10,508

1*3

22.671 
22.823 
11,1*7 
12.932 
10.629 
12.180 
8,863

112

23.695 
28,953 
17.3*3 
16,656 
12,827 
15,*12 
11,815 

15*

7,658
82

22'«56 
22^1 
10*99 
12ji’5 
10^ 
13801 
8*7* 
0^1

18i!S«7 
23i^2 

1^7 
13*12 
lOi^l 
12.T1* 
9^1 
0ii,l2

0S09

19*88 
22^5 
11^5 
13^
IOS’17 
11^9 

9^ri1 
0^2



aiROLMEMT PER CENT OF TOTAL
NAIROBI1971
Central
Eastern

N« Eastern
IOOSOO1^,722Total

NAIROBI1972
Central
Eastern

Eastern
IOOSOO161>91OTotal

NAIROBI1975
Central
Eastern

N
174,767Total

Source:

Njansa 
Western

R, Valle?
Coast

Nyanza 
Western
R* Valley 
Cbast

Nyanza 
Western

Republic of Kenya* Ministry of Bdncatien Annual 
Reports I965 * 197*

24.541 
32,052 
19,390 
18,464
14,764
17,962 
13,531

218

APPENDIX TABLE 8 (continued) 
PROVINCE

25,613
41,680
24,726
23,006
21,734
22,271
15*380

357

25,354 
37,116 
25,469 
22,273
18,585
20,415 
14,428 

272

I4i^5 
2^4 
14^4 
13^6 
12®43 
12»^4 
8^0 
OiSO

15.’65 
22392 
14349 
13^5 
11^7 
12360 

8%l91 
03^6

H. Talley 
Coast 

Eastern

1,^329 
22S77 
15^ 
15^2 
10349 
12376 
9s61 
0315

N.



gBOVIMCB WOHBroS PER CE»T OF TOTAL
1970 Central

Coast

Nairobi
Total 151505 lOOiOO

1971

16,711 10<W>Total
Central1972

Mairobi
10Oi^18,055Total

N« Eastern 
Myanaa 
B« Valley 
Western

Nyansa
B. Talley 
Western 
Hairobi

Coast 
Eastern

Eastern 
R« Eastern

2,752
1,809
2,284

108

Appendix table 9
HOSPITAL BEDS AND COTS BY PROVINCE

Eastern
N» Eastern
Nyanza
B. Talley
Western

1,717
51159
11251
51861

2,188 
1,848 
2,286 

188 
1,672 
2,696 
1,286 
51546

I6i34 
10^2 
15S«6 
0^4 

10il27 
I8g78 
7S48 

21^;90

Central 
Coast

2,725 
11859 
2,755 

168 
11787 
2,882 
11827 
4,267

14^*29 
1^06 
14^5 
i>^ 

10i92 
17<'81

Ss'AO 
21‘S86

9^£^8 
15^5 

OSS93 
9S78 

isifee 
loi^ii 
23S63



PER CENT OF TOTALNUMBERSPROVINCE

CiBBtral1973
Coast
Eastern

EasternM

1O€^18«186Total T

Central1974
Coast

E

lOOiOO16,934Total

Republic of Kenya. Econonic surveys,1973 and I975Sources

Eyansa
R. Valley 
Vestern 
NAIROBI

Eastern
Eastern

Nyansa
R. Valley
Vestern
NAIROBI

3.169 
1,52* 
2,711

2M 
1,657 
2,958 
1,680 
2,99*

2,910 
1,88*

2,*O7 
235 

1,7*5 
3,072 
1,5*3 
*,390

1»i71 
8.99 

iSi^OO 
TS*2 
9578 

17i*6 
9’.92 

17*68

16£OO
10.35 
1?S23 
n29

16^89 
8^ 

2**13
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