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FOREWORD 
Corruption has, no doubt, become a global social phenomenon and ethical issue affecting both 
developed and developing countries in varying degrees and forms, especially, in the provision of 
public services. Corrupt practices include, but are not limited to, bribery, fraud, embezzlement or 
misappropriation of public funds, abuse of office, breach of trust, or offences involving dishonesty.  
 
This report on corruption in the public service indicates an upward trajectory with regard to the 
frequency and intensity of corrupt incidents within Government. It shows corruption is a pervasive 
national security threat with far-reaching negative effects on the country’s socio-economic and 
political well-being. This vice, unfortunately, continues to plague the country’s collective reputation 
both nationally and internationally, with the public service remaining prominent in this dialogue.  
 
As a result of corruption, Kenya’s economic development has suffered a major blow and this trend is 
likely to continue if the right interventions are not urgently instituted. This untenable situation 
necessitated the current Government’s re-engineering of the strategies, mechanisms and tools for 
fighting corruption through critical Government interventions intended to tackle this challenge, which 
can no longer run on an ad hoc basis in the face of deficient work ethics and public service values. 
Cognizant of the foregoing, the Government took deliberate steps and re-configured a multi-agency 
team (MAT), comprised of dedicated agencies who, through enhanced collaboration and 
coordination, undertake joint investigations, pool resources, share intelligence and information on a 
real-time basis, reducing the time and bureaucracy that previously constrained effective investigation 
and action, breathing life into the shared vision of an efficient and corruption-free public service. 
 
The first task of the MAT has been to acknowledge the scale of corruption, the nature of disguised 
perpetrators, and how they work with influencers such as political executives and gatekeepers in 
unlikely spaces such as with ordained leaders. Second, to research and analyse the crime of 
corruption, then rally the rest of public service institutions and officers to realize and sense corruption 
as too expensive, unrewarding and punitive to venture into. Third, accelerate anti-corruption 
advocacy, investigating, apprehending, sentencing, punishing and rehabilitating those suspected 
and/or convicted of corruption offences. Fourth, deal with why the public service has remained vague 
about what can be done to effectively manage the menace. Lastly, incorporate and foster partnerships 
with non-state actors in the fight against corruption.   
 
It is in this context that this study on perceptions and experiences of corruption in the public service 
in Kenya was initiated. The study provides critical information relating to, and within the public 
service with regard to: public perceptions on the common and emerging trends of corruption; public 
experiences on the common and emerging trends of corruption; perpetrators of corruption; root cause 
of corruption within public service institutions; consequences of corruption; public response to 
corruption; and the challenges and recommendations to address corruption. 
 
We in public service have a duty not just to discharge our respective mandates but, to serve the 
greater good and play our role in the war against corruption. When at war, the welfare of our citizens 
and the greater good of our nation should never take a back seat. All of us, all persons, all arms of 
Government, united, together, as citizens and stakeholders in various sectors of this great nation, have 
the ability to take down corruption once and for all. This will take courage, passion, synergy and, 
most importantly, unity, unity of purpose, unity of effort and unity of spirit. 
 
A victory against corruption shall not be for a specific institution or sector, but for our beloved nation 
and all her citizens.  
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS 
 
Challenges faced in addressing corruption 
These were the difficulties, hindrances and/or obstacles encountered in the effort to address 
corruption in the public service.  
 
Consequences of corruption 
This referred to the the negative socio-cultural, economic and political effects of public 
service corruption. 
 
Corruption  
This referred to “the misuse of public office for private gains”. In Kenya, corruption is an 
offence under any of the provisions of sections 39 to 44, 46 and 47 of the Economic and 
Anti-Corruption Act, 2003 and includes bribery, fraud, embezzlement or misappropriation of 
public funds, abuse of office, breach of trust and an offence involving dishonesty (Economic 
and Anti-Corruption Act, 2003).  
 
Disguised perpetrators 
These are camouflaged groups and/or categories of individuals who directly or indirectly 
misuse public offices for private gains and sometimes pursue enticement and bribes through 
namedropping of appointed, elected and ordained leaders. 
  
Perpetrators of corruption 
This referred to categories of individuals who directly or indirectly misuse public offices for 
private gains. 

 
Public service 
The term was used to refer to the three arms of Government namely, the executive (both at 
the national and county level), legislature (both at the national and county level) and the 
Judiciary.  
 
Public service corruption 
This referred to the misuse of public office for private gain within the three arms of 
Government. 
 
Response to corruption 
This referred to actions taken by individuals, local community members and state organs to 
address corruption committed in the three arms of Government.  
 
Root causes of corruption 
These were the factors contributing to, facilitating or enabling corruption in the three arms of 
Government. 
 
Unexplained wealth accumulation 
This is the transfer and/or accumulation by public and non-public officials of finances and 
assets of inexplicable amounts and/or values that far exceed their legitimate source of 
income. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Corruption, regarded as a serious and organized economic crime affecting the populace in 
Kenya, has become an endemic problem and is now regarded as a serious threat to national 
development. It is a pervasive national security threat with far-reaching negative effects on 
Kenya’s socio-economic and political well-being and international reputation. Although there 
are mixed reactions on its magnitude in the country, the negative impact of corruption has 
been felt both in the public and private sectors of the country’s economy. While corruption 
prevention is quite noticeably the sphere of national security with immediate and 
commonplace implications for the public, efforts by previous and current governments 
taking a number of dimensions to combat public service corruption are perceived to have 
realized minimal success.  
 
Premised on the above background, this study sought to establish the perceptions and 
experiences of corruption in the public service in Kenya with a view to informing evidence-
based policy planning and formulation on the subject. The specific objectives were to: 
establish the public perceptions on the common and emerging types of corruption; establish 
the public experiences on the common and emerging types of corruption; identify the 
different perpetrators of corruption; ascertain the root cause of corruption in public service 
institutions; appraise the consequences of corruption; assess public response to corruption; 
and identify the challenges and make appropriate recommendations for addressing 
corruption. 
 
Through probability and non-probability sampling techniques, a sample of 8627 members of 
the public (out of the targeted 8767 thus representing a 98.4% response rate) and 1795 
public officials (out of the targeted 8258 thus representing a 21.7% response rate) was 
drawn and covered by the study. Key informants who were senior officials were drawn from 
both state and non-state agencies. Both primary and secondary sources of data and data 
collection methods were utilized and the Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) 
software was used in the analysis of quantitative data. Findings that were reported by at least 
1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public official sample respondents were deemed 
significant for the purpose of policy recommendation. All the results were thematically 
presented based on the study objectives. 
 
Key Findings 
 
Public perceptions on types of corruption in the public service 
According to the findings of the study, corruption in the public service was majorly 
perceived as: bribery (that is, soliciting for and/or receiving bribes); embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public funds/resources; abuse of power and/or office; dishonesty by 
public officials; and giving and/or receiving a valuable public resource in exchange for 
personal favours. A greater proportion (92.6%) of the members of the public compared to 
public officials (85.0%) perceived that there was corruption in public service institutions in 
Kenya with more than 63.0% of the members of the public in each of the 47 counties 
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perceiving that corruption existed in these institutions. Based on the average perceptions of 
the members of the public and public officials, corruption was perceived to exist in all the 
arms of government, with the highest to the lowest ranked arm of government being the 
National Executive, County Executive, County Assembly, Judiciary, National Assembly and 
the Senate Assembly.  
 
According to the findings of the study, the specific public service institutions where 
corruption was perceived to be most prevalent were the: National Police Service (NPS), 
particularly the Traffic Police and Police in border areas; County Government; Ministry of 
Health; Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning; Judiciary/Law Courts; and the Ministry of 
Interior and Coordination of National Government. Based on the three highest percentages 
recorded from members of the public in each of the counties on where corruption was most 
prevalent, the institutions featuring in at least a third of the counties were the National 
Police Service (in 46 counties), County Government (in 31 counties), Ministry of Interior 
and Coordination of National Government (in 25 counties) and the Ministry of Health (in 24 
counties).  
 
Further findings showed that the perceived leading common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Executive Arm of the National Government were: bribery (soliciting for 
and/or receiving bribes); flouting procurement; embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources; and nepotism in service delivery. On the basis of the three highest 
percentages reported by members of the public in each of the counties, the common and 
emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the counties were bribery, 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources and nepotism in service 
delivery. 
 
The major perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm of the 
County Government reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public 
officials were found to be: flouting procurement regulations; bribery, that is, soliciting for 
and/or receiving bribes; embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/ bribes; 
nepotism in service delivery; and corruption in job recruitments. The perceived common 
and emerging types of corruption reported by members of the public and featuring in at least 
a third of the counties (based on the three highest percentages reported by members of the 
public in each of the counties) were: bribery; embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources; and nepotism in service delivery. 
 
The perceived common and emerging type of corruption in the County Assembly were: 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources; bribery (that is, soliciting 
for and/or receiving bribes); flouting procurement regulations; nepotism in service delivery; 
discrimination in service delivery; abuse of office; and passing defective laws. On the basis 
of the three highest percentages in each of the analyzed counties reported by members of the 
public, the common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the 
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counties were embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources, nepotism 
in service delivery, bribery and discrimination in service delivery. 
 
The findings of the study showed that the major perceived common and emerging types of 
corruptions in the Judiciary were: bribery (that is, soliciting for and/or receiving bribes); 
influenced cases/unjust verdicts and delay/dragging of service delivery. County analysis of 
perceptions of members of the public based on the three highest percentages in each of the 
counties showed that the common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a 
third of the counties were: bribery; influenced cases/unjust verdicts; delay/dragging of 
service delivery; and discrimination in service delivery. 
 
The common and emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly perceived by at 
least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public funds/resources; bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving 
bribes; abuse of office; passing defective; nepotism in service delivery; and discrimination 
in service delivery. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a 
third of the counties (based on the three highest percentages reported by members of the 
public in each of the counties) were embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources, bribery, nepotism in service delivery and discrimination in service delivery. 
 
The most perceived common and emerging type of corruption in the Senate Assembly were: 
bribery; embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources; and abuse of 
office. Based on the three highest percentages reported by members of the public in each of 
the analyzed counties, the common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a 
third of the counties were: bribery; embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources; abuse of office; nepotism in service delivery; and discrimination in service 
delivery. 
 
Public experiences on types of corruption in the public service 
Corruption in the public service is experienced majorly in the context of seeking services. 
Nationally, the findings showed that 69.5% of the members of the public and/or their close 
family members and 64.6% of the public officials and/or their close family members had 
sought services from the public service. County-specific analysis also showed that more 
than 50.0% of the members of the public and/or their close family members in 45 out of the 
47 counties had sought public services. The most sought services, nationally, were: 
registration of persons services, hospital/medical-related services, lands-related services, 
employment/recruitment services, police-related services and bursary services. Based on the 
three highest percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the counties, the 
services sought in at least a third of the counties were registration of persons services, 
hospital/medical-related services, bursary services and employment/recruitment services. 
 
According to the findings, nationally, majority of the members of the public (71.3%) and 
public officials (55.0%) and/or their close family members had, 12 months prior to the 
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study, encountered corruption-related challenges while seeking services from public 
institutions. County-specific analysis showed that at least 50.0% of the members of the 
public and/or their close family members in 44 out of 47 counties had encountered these 
challenges. With regard to the nature of the corruption-related challenges members of the 
public and public officials and/or their close family members had faced while seeking public 
services, at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials affirmed that they 
had faced: bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving bribes; delay in delivery of justice 
and/or services; and poor service delivery. The findings further showed that the corruption-
related challenges featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties (based on the three highest 
percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the counties) were bribery, 
delay in delivery of justice and/or services, poor service delivery and favoritism and/or 
intimidation. 
 
Nationally, majority of the members of the public (58.6%) and slightly below a half of the 
public officials (49.3%) confirmed that they and/or their close family members had 
witnessed corruption incidents in the public service 12 months prior to the survey, the main 
incident being bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes). In all the counties, at least 2 
out of 10 members of the public and/or their close family members had witnessed corruption 
in the public service. However, 33 out of 47 counties had more than 50.0% of the members 
of the public and/or their close family members witness corruption incidents with bribery 
being the most common corruption-related incident. County analysis (based on the three 
highest percentages in each of the counties) of the corruption incidents witnessed by 
members of the public 12 months prior to the survey showed that the forms of corruption 
incidents featuring in at least a third of the counties were bribery, discrimination and/or 
favoritism and/or nepotism in service delivery, poor service delivery and extortion. 
 
The results of the study showed that corruption incidents were witnessed by members of the 
public and public officials 12 months prior to the survey majorly within the National Police 
Service, County Government and the National Government Administrative Office. On the 
basis of the three highest percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the 
counties, the institutions (where corruption incidents were witnessed) featuring in at least a 
third of the counties were the National Police Service, National Government Administrative 
Office and the county government. 
 
The findings of this study established that majority of the members of the public and more 
than a third of the public officials and/or their close family members had experienced acts of 
corruption in the public service 12 months prior to the survey. In all the counties, at least 2 
out of 10 members of the public and/or their close family members had experienced acts of 
corruption with majority of them having experienced corruption in at least 27 of the 47 
counties. 
 
With regard to corruption experiences within the specific arms of government during the 
period 12 months prior to the study, the following was established: majority of the members 



xx
xx 

of the public and public officials and/or their close family members had experienced 
corruption in the National Executive arm of government; majority of the members of the 
public and public officials and/or their close family members had experienced acts of 
corruption in the County Executive arm of government; majority of the members of the 
public and more than a quarter of the members of the public and/or close members of their 
families had experienced different acts of corruption in the Judiciary; more than a quarter of 
members of the public and about half of the public officials and/or their close family 
members had experienced corruption-related cases in the County Assembly;  about a quarter 
of the public officials and about a tenth of the members of the public and/or their close 
family members had experienced corruption in the National Assembly; and the least 
proportion of members of the public and public officials and/or their close family members 
had experienced corruption in the Senate Assembly. Therefore, in order of ranking of the 
arms of government from the highest to the lowest, corruption was experienced by members 
of the public and public officials and/or their close family members from the National 
Executive arm of government followed by County Executive arm of government, Judiciary, 
County Assembly, National Assembly and the Senate Assembly. Other findings showed that 
larger proportions of public officials and/or their close family members than members of the 
public and/or their close family members had experienced corruption in 5 of the 6 sections 
of the three broad arms of government. 
 
With regard to institutions within the National Executive arm of government where 
corruption was experienced by members of the public and public officials and/or their close 
family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey, the most adversely 
mentioned were the: National Police Service; National Government Administrative Office; 
National Registration Bureau; and the Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning. Bribery 
was the most common and/or emerging type of corruption experienced in the National 
Executive.  
 
Findings of the study from at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
showed that institutions within the County Executive arm of government where members of 
the public and public officials and/or their close family members experienced corruption 
during the period 12 months prior to the survey were the general County Government 
Executive, followed specifically by the Ministry of Health, the Governor’s Office and the 
Procurement Department. In order of prominence, the common and emerging type of 
corruption most experienced in the County Executive were bribery; flouting of procurement 
regulations, nepotism in service delivery; corruption in job recruitments; and 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources. 
 
Within the Judiciary, the common and/or emerging types of corruption mostly experienced 
by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or the public officials and/or their close 
family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey were: bribery; 
delay/dragging of service delivery; and influenced cases/unjust verdicts. Other findings of 
this study reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials on 
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corruption within the Senate Assembly were that: majority of the public officials and more 
than a third of the members of the public and/or their close family members had, during the 
period 12 months prior to the survey, experienced abuse of office; bribery and 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources. 
 
According to the findings, the specific institutions within the National Assembly where 
corruption was experienced by members of the public and/or the public officials and/or their 
close family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey were the 
Constituency Development Fund (CDF) Office and the Member of Parliament’s Office. The 
most experienced common and emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly 
were: embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources; bribery; nepotism 
in service delivery; actual and/or facilitation of implementation of shoddy/ghost /white 
elephant projects; abuse of office; and discrimination in service delivery. 
 
Within the County Assembly arm of government, corruption was experienced during the 
period 12 months prior to the survey by majority of the public officials and members of the 
public and/or their close family members in the Ward-level MCA’s Office. The leading 
common and/or emerging types of corruption were: abuse of office; 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources; discrimination in service 
delivery; nepotism in service delivery; and bribery.  
 
Perpetrators of corruption in the public service 
Results of the study showed that majority of the members of the public and public officials 
agreed with the statement that corruption in the public service was perpetrated by a public 
official partnering with another public official. Further, majority of the public officials and 
members of the public agreed with the statement that corruption in the public service was 
perpetrated by a public official partnering with a non-public official. Hence corruption in the 
public service majorly has the involvement of at least two public officials and a non-public 
official. 
 
The findings of the study showed that the perceived major general perpetrators of corruption 
in the public service singled out by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public 
officials, were public servants in general; Police Officers; members of the public; County 
Government staff; and Chiefs. On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 
counties, the categories of major general perpetrators featuring in at least a third of the 
counties were Police Officers, public servants, County Government staff and Chiefs. The 
leading public official perpetrators of corruption in the public service with regard to their 
work designations and/or roles and in order of prominence (based on the highest percentage 
reported by either the members of the public or the public officials) were Police Officers, 
National Government Administrative Officers, procurement staff, Members of County 
Assembly, Governors and Accountant. The main categories of public official perpetrators 
featuring in at least a third of the counties (according to the three highest percentages 
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recorded from members of the public) were Police Officers, National Government 
Administrative Officers and Member of County Assembly.  
 
According to majority of the public officials and most of the members of the public, 
corruption in the public service was also perpetrated by non-public office holders with the 
main ones being business persons, the general public, other professionals and brokers. 
County data from members of the public based on the three highest percentages in each of 
the counties showed that the main categories of non-public office holders featuring in at 
least a third of the counties were business persons, general public, brokers and other 
professionals. The major roles of the non-public office holders in the perpetration of 
corruption in the public service were: giving bribes to public officials; colluding (including 
with drug peddlers) to influence public offices; and canvassing for tenders. The three most 
prominent responses of the members of the public in each of the counties on the roles of 
non-public office holders in the perpetration of corruption showed that the roles that were 
prominent in at least a third of the counties were giving bribes, colluding (including with 
drug peddlers) to influence public office and canvassing for tenders. 
 
With regard to characteristics of public official perpetrators of corruption, the findings 
showed that public official perpetrators of perceived and experienced corruption were 
majorly middle aged, that is, 36-50 years old and males who were in the middle to senior 
cadre level in terms of seniority in the public service, with most of them being in the senior 
cadre level.  
 
Root causes and reasons for engaging in corruption in the public service 
The major root cause of corruption in the public service was greed, followed by low wages, 
poverty, poor management and rationalization of corruption. The root causes of corruption 
featuring in at least a third of the counties (based on the three highest responses recorded 
from members of the public) were greed, poverty, low wages and poor management. 
 
The reasons (in order of prominence) that were identified by at least 1 out of 10 members of 
the public and/or public officials on why some recipients of public services engage in 
corrupt practices were: urgency of needed service; greed; culture of impunity; limited 
alternatives for improved livelihood; and quest for financial freedom. County-specific 
analysis of responses from members of the public on the basis of the three highest 
percentages in each of the counties showed that the reasons featuring in at least a third of the 
counties were urgency of needed service, greed and limited alternatives for improved 
livelihood. 
 
The main reasons why some providers of public services engaged in corrupt practices in the 
public service were found to be: greed; low wages; poor governance systems in the country; 
and lack of respect for public offices and other Kenyans. Similarly, based on the three 
highest percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the counties, the 
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reasons featuring in at least a third of the counties were greed, low wages and lack of respect 
for public offices and other Kenyans. 
 
Consequences of corruption in the public service 
The main consequences (in order of prominence) listed by at least 1 out of 10 members of 
the public and/or public officials were: delayed and/or poor services; underdevelopment; 
increased levels of poverty; loss of jobs; social inequality; and loss of public resources. 
County-specific analysis of responses from members of the public on the basis of the three 
highest percentages in each of the counties showed that the consequences featuring in at 
least a third of the counties were underdevelopment, increased levels of poverty and delayed 
and/or poor services. 
  
Public response to corruption in the public service 
The findings of the study showed that majority of the members of the public and public 
officials and/or their close family members who had either witnessed or experienced 
corruption did not report the corruption incidents. A similar pattern of non-reporting of 
corruption incidents was observed in all the counties with majority of the members of the 
public respondents and/or their close family members who had witnessed or experienced 
corruption incidents in each of the 47 counties not reporting the incidents. The main reasons 
on why experienced or witnessed corruption incidents were not report were that: nothing 
happens even when you report; there is fear of victimization; some people do not know 
where to report; corruption is almost normal, hence no need for reporting; there is no 
confidence in corruption reporting; and that there is nowhere to report. Based on the three 
highest percentages of the responses of memers of the public in each of the counties, the 
reasons for not reporting that were prominent in at least a third of the counties were: fear of 
victimization; nothing happens even when you report; some people do not know where to 
report; no confidence in corruption reporting; nowhere to report; and corruption is almost 
normal, hence no need for reporting. 
 
The findings showed that at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
and/or their close family members who had reported the corruption incidents they had 
witnessed or experienced reported to: the National Government Administrative Office, that 
is, County Commissioner and line officers; National Police Service; Journalists; and 
unspecified Senior Management Office. Based on the three highest percentages of responses 
from members of the public in each of the counties, the institutions where corruption 
incidents were reported and that featured at least in a third of the counties were the National 
Government Administrative Office, that is, County Commissioner and line officers, 
National Police Service, unspecified Senior Management Office and unspecified County 
Government Office.  
 
Nationally, the most popular corruption reporting mechanisms used by individuals were: 
verbal reporting; Complaints and/or Suggestion Box; Complaints Register and/or 
Occurrence Book; official letter and anonymous letter. Based on the three highest 
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percentages in each of the counties, the mechanisms featuring prominently in at least a third 
of the counties were verbal reporting, Complaints and/or Suggestion Box, Complaints 
Register and/or Occurrence Book, telephone call and official letter. Further, majority of the 
members of the public and public officials pointed out that no action was taken after 
reporting corruption incidents they and/or their close family members had experienced or 
witnessed. Absence of action by the relevant agencies against the reported witnessed or 
experienced corruption incidents was also mentioned by more than half of the members of 
the public respondents in 32 out of 47 counties (that is, in 68.1% of the counties).  
 
With regard to what actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed corruption 
ought to take to address it, the most popular actions were:  reporting corruption cases to 
relevant authority; desisting from engaging in corruption; and being uncooperative to 
corrupt public officials until they stop being corrupt. On the basis of the three highest 
percentages recorded from members of the public in each county, the actions that ought to 
be taken by individuals that featured in at least a third of the counties were: reporting 
corruption to relevant authorities; desisting from engaging in corruption; and being 
uncooperative to corrupt public officials until they stop being corrupt. 
 
On whether or not the local community had taken action to address corruption in public 
service institutions, majority of the members of the public and most of the public officials 
argued that it had not. However, according to the few who argued that the local community 
had taken some actions, the most popular actions were: public demonstrations against 
corruption; reporting corrupt officers to relevant authorities; anti-corruption civic education; 
and exposing corrupt practices. Based on the three highest percentages in each of the 
counties, the actions that featured in at least a third of the counties were: reporting corrupt 
officers to relevant authorities; public demonstrations against corruption; anti-corruption 
civic education; exposing corruption practices; and refusing to engage in corruption. 
 
Findings of the study indicated that the actions that the local community ought to take to 
address corruption in public service institutions were: reporting corruption to the relevant 
authorities; engaging in community sensitizations against corruption; uniting and speaking 
in one voice against corruption; and community members desisting from giving bribes. The 
actions that the local community ought to take to address corruption in the public service 
that featured in at least a third of the counties (based on the three highest percentages of 
responses of members of the public in each of the counties) were reporting corruption to the 
relevant authorities, engaging in community sensitizations against corruption and uniting 
and speaking in one voice against corruption.  
 
The results of the study showed that awareness of measures/initiatives put in place by state 
organs to address corruption in the public service was exceptionally high among public 
officials (68.9%) compared to members of the public (25.9%). Further, majority of the 
members of the public in all the counties except in Kirinyaga county were not aware of the 
measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to address corruption in the public service. 
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With regard to awareness on specific state organs addressing corruption in the public 
service, the most popular state organs were the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and 
the National Police Service and especially the Directorate of Criminal Investigations. A 
county-level analysis based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of the 
public showed that the state organs that were most popular in at least a third of the counties 
were the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, the National Police Service and 
especially the Directorate of Criminal Investigations, National Government Administrative 
Office and the Judiciary. 
 
The measures and/or initiatives put in place by state organs to fight corruption in the public 
service that were listed by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
were: investigation of corruption; civic education/public awareness on corruption; arrest of 
corrupt officials; management of suggestion boxes; prosecution of corrupt officials; 
exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials; offering of efficient and corruption-free 
services; and institution-specific/localized anti-corruption measures. Based on the three 
highest percentages of the responses of the members of the public in each of the 47 counties, 
the measures and/or initiatives that came out strongly in at least a third of the counties were 
investigation of corruption, civic education/public awareness on corruption, arrest of corrupt 
officials, exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials and prosecution of corrupt officials. 
 
Findings of the study showed that majority of the members of the public and public officials 
were generally not satisfied with the measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to 
address corruption in the public service. Overall, most of the sample respondents gave 
negative explanations to emphasize why they were not satisfied with the measures, with the 
most prominent explanations being that there was no serious action taken against corruption 
and that they had no confidence in the anti-corruption system. Further, county-specific 
analysis showed that majority of the members of the public in at least 40 counties was 
generally not satisfied with the measures/initiatives. This implied that measures put in place 
by state organs in addressing corruption in 87.2% of the 47 counties were generally not 
satisfactory to most of the members of the public. The negative explanations that featured 
prominently in at least a third of the counties (based on the three highest ercentages of 
responses of the members of the public in each county) were that: there is no serious action 
taken against corruption; there is inadequate arrests and/or jailing of perpetrators; and there 
is no confidence in the anti-corruption system.  
 
With regard to the perceptions on the extent to which state organs had successfully 
addressed corruption in the public service, an overall index, computed as an average of all 
responses across different state organs, showed that 57.6% of the members of the public and 
18.9% of the public officials did not know the extent. However, of the members of the 
public who could rate the success of the state organs in addressing corruption, most of them 
reported that all the state organs were not successful at all, with those leading in being 
unsuccessful being the Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts, followed by the DCI and the 
EACC. On the other hand, most of the public officials thought that the state organs had 
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achieved some marginal level of success and hence rated the organs as majorly successful to 
a small extent, with the least performing organ being the EACC, followed by Judiciary’s 
Anti-Corruption Courts and the ODPP. 
 
Findings on rating of public officials based on 8 selected service delivery values showed 
that majority of the members of the public and public officials rated their interaction with 
public officials as unsatisfactory. Majority of the members of the public rated all the 8 
selected service delivery values as unsatisfactory while most of the public officials rated 7 
of the 8 values as unsatisfactory. The service delivery values that were rated by the largest 
proportion of the members of the public as unsatisfactory included honesty and trust, 
transparency and accountability, prompt service delivery and impartiality. On the other 
hand, the service delivery values that were rated by the largest proportion of the public 
officials as unsatisfactory included transparency and accountability, impartiality, honesty 
and trust and prompt service delivery. Therefore, the top four unsatisfactory service delivery 
values reported by both the members of the public and public officials were: honesty and 
trust; transparency and accountability; prompt service delivery; and impartiality. County-
specific analysis on rating of selected service delivery values showed that all the 8 values 
were rated unsatisfactorily by more than 50.0% of the members of the public in at least 39 
of the 47counties.  
 
Challenges in and recommendations for addressing corruption in the public service 
The major reasons given by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
on why corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions were: inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ ethical conduct, weak 
legal frameworks and/or compromised and lax law enforcement; culture of impunity, pro-
corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public 
service system; citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their inadequate involvement 
from the grassroots level in the fight against corruption; and inadequate government 
leadership commitment to fight corruption, bad governance and corrupt leadership. Based 
on the three highest percentages of responses from members of the public in each of the 
counties, the reasons that featured prominently in at least a third of the counties were: 
inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ ethical conduct, weak legal frameworks 
and/or compromised and lax law enforcement; culture of impunity, pro-corruption attitude 
on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public service system; and 
citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their inadequate involvement from the grassroots 
level in the fight against corruption. 
 
The most prominent challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service were: 
engagement of top government officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public 
officials and political interference in anti-corruption initiatives; lack of commitment by 
county and national government agencies to fight corruption (including failure to declare it a 
national disaster) and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation; fear of victimization, 
intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption cartels; culture of 
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impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-corruption attitude on consequences and 
rationalization of corruption in the public service as normal; bureaucracy and lack of 
professionalism in the public service, inadequate automation of public services and poor 
remuneration; and public/citizen ignorance, lack of sensitization and awareness about 
corruption. Based on the three highest percentages of the challenges reported in each of the 
counties by members of the public, the challenges that featured prominently at least in a 
third of the counties were: engagement of top government officials in corruption, inadequate 
vetting of senior public officials and political interference in anti-corruption initiatives; lack 
of commitment by county and national government agencies to fight corruption (including 
failure to declare it a national disaster) and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation; 
fear of victimization, intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption 
cartels; and culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-corruption attitude on 
consequences and rationalization of corruption in the public service as normal. 
 
The study established six (6) major options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing 
corruption in public service institutions and these were: strengthening and/or 
indiscriminately implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws, including the arrest and 
dismissal of corrupt officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets; undertaking 
public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of corruption; 
reforming and/or professionalizing the public service (for example through proper 
recruitment and deployment of competent officers, use of technology and automation of 
services, proper remuneration and merger of institutions with similar/related roles); whole of 
government commitment in the fight against corruption including non-politicization of anti-
corruption iniatiatives; appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity; and enhancing 
the resourcing and strengthening the operations of the EACC and other anti-corruption 
institutions up to the devolved units. Based on the three highest percentages of responses of 
members of the public in each of the counties, the proposed options that featured 
prominently in at least a third of the counties were: strengthening and/or indiscriminately 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws (including arrest and dismissal of corrupt 
officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets); undertaking public/citizen sensitization 
and awareness creation about corruption; whole of government commitment  in the fight 
against corruption including non-politicization of anti-corruption iniatiatives; appointment 
and/or election of leaders of integrity; and reforming and/or professionalizing the public 
service (for example, through proper recruitment and deployment of competent officers, use 
of technology and automation of services, proper remuneration and merger of institutions 
with similar/related roles). 
 
The study found out that the major proposed anti-corruption interventions for the public 
service were: strengthening and/or implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws and 
structures (including wealth declaration policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and dismissal of 
corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of 
projects and other new anti-corruption systems/mechanisms); reforming and/or 
professionalizing the public service (for example through staff training/capacity building, 
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service delivery in Huduma Centres, proper recruitment and deployment of competent 
officers with integrity, use of technology and automation of services, better terms of service 
and remuneration); and undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation 
about the different aspects of corruption. Based on the three highest percentages of 
responses of members of the public in each of the counties, the proposed interventions that 
featured prominently in at least a third of the counties were: strengthening and/or 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws and structures (including wealth declaration 
policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and dismissal of corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-
acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of projects and other new anti-corruption 
systems/mechanisms) which featured in all the counties; reforming and/or professionalizing 
the public service (for example through staff training/capacity building, service delivery in 
Huduma Centres, proper recruitment and deployment of competent officers with integrity, 
use of technology and automation of services, better terms of service and remuneration); and 
undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of 
corruption. 
 
Key Policy Recommendations 
 
1. There is need for corruption prevention to form a deliberate standing agenda among all 

heads of the arms of government and the heads of Ministries, Departments and Agencies 
(MDAs) especially those responsible for the National Police Service, National 
Government Administrative Office, National Registration Bureau, Ministry of Lands and 
Physical Planning, County Government, Ministry of Health, Governor’s Office, Members 
of Parliament Office, CDF Office, Ward-level Member of County Assembly Office, 
County Assembly’s Office and the Judiciary as part of raising vigilance against the vice. 

2. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, in partnership with the Central Bank of 
Kenya, Kenya Bankers Association, Kenya Institute of Bankers and the Kenya Revenue 
Authority, needs to prioritize disruption of professional enablers of corruption by 
undertaking regular vetting and impromptu internal and external monetary, unaccounted 
wealth accumulation and lifestyle audit and trail of all public officials (and especially the 
middle to senior cadre level male officials aged 36-50 years working as Police Officers, 
National Government Administrative Officers, procurement staff, Member of County 
Assembly, Governor and Accountant).  

3. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission needs to partner with the National 
Intelligence Service, Directorate of Criminal Investigations, Central Bank of Kenya, 
Kenya Bankers Association, Kenya Institute of Bankers, Kenya Revenue Authority and 
the Registrar of Companies to sanitize records of companies doing business with the 
government (especially with regard to location of the companies/business entities, their 
financial transactions and true identities of their directors/owners) and undertake 
identification, profiling, audit and trailing of wealth accumulation (including by way of 
wealth declaration), investment/business portfolios and lifestyles of non-public official 
disguised perpetrators of corruption. 
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4. Public service institutions need to prioritize development and/or implementation of 
innovative service delivery models premised on transparent, quality and timely services 
anchored in the enhanced utilization of the Huduma Centres’ framework, technology-
supported integrated public services through the Huduma Namba platform, e-Citizen 
platform and cashless payment systems for all public services and especially those most 
susceptible to corruption. 

5. There is need for Parliament to enact and the Kenya Revenue Authority, the Ethics and 
Anti-Corruption Commission and other relevant state and non-state actors to implement a 
comprehensive harmonized law covering lifestyle audit, income, tax and wealth 
declaration (that for example requires all Kenyans to file income sources and amounts, 
expenditure of income, tax and wealth declaration returns together) in order to tame both 
public and private sector corruption majorly perpetrated through unexplained wealth 
accumulation and investments, disguised investments and tax evasion by disguised public 
and non-public official perpetrators. 

6. The national and county legislature to institute stringent and stiff anti-corruption laws to 
be implemented by the Judiciary and the Executive which will require the burden of 
proof to be on the defence/accused (rather than the prosecution) and the relative value of 
the benefits of corruption to be lower than the imposed sanctions which will include the 
recovery of 100% corruptly-acquired assets and embezzled public funds and/or resources 
and the barring of all those who fail the leadership and integrity test from holding public 
office and doing business with any public service institution.  

7. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, in partnership with the Commission on 
Administrative Justice (Ombudsman), needs to put in place innovative corruption 
reporting mechanisms such as locating clearly-marked EACC-managed reporting 
facilities (for example mail boxes and/or toll-free telephone booths and lines) in strategic 
yet convenient, confidential and security-friendly environments such as public play 
grounds, Huduma Centres, Post Offices, banking institutions, premises of religious 
institutions and on the streets for citizens to freely and confidently report corruption 
incidents.   

8. Concerted efforts of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, Directorate of Criminal 
Investigations, National Intelligence Service, Office of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions and the Office of the Auditor General are needed with regard to intelligence 
sharing on corruption, multi-layered oversight of public service institutional financial 
transactions and innovative identification, detection, investigation and free-from-
influence prosecution mechanisms appropriate for each of the specific most prevalent 
types of corruption with a special focus on bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 
and embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources.  

9. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and the National Anti-Corruption 
Campaign Steering Committee, in partnership with other relevant state and non-state 
actors (especially faith-based organizations and the mass media), need to prioritize the 
use of anti-corruption socio-cultural messaging approaches that sensitize and create 
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awareness on different aspects of corruption, leadership and integrity and inculcate (for 
example through religious and learning institutions) a culture of legitimate hard work, 
upholding and practicing moral principles (such as kindness, honesty and tolerance and 
respect for others), patriotism and social justice (such as access, equity, citizens’ rights 
and participation in public services and/or opportunities).  

10. There is need for Parliament and the National Treasury, with the support of development 
partners, to increase the operational capacity of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission and other anti-corruption institutions up to the devolved units through 
strengthening of their autonomy and enhanced financial, human and infrastructural 
resourcing.  

11. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and the National Anti-Corruption 
Campaign Steering Committee to prioritize putting in place innovative anti-corruption 
public participation in governance, decision making and access to information strategies 
through forums such as public open-air outreach and vernacular radio and television 
programmes which will also boost citizens’ awareness of the efforts state organs have put 
in place to stamp out corruption. 

12. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission to undertake county-specific mapping of 
public service institutions in all the arms of government where corruption is most 
prevalent and put in place anti-corruption strategies that seal corruption loopholes 
specific to the institutions’ mode of service delivery.   

13. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission needs to leverage on public trust/confidence 
on the National Police Service and the National Government Administrative Office 
especially with regard to reporting of corruption witnessed and/or experienced outside 
these two institutions, and the three institutions to nurture this trust/confidence.  

14. The Government, through all relevant ministries, needs to prioritize fighting corruption 
through the approach dubbed ‘skills and tool box for youth in technical and vocational 
training centres’ which has the potential to create employment opportunities and improve 
livelihoods for the general public and the youth in particular and eventually minimize the 
drivers of their involvement in public sector corruption.  

15. There is need for the Witness Protection Agency, in collaboration with the Ethics and 
Anti-Corruption Commission, the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions and the 
Judiciary to put in place an effective witness protection programme for key corruption 
cases. 

16. The Government needs to undertake performance management reforms premised on 
proper staff recruitment, deployment and capacity building practices, objective job 
evaluation, harmonized and improved terms of service across the public service with a 
special focus on departments in the mainstream Civil Service Ministries with a view of 
minimizing corruption incidents arising from public staff performance and employment-
related factors. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 
Governments worldwide, in the provision of public services, are more or less confronted with 
similar ethical challenges, with one of the major ones being that of corruption. The World 
Bank and Transparency International (TI) define corruption as “the misuse of public office 
for private gains”. This involves improper and unlawful behavior of public officials (that is, 
politicians and public servants) whose positions create opportunity for diversion of public 
resources and especially, abuse of trust, great power and hopes entrusted on them by serving 
corrupt or selfish interests once they are in power (TI, 2004; Bhargava, 2005). 
 
According to Bhargava (2005), corruption is present in all countries of the world and that it is 
its pervasiveness which varies as evidenced by country scores on the Corruption Perceptions 
Index published by Transparency International as well as other cross-country governance 
indicators published by the World Bank Institute (Hamilton and Hammer, 2018). Recent 
Corruption Perception and Fraud Index surveys indicate that corruption is on the increase in 
government institutions’ and the private sector mostly in African countries compared to 
Scandinavian and European Countries. This is so despite the existence of elaborate regimes, 
legal frameworks and other policies aimed at combating the vice (TI, 2010; 2014; 2015; 
2017). 
 
Globally, the common denominator on combating corruption is that corruption is a moral, 
systems, institutional and governance problem that threatens the realization of development 
agenda of most countries. Researchers argue that existence of clear ethical standards for the 
public service where public servants are made aware and expected to apply to their work and 
acceptable boundary of behavior-codes of conduct, clear policies, procedures and legal 
framework through enactment of appropriate laws and regulations-investigation, discipline 
and prosecution does reduce corruption. Further, knowledge of rights and obligation of 
public servants when exposing actual or suspected wrong doing and commitment to reinforce 
ethical conduct by the political leadership is a key factor in controlling corruption in the 
public service. The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), a 
membership intergovernmental economic organization, supports the argument that 
embracing open and accountable decision making that is open to public scrutiny where the 
public has the right to know how public institutions apply the power and resources entrusted 
to them reduces corruption (OECD, 2018). 
 
Addressing corruption in the public service for quality services is paramount. The United 
Nations recommends collective efforts by countries to be carried out through criminalization, 
law enforcement measures, international co-operation, asset recovery, technical assistance 
and information exchange between governments, meant to advance international best 
practices in public service management. Similarly, the UN system, through the Sustainable 
Development Goals, is one of most recent efforts in engaging countries towards eradication 
of corruption amongst their public service (UNODC, 2004). 



2

2 

1.1.1. Global Perspective 
Corruption has, no doubt, become a global social phenomenon and an ethical problem 
affecting both the developed and developing countries in varying degrees and forms 
(Bhargava, 2005; Adebayo, 2014). For instance, societies in countries such as in Australia 
(Podger, 2002), America (Wallis, 2004), Argentina (Gedan and Alonso, 2018), India 
(Bhaskar, 2018) and Russia have not been spared by this social vice.  However, it has been 
argued that developing countries are the hardest hit. Societies in countries such as Haiti, 
Argentina, India (where 40 percent of the population lives below poverty line) and Iraq (for 
example, Saddam Hussein resorted to corruption in order to prevent the development of civic 
groups that could oppose his regime) have not been spared by this social vice (GAN 
Integrity, 2017a; Sumah, 2017). China has also experienced corruption with studies showing 
that firms involved in Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) are more likely to locate in provinces 
that do more to prevent corruption (D’Amico, 2015). 
 
1.1.2 African Perspective 
The African continent is faced with a myriad of challenges, among them corruption.  
Basically, majority of African countries inherited their governance and public service 
structure from the colonial governments designed along western models of Scandinavian and 
European countries; hence they were designed along western models which pose 
opportunities and threats on ethical conduct. Today, many African countries grapple with the 
problem of corruption that continues to hinder Government’s efforts to provide welfare to its 
citizens as a result of diversion of public resources to personal and selfish gains (TI, 2017). 
For instance, the level of corruption practices in the process of accessing land in peri-urban 
areas is reportedly enormous in Tanzania (Nuhu and Mpambije, 2017). 
 

The African Union Agenda 2063 (https://au.int/en/agenda2063/overview) and the African 
Charter on Human and Peoples Rights (https://www.achpr.org/legalinstruments/detail?id=49) 
recognizes the seriousness of the corruption challenge in the continent’s development 
initiatives. To this end, the two instruments prioritize corruption control and prevention for 
efficient services.  
 
Whereas the causes of corruption vary from one African country to another, there are 
similarities including poorly conceived policies and programmes; failing public institutions; 
high levels of poverty; poor public service remuneration and disparities; income disparities 
amongst the population; and lack of accountability and transparency mechanisms (Graaf, 
2007; Forson, Baah-Ennumh, Buracom, Chen & Peng, 2016). 
 
Most African countries are rated low on Transparency International and Mo Ibrahim Good 
Governance’s Indices. For instance, Transparency International has ranked various African 
countries on how bad they are doing in the fight against corruption (for instance, 
Madagascar 90%, Liberia 81%, Zimbabwe 80%, South Africa 79%, Nigeria 78% and 
Uganda 69%). Botswana is the only African country where 54% of its citizens responded 
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that the country was progressing on well with anti-corruption interventions (TI, 2010; 2015; 
2017). 
 
Significantly, corruption impacts negatively on national security, economic prosperity and 
international standing. It manifests itself in the form of poor governance, nepotism, racism, 
bribery, fraud, favouritism and discrimination in the public service, the engine of service 
delivery to citizens. This has increased the need for official statistical data on the corruption 
and fraud index for policy formulation and planning (Forson et. al, 2016). 
 
The Conference on Global Campaign against Corruption has stepped up effort towards 
corruption prevention in Africa and other continents through increased accountability, 
raising public awareness and capacity building to strengthen pillars of integrity and 
encourage championing of reforms in public sector (Ki-moon, 2018). 
 
1.1.3 Kenyan Perspective 
Corruption in Kenya has become an endemic problem and is now regarded as a serious 
cancer in the public sector as well as a security threat in the country. The manace has 
permeated different sectors of the economy in the country. For instance, it is a major 
election crime and offence during general elections (NCRC, 2016) and is also a major 
challenge faced in addressing the crime of kidnap (NCRC, 2017) and borderland-related 
crimes and security threats in the country (NCRC, 2018).  
 
The 2017 Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index placed the country on 
position 143 out of 180 countries with a score of 28 (TI, 2017). Recent reports indicate that 
Kenya is now ranked one of the most corrupt countries in Africa and that there no marked 
improvements for the country from the 2017 Global Corruption Perceptions Index 
(Chepkwony, 2018; TI, 2018). 
 
Further research points towards an upward trend of corruption exhibited in the last three 
years with some governance commentators suggesting that corruption in Kenya stands at 
90%.  Within this broad context, the recent economic performance has been rated to be well 
below potential due to a combination of factors including governance-related problems, 
structural bottlenecks and slow pace of reform, as well as persistent labor unrest (Wike, 
Simmons, Vice & Bishop, 2016). 
 
According to the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics, the country’s gross domestic product 
(GDP) increased from 5.3% in 2014 to 5.6% in 2015 to 6.0 in 2016, thus demonstrating a 
growth trajectory in most sectors of the economy driven by the construction sector that grew 
by 13.6% in 2015 compared to 13.1% in 2014, the  financial and insurance sector that grew 
by 8.7% in 2015 from 8.3% in  2014 and the agricultural sector that reported a 5.6% growth 
in 2015 compared to the sector’s growth of 3.5% in 2014. This was happening 
notwithstanding perceived increase in corruption thus implying that higher growth rates 
would have been realized if corruption was eliminated (KNBS, 2017). 
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The main cause of corruption in the country is linked to the breakdown in personal morals, 
values and other factors which give opportunity for social pressure, and its existence on 
demand side and supply for services. Scholars have established that, in Kenya, the 
institutions meant for the regulation of the relationship between citizens and the State have 
been converted to personal enrichment avenues. A key reason why corruption has persisted 
in Kenya is because the people who have been entrusted with power have instead abused 
their position by converting the existing governance structures and system to their favour. 
The existing governance structures have therefore been deprived of their will and capacity 
to circumvent corruption (Kempe, 2014). Corruption has slowed down public service 
delivery and contributed to increased costs of implementing government projects and 
infrastructure arising from fraud, bribery, misappropriation of public resources and other 
malpractices. This has culminated into declining income per head, daunting social problems 
and worrisome state of corrupt governance in the public service. These concerns are 
reflected in emerging cases of grand corruption scandals, increased poverty indices, 
unemployment, increased culpability of public servants as evidenced by public audit reports, 
‘blame-game’ between the multi- agency institutions set up to coordinate fight against 
corruption and relatively low performance in basic public services such as health standards/ 
indicators, education system (EACC, 2013; 2015; 2017). Notably, this obtaining situation 
appears to have impacted negatively on the realization of the Sustainable Development 
Goals and Vision 2030 objectives through which Kenya aims to be a middle level income/ 
industrial country compared to its peers at independence time, the Asian Tigers (GAN 
Integrity, 2017b; EACC, 2018).  
 
Efforts by previous and current governments to combat corruption in the public service have 
taken a number of dimensions. There has, for example, been  legal instruments published by 
the Government’s National Council for Law Reporting (NCLR) with regard to the relevant 
enacted laws (such as the Kenya Constitution 2010 (NCLR, 2010), Public Officers Act 
(NCLR, 2003a), Anti-Corruption and Economic Crimes Act (NCLR, 2003b), Ethics and 
Anti-corruption Act (2011), Public Finance Management Act (NCLR, 2012a), Leadership 
and Integrity Act (NCLR, 2012b), the County Government Act (NCLR, 2012c) and the 
Public Service (Values and Principles) Act (NCLR, 2015)), policy frameworks (such as 
Internal Work Place Corruption Prevention Policies, Code of Conduct and Ethics and the 
Human Resource Policies and Procedures Manual, May 2016, developed by the Public 
Service Commission (PSC, 2016a)) and administrative arrangements (such as the: 
establishment of corruption prevention multi-sector mechanisms; adoption of Integrated 
Financial Management Information System (IFMIS); digitization of Land Registries; 
establishment of Huduma Centres, Government Human Resource Information System 
(GHRIS), computerization of court systems; introduction and adoption of e-government 
services on e-citizen platform); introduction of general reforms in the public service; 
establishment of oversight and watchdog institutions to deal with the vice (for instance the 
National Anti-corruption Steering Committee which sensitizes and educates the public on 
the fight against corruption); and strengthening regulatory authorities by creating Anti-
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Corruption Courts within the Judicial system). Articles 10, 110, 232 and 234 of the Kenya 
Constitution 2010 demand commitment, professionalism, accountability and excellence in 
public service delivery in promotion of a transformative, dynamic and ethical public service 
(Cytonn, 2018).  
 
Despite the fact that indicators provide a basis for positive economic performance and 
despite the checks and measures put in place, corruption still persists in the public service 
with the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (2012) report, ranking from the most to 
the least corrupt, the Police Department, Ministry of Lands, Government hospitals, local 
authorities, Registrar of Persons and former Provincial Administration. This implies that the 
fight against corruption in the public service continues to remain a daunting task that 
requires major and well-informed policy interventions. Therefore, the challenge of 
corruption in the realization of the Government’s noble course of providing quality, efficient 
and effective public services must be addressed at all costs. 
 
1.2 Problem Statement 
The complexity of corruption in the public service as a crime has confounded both political 
and professional leadership and brought forth a dilemma. The pronouncement by and 
seemingly frustrated top political leadership acknowledges corruption as a challenge in the 
realization of the country’s development agenda towards realization of Kenya’s Vision 2030. 
 
The question of corruption in Kenya’s public service continues to elicit mixed reactions. 
Some quarters argue that the vice is escalating in real terms, while the other quarters argue 
that the escalation is mainly perceived and not real. For instance, political leadership, 
financial experts and professional commentators argue that there is both perceived and real 
runaway corruption and emergence of new patterns of the vice in Kenya’s public service. 
One is therefore left guessing the real state of corruption in the public service. The need to 
establish the basis of the mixed reactions can also not be overemphasized.  
 
The public service is the engine of development in the country and must therefore function to 
deliver services effectively and efficiently. However, there is an apparent strong feeling from 
the public and other stakeholders that serious corruption witnessed in the yester years (such 
as the Goldenberg Scandal) is creeping back in different forms and extent in the public 
service as evidenced by the reported incidents. These citizens’ and stakeholders’ concern 
about corruption in the public service has not been recently verified, especially through 
studies focused on public experiences of corruption. Moreover, the emerging forms/types of 
corruption, their prevalence and effects in the public service grossly remain unestablished. 
Further, some of the pertinent issues that would need to be answered are the the causal 
factors behind corruption and the main perpetrators of corruption in the public service. 
 
There are numerous strategies and efforts - legal, policy, and administrative mechanisms - 
that have been put in place to fight corruption in the country in general and the public service 
in particular. Despite these corruption prevention strategies and efforts, incidents of 
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corruption continue to be reported in the public service and appear to fuel increasing 
discontent among various stakeholders. It remains unclear if these strategies and efforts have 
been adequately audited. One of the most fundamental questions that beg answers therefore 
is: Are the legal, policies, and administrative frameworks themselves perpetuating corruption 
or are they deficient in their design or is it their implementation that is wanting? The other 
pertinent questions that beg answers are: Is the general public fully aware of these corruption 
prevention initiatives and are they utilizing them to address corruption? What are the 
successes and/or failures of these corruption prevention initiatives? What is the public 
perception about the commitment and the effectiveness of public institutions bestowed with 
the responsibility of addressing corruption in the country in general, and the public service in 
particular?; how can corruption be addressed in the public service? In addition, what 
challenges bedevil the fight against corruption in the public service and; how can the 
challenges be addressed? 
 
The study was therefore envisaged, among other things, to examine the opportunities and 
challenges in the fight against corruption through a survey of public perceptions and 
experiences on corruption and its methodological elimination approaches in the public 
service.  

1.3 Objectives of the Study 
 

1.3.1 General Objective of the Study 
The main objective of the study was to establish the perceptions and experiences of 
corruption in the public service in Kenya with a view to informing policy planning and 
formulation on the subject. The study was guided by the following specific objectives with 
regard to the public service. 

1. To establish the public perceptions on the common and emerging types of corruption. 
2. To establish the public experiences on the common and emerging types of corruption. 
3. To identify the different perpetrators of corruption. 
4. To ascertain the root cause of corruption. 
5. To appraise the consequences of corruption. 
6. To assess public response to corruption. 
7. To identify the challenges and make appropriate recommendations for addressing 

corruption. 
 

1.4 Justification of the Study 
This study is justified for a number of reasons. First; corruption undermines the realization of 
Kenya’s socio-economic development agenda through non-delivery, inadequate delivery or 
shoddy delivery of required public services (and goods by extension). As enshrined in the 
Constitution, citizens expect delivery of corruption free public services and goods. 
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Secondly; the legitimacy and success of political and professional leadership is anchored in a 
corruption-free public service environment. Corruption also undermines the stability of a 
political leadership structure.  
 
Thirdly; the existence of legal, policy, and administrative frameworks in Kenya appear not to 
have translated into effective mechanisms in the fight against corruption in the public service. 
The need for and effective implementation of legal, policy and administrative frameworks for 
fighting corruption that are informed by research evidence cannot be overemphasized. 
 
Fourthly; corruption is a common problem and a serious economic crime that requires 
effective management through strengthened stakeholder collaboration. This study addresses 
itself to issues of gaps in agency collaboration and the best approaches to multi-sectoral 
interventions on combating corruption in the public service. 
 
Lastly, scientific studies on public experiences with real corruption in the public service are 
still limited. Therefore, the information generated from this survey not only informs relevant 
public policy interventions but also contributes to knowledge on the subject of corruption. 
 
1.5 Assumptions of the Study 
Corruption in the public service is both sensitive and emotive. Based on this background, the 
study made the following underlying assumptions that: 

1. Members of the public were aware of issues of corruption and will be free and willing 
to report their own experiences with corruption in the public service and also share 
other necessary information despite the emotive and sensitive nature of the subject. 

2. Some corruption practices in the public service may be covert. It is assumed that 
researchers will be able to obtain the required information on the same. 

3. State agencies and public officials will cooperate with researchers in providing the 
required information.   

4. Institutions charged with prevention and control of corruption are effective. 
5. Corruption has negative effects and hinders effective service delivery, economic 

development and equilibrium in the social structures. 
6. Citizens and non-state actors are supportive of government initiatives in the 

eradication of corruption in the public service. 
7. There is goodwill from all levels of government in the control of corruption in the 

public service. 
8. The findings of this study will not be politicized by either side of the political divide. 

1.6 Scope of the Study 
The study was focused on corruption in the public service with regard to the: perceptions on 
the common and emerging types of corruption; public experiences on the common and 
emerging types of corruption; perpetrators; root causes; consequences; public response; and 
the challenges and appropriate recommendations for addressing corruption in the public 
service.  
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The study was conducted in all the forty-seven (47) counties and covered institutions in the 
Executive, Legislature and Judiciary arms of government at the National and County 
Government level. Sample respondents were adults drawn from members of the public and 
officials drawn from the public service institutions. Key informants were also interviewed 
thus providing voices that were triangulated to inform the survey findings. 
 
1.7 Conceptual Framework of the Study 
Corruption in the public service is brought about by a combination of several risk factors. 
The environment in public institutions create opportunities that, when exploited in a negative 
way, lead to corruption. These risk factors are: unequal distribution of state resources that 
leads to people feeling excluded; mutating nature of corruption and new forms of corruption; 
corruption perpetrators hiding their  identity; weak enforcement of anticorruption laws;  
different ideologies of perceived corruption and the reality of corruption; culture  of 
impunity; and unethical upbringing in the society; conflicting data on the levels;  weak 
anticorruption laws that have loopholes; lack of institutional and managerial goodwill to 
eradicate corruption and low levels of corruption reporting by the victims.  All these factors, 
among others, contribute to corruption in the public service. The results of corruption are 
frustration of the political leadership on how to govern, slow economic growth that leads to 
underdevelopment and uneven development, weak deterrence to issues of corruption; and 
poor service delivery to the public. 
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the study’s research design, methods and tools of data collection and 
management, data analysis and ethical considerations. 
 
2.2 Research Design 
The study employed a mixed methods research design. The design was used because it 
presented an opportunity to fuse both quantitative and qualitative data on the subject of 
corruption. A cross-sectional and descriptive survey approach was used to extract and 
unearth respondents’ perceptions and experiences on corruption in public service institutions 
in the Executive, Legislature and Judiciary arms of government at the National and County 
Government levels with regard to the: common and emerging types of corruption; 
perpetrators; root causes; consequences; public response; and challenges and appropriate 
recommendations for addressing corruption in the public service. 
 
The population for the study consisted of adults (that is, persons aged 18 years and above) 
drawn from the members of the public and public officials serving in the public service 
institutions in the forty-seven (47) counties in Kenya. Such adults were assumed to be 
knowledgeable on corruption issues because of their positions as receivers and/or providers 
of public services where corruption practices take place. Sample respondents were sampled 
using both probability and non-probability sampling techniques.  
 
Selection of the members of the public sample respondents was multi-stage thus involving a 
number of steps. All the 47 counties were targeted and selected purposively then 50% of the 
Constituencies in each of the 47 counties in the country (which have a total of 290 
Constituencies) were targeted but only 143 were selected. An arbitrary 30% of the Wards in a 
selected Constituency (for each of the 143 selected Constituencies) were targeted for 
selection using simple random sampling and therefore, 233 Wards were selected. This was 
then followed by targeting an arbitrary 0.1% of the 8,767,954 households in Kenya (as per 
the 2009 Population Census), that is, 8,767 households. The sample size of households for 
each of the 233 selected Wards was then calculated based on its population as a percentage of 
the population hosted by the 8,767 households. The households in the selected Wards were 
then selected randomly. Each of the 8,767 households was targeted to provide one adult 
member of the public (who was the household head, spouse or most aged offspring/child of 
the household) who would become a sample respondent. Efforts were made to select male 
and female sample respondents in households in equal percentages. Eventually, the study 
managed to reach 8627 households which produced 4907 male and 3720 female members of 
the public sample respondents (that is, 98.4% response rate) distributed across the 47 
counties as shown in Table 2.1 below.
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Table 2.1: Distribution of members of the public by county 
 
County Male Female Total 
Nairobi 508(57.1%) 382(42.9%) 890(10.3% 
Nakuru 318(55.9%) 251(44.1%) 569(6.6% 
Meru 202(52.2%) 185(47.8%) 387(4.5% 
Bungoma 204(64.6%) 112(35.4%) 316(3.7% 
Mombasa 184(58.6%) 130(41.4%) 314(3.6% 
Kakamega 158(53.6%) 137(46.4%) 295(3.4% 
Machakos 198(67.6%) 95(32.4%) 293(3.4% 
Migori 150(51.0%) 144(49.0%) 294(3.4% 
Kisii 156(58.6%) 110(41.4%) 266(3.1% 
Busia 164(63.6%) 94(36.4%) 258(3.0% 
Kiambu 115(44.2%) 145(55.8%) 260(3.0% 
Kitui 146(55.7%) 116(44.3%) 262(3.0% 
Trans Nzoia 95(36.3%) 167(63.7%) 262(3.0% 
Kajiado 110(45.1%) 134(54.9%) 244(2.8% 
Kisumu 129(55.6%) 103(44.4%) 232(2.7% 
Narok 149(67.4%) 72(32.6%) 221(2.6% 
West Pokot 123(60.6%) 80(39.4%) 203(2.4% 
Embu 126(63.3%) 73(36.7%) 199(2.3% 
Murang'a 119(59.5%) 81(40.5%) 200(2.3% 
Turkana 119(62.3%) 72(37.7%) 191(2.2% 
Bomet 93(60.8%) 60(39.2%) 153(1.8% 
Nyamira 95(61.7%) 59(38.3%) 154(1.8% 
Tharaka Nithi 84(54.5%) 70(45.5%) 154(1.8% 
Vihiga 75(48.7%) 79(51.3%) 154(1.8% 
Baringo 66 (48.9%) 69(51.1%) 135(1.6% 
Siaya 87(68.5%) 40(31.5%) 127(1.5% 
Elgeyo Marakwet 72(57.6%) 53(42.4%) 125(1.4% 
Homa Bay 66(58.9%) 46(41.1%) 112(1.3% 
Kilifi 67(60.4%) 44(39.6%) 111(1.3% 
Kericho 58(55.2%) 47(44.8%) 105(1.2% 
Nandi 59(55.1%) 48(44.9%) 107(1.2% 
Makueni 65(69.1%) 29(30.9%) 94(1.1% 
Nyeri 38(39.2%) 59(60.8%) 97(1.1% 
Kwale 46(56.1%) 36(43.9%) 82(1.0% 
Mandera 57(64.8%) 31(35.2%) 88(1.0% 
Garissa 50(62.5%) 30(37.5%) 80(0.9% 
Marsabit 59(72.8%) 22(27.2%) 81(0.9% 
Uasin Gishu 45(60.0%) 30(40.0%) 75(0.9% 
Nyandarua 42(60.9%) 27(39.1%) 69(0.8% 
Tana River 36(51.4%) 34(48.6%) 70(0.8% 
Kirinyaga 36(58.1%) 26(41.9%) 62(0.7% 
Laikipia 31(54.4%) 26(45.6%) 57(0.7% 
Wajir 25(59.5%) 17(40.5%) 42(0.5% 
Lamu 24(64.9%) 13(35.1%) 37(0.4% 
Samburu 23(63.9%) 13(36.1%) 36(0.4% 
Taita Taveta 13(38.2%) 21(61.8%) 34(0.4% 
Isiolo 22(73.3%) 8(26.7%) 30(0.3% 
Total 4,907(56.9%) 3,720(43.1%) 8,627(100.0%) 
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Using probability (specically, random sampling) and non-probability sampling (specifically, 
purposive and availability sampling), the study targeted to sample public officials in all the 
arms of government, who were perceived to have information on the key areas where 
corruption occurs. These officials were in the categories of core mandate technical officers, 
Internal Auditor, Accountant, Procurement/Supply Chain Management Officer and Human 
Resource Management Officer. The sampling and determination of sample sizes for each 
category of public officials was guided by the tabulation indicated in Table 2.2 below. 
However, from a target of 8258 public officials, the study only managed to reach 1795 of 
them (after majority of them shied away from the study, thus representing a 21.7% response 
rate) as indicated in Table 2.3 below. What can be deduced from this low response rate is that 
majority of public officials did not participate in the study as expected thus symbolizing their 
possible concealing of relevant information and participation in unethical conducts within the 
public sector.  This is also an indicator of unwillingness of the public officials in addressing 
issues of corruption in public institutions. 
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Table 2.3: Distribution of public officials by designation and/or roles 
 
Designation and/or roles of public officials Tally and percentages 
Un-disclosed designation and/or role 273 (15.3%) 
Accountant 216 (12.0%) 
Supply Chain Management Officer 169 (9.4%) 
Human Resource Management Officer 156 (8.7%) 
Magistrate and/or Kadhi 140 (7.8%) 
National Government Administrative Officer 106 (5.9%) 
Internal Auditor 90 (5.0%) 
Clerk 73 (4.1%) 
Agricultural Officer 71 (4.0%) 
Police Officer 63 (3.5%) 
Social Worker 51 (2.8%) 
Member of County Assembly (MCA) 38 (2.1%) 
Probation Officer 37 (2.1%) 
Livestock Officer 34 (1.9%) 
Environmental and/or Forest Officer 31 (1.7%) 
Cultural Officer 29 (1.6%) 
Nurse 26 (1.4%) 
Children Officer 22 (1.2%) 
ICT Officer 21 (1.2%) 
Land Adjudication and/or Settlement Officer 20 (1.1%) 
Registrar of Persons 16 (0.9%) 
Water Engineer 15 (0.8%) 
Immigration Officer 13 (0.7%) 
Librarian 12 (0.7%) 
Prosecutor 12 (0.7%) 
Statistician 12 (0.7%) 
Judge 10 (0.6%) 
Architect and/or Surveyor 8 (0.4%) 
Prison Liaison Officer 7 (0.4%) 
Quality Assurance Officer 6 (0.3%) 
Leather Development Officer 5 (0.3%) 
Senator 4 (0.2%) 
Members of Parliament (MP) – National Assembly 2 (0.1%) 
Liquor Control and Licensing Officer 2 (0.1%) 
CDF Manager 2 (0.1%) 
IEBC Officer 2 (0.1%) 
KWS Ranger 1 (0.1%) 
Total 1795 (100.0%) 

 
The study also involved collecting information from key informants. The key informants 
were senior officials selected purposively from the criminal justice system agencies and the 
categories of public institutions where the public official sample respondents were drawn 
from. Senior officials in the private sector and civil society were also selected purposively 
and participated in the provision of information on the subject. 
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2.3 Methods and Tools of Data Collection  
 

2.3.1 Data Collection Methods 
The study utilized both primary and secondary data collection methods and sources. Primary 
data was collected from sample respondents and key informants. Secondary data was 
collected by way of review, collating, recording and analyzing available documents, reports 
and publications on corruption. 
 
2.3.2 Data Collection Tools 
The study utilized a closed and open-ended self administered questionnaire (for the public 
officials who were deemed literate) and interview schedule (used on the members of the 
public in face to face individual interviews) and a key informant guide, all with relevant 
questions tailored to respond to the study’s specific objectives. Information was recorded 
using field notebooks, pens, pencils and erasers. 
 
2.4 Data Collection and Management 
A pre-test was undertaken prior to the actual data collection for purposes of ensuring the 
reliability and validity of the questionnaire, interview schedule, key informant guide and the 
study methodology. The National Crime Research Centre sought for authority and/or 
cooperation from the relevant institutions and their staff to embark on the study. This enabled 
NCRC realize the study objectives and fostered participation in the exercise. A team of 
qualified researchers comprising lead researchers, supervisors and research assistants were 
trained and thereafter dispatched to the field to conduct the actual data collection using the 
refined tools.  
 
2.5 Methods of Data Analysis 
Duly filled questionnaires, interview schedules and key informant guide notes were received 
at a central data collection point at the National Crime Research Centre. The data was then 
cleaned, coded and subjected to analysis using the appropriate Statistical Package for Social 
Scientists (SPSS) software. The quantitative data was analyzed through descriptive statistics 
and presented in frequencies and percentiles, charts and graphs. Findings that were reported 
by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public official sample respondents were 
deemed significant for the purposes of policy recommendation. The information was then 
presented thematically as per the research objectives in a hierarchical (that is, from the 
highest to the lowest), relational (that is, how a set of data relates with another in the study) 
and networking order (that is, how numerous data sets are linked). Analyzed data was used 
inform the findings and appropriate key policy recommendations for addressing corruption in 
the country.  
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2.6. Ethical Considerations 
The following ethical considerations were adhered to during the research process. 

i. Authority to collect data and cooperation were sought from relevant institutions and 
individuals before commencement of the exercise. 

ii. Consent was sought from each of the respondents before the commencement of data 
collection. 

iii. The language of communication used was appropriate to the respondents’ socio-
cultural, economic and political beliefs and aspirations. 

iv. There was respect of the respondents’ rights throughout the study. 
v. Confidentiality of the respondents’ identity and information was safeguarded 

throughout the study. 
vi. During data collection process, respect for diversity in regard to socio-cultural, 

economic and political views was upheld. 
vii. The data collected was treated with the required levels of confidentiality.   

viii. Researchers only recorded feedback from the respondents, and avoided subjective 
interpretation of the views provided. 

ix. Adequate orientation and training of research assistants and their supervisors prior to 
data collection was undertaken to acquaint them with ethical issues of conduct in 
research. 

 

 

 

 

 



18

18 

CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter first presents the socio-demographic characteristics of the members of the 
public. The chapter then presents and discusses the findings on corruption in the public 
service with regard to the: common and emerging types of corruption; perpetrators; root 
causes; consequences; public response; and challenges and appropriate recommendations for 
addressing corruption in the public service. 
    
3.2 Socio-demographic Characteristics of Members of the Public 
Respondents 
A total of 8,627 members of the public were interviewed comprising 4,907 males (that is, 
56.9%) and 3,720 females (that is, 43.1%). These sample respondents were asked about their 
socio-demographic characteristics specifically with regard to their status in the household, 
age, marital status, level of education, religion and main occupation.   
 
Nearly two-thirds (55.6%) of the members of the public were heads of households. Of these, 
80.6% were male headed households while female headed households were 22.6%. Those 
who were first wife/spouse were 25.5% while those who were either son or daughter were 
13.0% with each of the other categories accounting for 1.4% or below.  
 
Members of the public who were between 18 and 33 years old were 41.2% whereas those 
aged between 34 and 49 years were 35.7%. The remaining 23.1% were aged 50 years and 
above. This is consistent with Kenya’s population which is majorly youthful and hence in the 
reproductive and productive stages of life. Therefore, by implication, corruption majorly 
affects the youth. The youth may also be the main perpetrators of corruption during their 
endeavors to eke a living and fend for their families.      
 
Majority (72.7%) of the members of the public were married, 19.2% were single or never 
married while the rest were widowed, divorced or separated. These findings indicate that 
majority of the members of the public were in household statuses and therefore had social 
responsibilities with a likelihood that they sought services in one or more public service 
institutions. Hence, by implication, corruption has a direct effect on the Kenyan household.  
 
When asked about their highest attained level of education, 67.3% of members of the public 
had either primary (32.7%) or secondary (34.6%) level of education whereas 16.2% had 
middle level college education. This implied that the level of literacy was fairly high among 
the members of the public and hence were knowledgeable on the subject of corruption. 
 
Christians were 89.4%, Muslims were 9.1% while the rest of the religious categories 
comprised 1.6% of the members of the public. According to the Cultural Atlas on Kenyan 
culture, the majority of the country identifies as Christian at 82.1% of the population 
(www.culturalatlas) and a similar scenario was therefore reflected in this study. The 
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importance of religious leaders is that they can be used to pass anti-corruption information to 
members of the public who visit their respective religious institutions. The premises of these 
institutions can also be used as locations for corruption reporting facilities such as reporting 
mail boxes and telephone booths.   
 
With regard to the main occupation of the members of the public respondents, 36.3% were 
business persons while 24.1% were farmers. Those who were in the private sector as 
temporal casual/contract workers were 8.3% while those who were formally and permanently 
employed in the public sector were 6.9%. These findings imply that a significant number of 
the members of public had interacted with public service institutions in seeking for services 
especially related to their occupations. 
 
The above socio-demographic characteristics of members of the public respondents are 
captured in Table 3.1 below. 
 
Table 3.1: Socio-demographic characteristics of members of the public 
 

Characteristics Members of the public 
Male Female Total  

Status in the 
house hold 

Head of household 3,938(80.6%) 836(22.6%) 4,774(55.6%) 
Son or daughter 677(13.9%) 439(11.9%) 1,116(13.0%) 
Mother or father of head of 
household 61(1.2%) 59(1.6%) 120(1.4%) 

1st wife/spouse 59(1.2%) 2,136(57.7%) 2,195(25.5%) 
Brother or sister of head of 
household 53(1.1%) 40(1.1%) 93(1.1%) 

Son/daughter in law 38(0.8%) 43(1.2%) 81(0.9%) 
Grandson/daughter 23(0.5%) 15(0.4%) 38(0.4%) 
Other relatives (Specify) 18(0.4%) 22(0.6%) 40(0.5%) 
Father/mother in law of 
Head of household 11(0.2%) 6(0.2%) 17(0.2%) 

Additional wife 6(0.1%) 106(2.9%) 112(1.3%) 
Adopted child 4(0.1%) 2(0.1%) 6(0.1%) 
Total 4,888(100.0%) 3,704(100.0%) 8,592 (100.0%) 

Age of 
respondent 

18 – 25 763(15.6%) 727 (19.6%) 1,490(17.3%) 
26 – 33 1,067(21.8%) 983(26.5%) 2,050(23.9%) 
34 – 41 963 (19.7%) 806 (21.7%) 1,769(20.6%) 
42 – 49 784(16.0%) 517(13.9%) 1,301(15.1%) 
50 – 57 588 (12.0%) 334(9.0%) 922(10.7%) 
58 – 65 374(7.6%) 182 (4.9%) 556(6.5%) 
66 – 73 240 (4.9%) 93 (2.5%) 333(3.9%) 
74+ 118(2.4%) 66(1.8%) 184(2.1%) 
Total 4,897(100.0%) 3,708 (100.0%) 8,605(100.0%) 

Marital 
status 

Married 3,741(76.4%) 2,503(67.4%) 6,244(72.7%) 
Single/Never Married 968(19.8%) 680(18.3%) 1,648(19.2%) 
Widowed 74(1.5%) 326(8.8%) 400(4.7%) 
Separated 66(1.3%) 117(3.2%) 183(2.1%) 
Divorced 48(1.0%) 87(2.3%) 135(1.6%) 
Total 4,897(100.0%) 3,713(100.0%) 8,610(100.0%) 
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Characteristics Members of the public 
Male Female Total  

Level of 
education 

None 300(6.1%) 386(10.4%) 686(8.0%) 
Primary 1,487(30.3%) 1,323(35.7%) 2,810(32.7%) 
Secondary 1,727(35.2%) 1,248(33.6%) 2,975(34.6%) 
Middle Level College 854(17.4%) 541(14.6%) 1,395(16.2%) 
University 505(10.3%) 203(5.5%) 708(8.2%) 
Adult literacy 27(0.6%) 9(0.2%) 36(0.4%) 
Total 4,900(100.0%) 3,710(100.0%) 8,610(100.0%) 

Religion 

Christian 4,334(88.5%) 3,347(90.2%) 7,681(89.4%) 
Islam 469(9.6%) 312(8.4% 781(9.1%) 
Traditional 70(1.4%) 37(1.0% 107(1.2%) 
No Religion 25(0.5%) 13(0.4% 38(0.4%) 
Total 4,898(100.0%) 3,709(100%) 8,607(100.0%) 

Main 
occupation 

Business 1,686(34.9%) 1,401(38.2%) 3,087(36.3%) 
Farmer 1,176(24.4%) 873(23.8%) 2,049(24.1%) 
Private Sector  (b) 
Temporary 
(Casual/Contract) 

493(10.2%) 209(5.7%) 702(8.3%) 

Formal Employment Public 
Sector (a) Permanent 405(8.4%) 180(4.9%) 585(6.9%) 

Unemployed 268(5.5%) 207(5.6%) 475(5.6%) 
Formal Employment Public 
Sector (b) Temporary 
(Casual/Contract) 

211(4.4%) 134(3.7%) 345(4.1%) 

Student/Pupil 185(3.8%) 152(4.1%) 337 (4.0%) 
Private Sector  (a) 
Permanent 160(3.3%) 80(2.2%) 240 (2.8%) 

Other Retiree 133(2.8%) 29(0.8%) 162(1.9%) 
House Wife 48(1.0%) 374(10.2%) 422(5.0%) 
Volunteer 28(0.6%) 17(0.5%) 45(0.5%) 
Clergy 25(0.5%) 3(0.1%) 28(0.3% 
Intern 11(0.2%) 7(0.2%) 18(0.2%) 
Total 4,829 (100.0%) 3,666(100.0%) 8,495(100.0%) 

 

3.3 Public Perceptions on Common and Emerging Types of Corruption 
 

3.3.1 Understanding of corruption  
The study sought to establish sample respondents’ understanding of what corruption in the 
public service is. There were varied understandings of corruption but the ones reported by at 
least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were bribery (soliciting for 
and/or receiving bribes), embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources, 
abuse of power and/or office, dishonesty by public officials and giving and/or receiving a 
valuable public resource in exchange for personal favours. Most (23.1%) of the members of 
the public compared with 16.8% of the public officials stated that they understood corruption 
as bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) while 17.4% of the public officials and 
19.6% of the members of the public defined corruption as embezzlement/misuse/ 
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misappropriation of public funds/resources. Other understandings by both members of the 
public and public officials of what corruption is are summarized in Table 3.2 below.   
 
Table 3.2: Understanding of what corruption is  
 
Understanding of what corruption is Members of 

the public 
Public 

officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 23.1% 16.8% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 

19.6% 17.4% 

Destroying and/or wasting public resources  9.0% 2.8% 
Illegally taking citizens’ money and/or illegally asking for 
money in exchange for service delivery 

7.7% 8.5% 

Abuse of power and/or office 6.3% 14.2% 
Where one is used directly or indirectly to give money for 
free service 

6.3% 5.3% 

Giving and/or receiving a valuable public resource in 
exchange for personal favours 

5.4% 10.6% 

Injustice orchestrated by public officials 5.3% 4.6% 
Influencing for service by offering money 2.9% 6.5% 
Dishonesty by public officials 2.9% 12.8% 
Failure to follow and act according to the law 2.9% 3.4% 
Discrimination and/or favoritism 2.4% 1.2% 
Lack of transparency and accountability in the public service 2.0% 3.3% 
Taking advantage of a public service seeker 1.6% 0.8% 
Act of cheating service seekers 1.3% 1.8% 
Form of theft in the public service 1.3% 0.6% 
Anything bad done to government or another person using 
the influence of a public office 

1.2% 0.4% 

Use of public office for selfish interests  1.1% 0.8% 
Tribalism 0.9% 0.4% 
Non-delivery of service promised by leaders 0.9% - 
Unequal distribution of resources 0.8% 0.1% 
Lack of development 0.3% 0.1% 
Buying a right and/or oppressing people’s rights 0.1% 0.1% 
Rigging of voters in order to get a political post 0.1% - 

 
The above findings imply that the main form of corruption which is bribery is well 
understood by most Kenyans. The findings are also a pointer to the changing nature of 
corruption. 
 
3.3.2 Perceptions on existence of corruption in public service institutions 
The sample respondents were asked about their perceptions on the existence of corruption in 
public service institutions in Kenya. As indicated in Figure 2 below, a greater proportion 
(92.6%) of the members of the public compared to public officials (85.0%) said that there 
was corruption in public service institutions in Kenya.  
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County  County analysis (in percentage) of perceptions on whether or not 
corruption exists in public service institutions 

Yes No I don’t know 
Nyamira 95.4 1.3 3.3 
Kakamega 95.2 1.7 3.1 
Machakos 95.1 4.2 0.7 
Busia 94.6 3.5 1.9 
Lamu 94.4 - 5.6 
Kisumu 94.4 2.6 3.0 
Mombasa 94.2 1.6 4.2 
Kericho 94.2 1.0 4.8 
Kitui 94.2 1.5 4.2 
Taita Taveta 94.1 5.9 - 
Tharaka Nithi 93.5 0.7 5.9 
Uasin Gishu 93.3 5.3 1.3 
Nakuru 93.3 2.5 4.2 
Baringo 93.2 0.8 6.0 
Narok 93.2 2.7 4.1 
Nyandarua 93.0 5.6 1.4 
Nyeri 92.8 6.2 1.0 
Meru 92.6 2.4 5.0 
Kirinyaga 91.9 6.5 1.6 
Kiambu 91.6 4.2 4.2 
Bomet 91.4 2.0 6.6 
Tana River 91.4 4.3 4.3 
Bungoma 91.0 3.2 5.8 
Elgeyo Marakwet 91.0 5.7 3.3 
Trans Nzoia 90.8 1.2 8.1 
Wajir 90.2 - 9.8 
Embu 89.3 7.1 3.6 
Samburu 88.2 5.9 5.9 
Garissa 86.1 - 13.9 
Kwale 84.1 3.7 12.2 
Nandi 84.0 11.3 4.7 
Mandera 83.9 2.3 13.8 
Turkana 78.5 6.3 15.2 
Marsabit 77.5 13.8 8.8 
Laikipia 77.2 10.5 12.3 
West Pokot 74.2 8.6 17.2 
Isiolo 63.3 26.7 10.0 
Overall index 92.6 2.9 4.5 

 
Findings from sample respondents were confirmed by key informants. For instance, a key 
informant noted that: 

“Yes there is corruption. There is a perception that there is no service you can offer 
that is free, everybody is corrupt. People in public service institutions implicitly ask 
for favours, creating obstacles for someone to smoothen an outcome” (KI 6). 
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Another key informant observed that: 

“There is real corruption, you can’t talk of it sometimes but it is there and a lot of it. 
For example, in getting employment, advertising tenders, people give out money to 
benefit in one way or the other” (KI 10).

The above findings are an indictment to public service institutions in all the 47 counties and 
call for elaborate anti-corruption strategies to change this perception. 
 
3.3.3 Perceptions on existence of corruption in different arms of government 
Members of the public and public officials were further asked whether there was corruption 
in specific arms of the government with reference to the National Executive, the County 
Executive, the National Assembly, the Senate Assembly, the County Assembly and the 
Judiciary.  The findindings showed that majority of the members of the public perceived that 
there was corruption in all the arms of government (with the executive arm of the National 
Government recording the highest percentage of 85.7%) except in the Senate Assembly 
(which recorded the lowest percentage of 28.0%). On the other hand, public officials 
perceived that there was corruption in all the arms of government (with the executive arm of 
County Government recording the highest percentage of 87.0% and the Senate Assembly 
recording the lowest percentage of 50.4%). Table 3.4 below provides more details on the 
existence of corruption in each of the six (6) sections of the arms of government. 
 
Table 3.4: Perceptions on whether or not corruption exists in the different arms of 

government 

Arm of government Perceptions  (in percentage) on whether or not 
corruption exists in the different arms of government 

Members of the public Public officials 
Male Female Overall % 

The executive arm 
of County 
Government 

Yes 85.6 81.4 83.9 87.0 
No 5.0 5.9 5.4 2.4 
I don’t know 9.3 12.7 10.8 10.5 

The executive arm 
of National 
Government 

Yes 87.8 82.8 85.7 82.1 
No 4.3 5.0 4.6 4.4 
I don’t know 7.9 12.3 9.7 13.5 

The  County 
Assembly  

Yes 72.3 62.3 68.1 78.8 
No 9.1 10.4 9.7 2.9 
I don’t know 18.6 27.3 22.2 18.3 

The  Judiciary Yes 66.7 57.3 62.8 79.5 
No 9.1 9.8 9.4 4.1 
I don’t know 24.2 32.8 27.8 16.4 

The  National 
Assembly 

Yes 57.7 49.0 53.9 65.5 
No 12.1 11.2 11.7 4.5 
I don’t know 30.1 39.8 34.4 30.0 

The  Senate 
Assembly 

Yes 28.6 27.1 28.0 50.4 
No 17.2 12.5 15.2 9.2 
I don’t know 54.2 60.4 56.9 40.4 
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Table 3.5: County analysis of perceptions of members of the public acknowledging 
presence of corruption in the public service by arm of government 

 

County  

County analysis (in percentage) of perceptions of members of the 
public acknowledging presence of corruption in the public service by 
arm of government  
National 
Executive 

County 
Executive Judiciary Senate 

Assembly 
National 
Assembly 

County 
Assembly 

Makueni 92.2 79.8 67.5 0.0 - 75.3 
Homa Bay 91.8 96.4 68.0 0.0 0.0 90.7 
Machakos 91.2 89.4 70.0 50.0 100.0 83.9 
Kajiado 91.2 83.8 55.6 0.0 6.1 52.6 
Siaya 90.6 91.9 69.2 60.0 100.0 77.5 
Narok 90.0 79.0 44.4 0.0 16.0 45.9 
Lamu 88.9 82.9 71.4 66.7 66.7 63.3 
Kakamega 88.2 73.9 56.6 18.2 26.3 59.6 
Vihiga 88.2 64.9 38.1 8.1 21.0 49.0 
Mombasa 88.2 77.5 65.3 16.1 46.6 47.1 
Nairobi 88.1 85.6 76.8 47.8 75.2 80.1 
Baringo 88.0 89.4 72.7 32.5 64.4 80.0 
Busia 86.4 89.7 66.0 44.4 76.9 68.2 
Kisumu 86.1 82.6 61.3 33.3 50.0 63.3 
Kitui 86.0 81.7 60.0 53.8 70.0 56.6 
Taita Taveta 85.3 75.8 31.3 0.0 9.1 43.3 
Bomet 83.2 68.7 60.0 1.9 22.8 41.3 
Kirinyaga 83.1 79.3 83.6 60.0 75.0 76.8 
Migori 82.6 91.5 54.3 27.3 50.0 67.4 
Embu 82.1 81.6 69.8 30.4 59.3 73.9 
Garissa 81.3 75.0 50.0 11.0 40.8 51.3 
Tana River 80.9 88.4 60.3 75.0 100.0 68.7 
Nyamira 80.7 95.9 52.7 0.0 10.0 83.0 
Kisii 80.6 89.8 41.4 2.4 28.6 73.0 
Trans Nzoia 80.5 66.3 34.6 11.4 16.3 50.0 
Nakuru 80.4 82.9 69.0 30.2 55.9 78.0 
Mandera 80.2 77.1 44.9 27.4 41.0 35.4 
Kilifi 80.0 88.0 68.4 28.6 42.9 79.8 
Kericho 79.2 78.2 71.3 14.8 50.0 62.9 
Samburu 78.1 93.8 80.6 50.0 62.5 81.3 
Bungoma 77.6 85.5 69.3 50.0 69.2 68.5 
Nyandarua 77.5 85.9 65.2 73.1 95.8 84.3 
Nyeri 77.3 78.4 73.4 50.0 75.0 78.9 
Nandi 76.3 77.2 58.7 20.9 51.1 62.1 
Meru 76.3 71.2 56.2 18.1 54.6 58.4 
Murang'a 76.3 75.4 50.3 23.2 44.0 53.0 
Isiolo 74.1 74.1 53.8 7.7 53.8 63.0 
Kiambu 73.5 77.4 61.6 19.8 36.0 64.3 
Tharaka Nithi 73.4 85.7 49.3 13.8 50.9 68.2 
Kwale 73.2 47.6 44.4 3.7 43.2 39.2 
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County  

County analysis (in percentage) of perceptions of members of the 
public acknowledging presence of corruption in the public service by 
arm of government  
National 
Executive 

County 
Executive Judiciary Senate 

Assembly 
National 
Assembly 

County 
Assembly 

Elgeyo 
Marakwet 71.6 74.4 64.3 22.6 35.8 62.7 

Uasin Gishu 70.3 82.4 71.2 30.6 63.2 79.4 
Turkana 66.9 62.0 44.8 21.1 38.9 55.9 
West Pokot 66.0 52.1 28.5 0.0 0.0 34.0 
Marsabit 64.1 65.4 35.5 14.3 52.9 43.2 
Laikipia 60.0 61.1 52.0 20.9 33.3 42.6 
Wajir 54.8 76.2 63.9 80.0 83.3 60.5 
 
This study went further to rank the perceptions on level of corruption in the different arms of 
government in terms of high, middle and low. As shown in Table 3.6 below and summarized 
in Figure 4 below, more than 50.0% of the members of the public perceived corruption to be 
high in all the arms of government, with the Executive Arm of National Government leading 
with a percentage of 80.4% followed by the Executive Arm of County Government (77.7%) 
and the County Assembly (75.5%) and the least being the Senate Assembly at 51.8%. On the 
other hand, most of the public officials perceived corruption to be high in all the arms of 
government led by the Executive Arm of County Government (70.7%) followed by the 
County Assembly (69.6%) and the National Assembly (58.8%) and the least being the Senate 
Assembly (40.2%).  
 
Table 3.6: Ranking of perceptions on level of corruption in different arms of 

government  

Arm of 
government 

Ranking of 
perceptions 
on level of 
corruption 

Category of sample respondents 
Members of the public Public officials 

Male Female Total 

Executive 
Arm of 
National 
Government 
  
  

High 3229(81.6%) 2131(78.6%) 5360(80.4%) 532(51.2%) 
Middle 512(12.9%) 391(14.4%) 903(13.5% 338(32.5%) 
Low 139(3.5%) 90(3.3%) 229(3.4% 108(10.4%) 
Not Sure/ 
 I don’t 
know 

75(1.9%) 99(3.7%) 174(2.6%) 61(5.9%) 

Total 3,955(100.0%) 2,711(100.0%) 6,666(100.0%) 1,039(100.0%) 
Executive 
Arm of 
County 
Government 
  
  

High 3012(78.4%) 2038(76.6%) 5050(77.7%) 778(70.7%) 
Middle 580(15.1%) 427(16.1%) 1007(15.5%) 243(22.1%) 
Low 184(4.8%) 103(3.9%) 287(4.4%) 38(3.5%) 
Not Sure/ 
 I don’t 
know 

68(1.8%) 91(3.4%) 159(2.4%) 42(3.8%) 

Total 3,844(100.0%) 2,659(100.0)% 6,503(100.0%) 1,101(100.0%) 
Judiciary 
  

High 1867(66.5%) 1137(63.9%) 3004(65.5%) 407(45.7%) 
Middle 529(18.8%) 327(18.4%) 856(18.7%) 308(34.6%) 
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A further county-specific analysis of perceptions of the members of the public on the level of 
corruption in the different arms of government was conducted. This analysis was based only 
on the proportion of the members of the public who perceived that there was high level of 
corruption. The findings showed that more than 50.0% of the members of the public 
perceived corruption to be high: in the National Executive in all the 47 counties; in the 
County Executive in 46 counties; in the County Assembly in 45 counmties; in the Judiciary 
in 42 counties; in the National Assembly in 32 counties; and in the Senate Assembly in 18 
counties.  
 
Counties with the highest percentages of perceptions of corruption as high in the National 
Executive included Vihiga (91.2%), Makueni (87.8%), Kisumu (86.6%), Nairobi (86.3%) 
and Kakamega (85.5%). With regard to the County Executive, the leading counties included 
Nyandarua (90.2%), Kisumu (88.2%), Homa Bay (88.0%), Taita Taveta (86.4%) and Tana 
River (86.2%). County Assembly was reported by the highest percentage of members of the 
public especially in Homa Bay (94.1%), Taita Taveta (92.3%), Nyandarua (90.0%), Kisii 
(87.9%) and Makueni (85.0%) counties while the Judiciary recorded the highest percentages 
especially in Isiolo (84.6%), Wajir (82.6%), Nandi (81.5%), Nyandarua (79.5%) and Kiambu 
(78.2%) counties. The National Assembly was reported highest especially in the counties of 
Kisumu (100.0%), Taita Taveta (100.0%), Tana River (100.0%), Lamu (100.0%), Vihiga 
(92.9%), Kitui (87.5%), Nyeri (83.3%) and Nyandarua (82.6%) while the Senate Assembly 
recorded the highest reporting especially in Kisumu (100.0%), Siaya (100.0%), Tana River 
(100.0%), Lamu (100.0%), Vihiga (83.3%), Nyandarua (78.9%), Nyeri (75.0%), Wajir 
(75.0%), Kiambu (70.0%) and Laikipia (70.0%) counties. The details of these findings are 
presented in Table 3.7 below. 
 
Table 3.7: Members of the public’s perceptions on the level of corruption as being high 

as per arm of government and county  

County  County analysis (in percentage) of members of the public’s perceptions of the 
level of corruption as being high as per arm of government  

Executive Judiciary Legislature 
National 
Executive  

County 
Executive 

Judiciary Senate 
Assembly 

National 
Assembly 

County 
Assembly 

Vihiga 91.2 84.8 71.4 83.3 92.9 76.4 
Makueni 87.8 57.1 67.9 - - 85.0 
Kisumu 86.6 88.2 74.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 
Nairobi 86.3 79.5 68.2 56.4 75.4 79.2 
Kakamega 85.5 75.7 57.8 62.2 69.4 72.0 
Mombasa 85.2 71.5 71.8 29.3 60.3 55.4 
Nakuru 85.1 78.8 71.5 57.5 66.5 81.5 
Kajiado 84.5 78.4 56.0 0.0 26.7 66.4 
Machakos 83.8 76.3 72.5 0.0 40.0 78.2 
Nyandarua 83.6 90.2 79.5 78.9 82.6 90.0 
Siaya 83.6 86.0 71.3 100.0 50.0 81.4 
Kitui 83.0 79.9 57.2 57.1 87.5 81.4 
Narok 82.4 80.7 53.3 0.0 47.1 66.0 
Marsabit 82.4 76.9 54.2 0.0 15.8 42.4 
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County  County analysis (in percentage) of members of the public’s perceptions of the 
level of corruption as being high as per arm of government  

Executive Judiciary Legislature 
National 
Executive  

County 
Executive 

Judiciary Senate 
Assembly 

National 
Assembly 

County 
Assembly 

Kisii 82.3 81.2 57.7 50.0 78.6 87.9 
Nyeri 81.3 83.1 71.0 75.0 83.3 79.2 
Nandi 81.1 76.3 81.5 50.0 77.3 68.3 
Baringo 81.1 75.6 62.8 28.6 65.6 75.7 
Mandera 80.9 84.6 77.8 66.7 78.8 75.9 
Nyamira 80.5 83.1 57.1 0.0 28.6 81.9 
Migori 80.2 77.3 62.5 28.6 50.0 71.0 
Meru 79.9 69.6 63.3 42.6 69.3 76.9 
Homa Bay 79.2 88.0 60.0 - - 94.1 
Embu 79.1 82.4 73.5 31.6 40.0 78.6 
Garissa 78.8 85.2 58.1 46.2 59.4 72.5 
Kiambu 78.4 77.7 78.2 70.0 65.7 81.3 
Laikipia 77.1 81.1 69.2 70.0 82.4 68.0 
Uasin Gishu 77.1 71.9 60.4 36.4 72.7 64.2 
Samburu 76.9 83.3 61.5 40.0 66.7 74.1 
Taita Taveta 75.9 86.4 62.5 - 100.0 92.3 
Trans Nzoia 74.8 76.5 55.0 17.6 53.8 66.7 
Busia 73.6 73.4 65.8 22.2 80.0 71.1 
Tana River 72.2 86.2 45.0 100.0 100.0 78.6 
Bungoma 71.5 77.0 63.7 66.7 75.8 73.8 
Murang’a 70.0 70.1 68.2 44.4 81.3 65.3 
Isiolo 70.0 80.0 84.6 0.0 0.0 64.7 
Tharaka Nithi 68.3 80.5 63.3 50.0 73.8 73.1 
West Pokot 68.3 59.8 50.0 - 67.8 62.5 
Bomet 68.0 75.5 50.6 16.7 42.1 48.4 
Wajir 66.7 81.3 82.6 75.0 80.0 65.2 
Kilifi 65.9 76.1 45.7 0.0 66.7 75.0 
Turkana 65.6 61.9 43.6 60.0 28.6 61.6 
Kwale 65.5 36.8 66.7 25.0 52.8 56.3 
Kirinyaga 65.4 67.3 75.0 58.3 60.0 76.6 
Lamu 61.3 67.9 70.8 100.0 100.0 57.9 
Kericho 61.3 50.6 42.4 14.3 41.2 45.9 
Elgeyo Marakwet 54.5 64.1 63.6 23.8 35.7 59.7 
Number of counties 
where more than 
50.0% of the 
members of the 
public perceived 
corruption to be 
high in each of the 
arms of 
government 

47 46 42 18 32 45 

 
The finding that corruption is minimal at the Senate Assembly may be attributed to its 
reduced interactions with members of public in provision of public services compared to 
other the arms of government. 
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The implication of the study findings is that all heads of the three arms of government need 
to prioritize corruption prevention as a standing agenda. This is so especially within the 
Judiciary which is regarded as the main arbitrator in the country and heavily relied on by the 
executive and the legislature in matters of interpretation of the law and dispensation of justice 
with regard to corruption cases. Hence perceptions of corruption in the Judiciary have 
negative underpinnings with regard to its reliability in the fight against the vice. 
 
The study findings that corruption in the public service was high agrees with the findings of 
EACC (2017) which showed that corruption has been perceived to be high for years now, 
with a perception level of 67.7% in 2012, 73.9% in 2015 and 79.3% in 2016.  
 
3.3.4 Institutions where corruption is perceived to be most prevalent 
Respondents who perceived that corruption exists in public institutions were further asked of 
the specific institutions where they perceived corruption to be most prevalent. The National 
Police Service (NPS), particularly the Traffic Police and Police in border areas, were on top 
of the list according to 38.1% and 56.3% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively. Other specific public institutions where corruption was perceived by at least 1 
out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials to be most prevalent were County 
Government (reported by 17.8% and 16.2% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively), Ministry of Health (reported by 15.8% of the members of the public), Ministry 
of Lands and Physical Planning (as reported by 15.0% of the public officials), Judiciary/Law 
Courts (reported by 14.6% of the public officials) and the Ministry of Interior  and 
Coordination of National Government (reported by 14.4% of the members of the public). 
Table 3.8 provides a list of public institutions where corruption was perceived to be most 
prevalent. 
 
Table 3.8: Public service institutions where corruption is perceived to be most prevalent 

Public service institution where corruption is perceived 
to be most prevalent 

Frequency and percentage 
Members of 
the public 

Public 
officials 

National Police Service (especially Traffic Police and Police 
in border areas) 

2905(38.1%) 742(56.3%) 

County Government 1360(17.8%) 213(16.2%) 
Ministry of Health 1208(15.8%) 57(4.3%) 
Ministry of Interior  and Coordination of National 
Government 

1097(14.4%) 59(4.5%) 

Ministry of Education 659(8.6%) 29(2.2%) 
Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 489(6.4%) 198(15.0%) 
National Registration Bureau 426(5.6%) 37(2.8%) 
All Public Offices 423(5.5%) 165(12.5%) 
Judiciary/Law Courts 412(5.4%) 192(14.6%) 
Constituency Development Funds (CDF) Office 352(4.6%) 23(1.7%) 
Member of County Assembly (MCA) Office 260(3.4%) 10(0.8%) 
Governor's Office 177(2.3%) 4(0.3% 
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Public service institution where corruption is perceived 
to be most prevalent 

Frequency and percentage 
Members of 
the public 

Public 
officials 

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 154(2.0%) 11(0.8%) 
Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing, Urban 
Development and Public Works 

148(1.9%) 21(1.6%) 

National Government 143(1.9%) 38(2.9%) 
Office of the President 134(1.8%) 24(1.8%) 
Department  of Immigration 112(1.5%) 27(2.1%) 
Parliament 112(1.5%) 18(1.4%) 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Irrigation 111(1.5%) 6(0.5%) 
Ministry of Water and Sanitation 98(1.3%) 6(0.5%) 
Public Service Commission 79(1.0%) 21(1.6%) 
The National Treasury and Planning 69(0.9%) 56(4.3%) 
Kenya Revenue Authority 65(0.9%) 40(3.0%) 
National Youth Service (NYS) 64(0.8%) 15(1.1%) 
Ministry of Devolution and the ASALs 60(0.8%) 14(1.1%) 
Kenya Power and Lighting Company (KPLC) 45(0.6%) 5(0.4%) 
Teachers Service Commission 31(0.4%) 2(0.2%) 
Kenya Defence Forces 30(0.4%) 12(0.9%) 
Regional Ministries Offices 21(0.3%) 2(0.2%) 
Huduma Centre 20(0.3%) 1(0.1%) 
Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) 14(0.2%) 1(0.1%) 
National Transport and Safety Authority (NTSA) 14(0.2%) 7(0.5%) 
Independent Electoral and Boundaries Commission (IEBC) 12(0.2%) 1(0.1% 
Office of the Deputy President 11(0.1%) 1(0.1%) 
Mininstry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 11(0.1%) - 
Kenya Forest Service (KFS) 9(0.1%) 1(0.1%) 
Pensions Department 8(0.1%) - 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs  8(0.1%) 4(0.3%) 
Mumias Sugar Company 7(0.1%) - 
Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (EACC) 6(0.1%) 6(0.5%) 
Kenya Ports Authority (KPA) 6(0.1%) 2(0.2%) 
National Cereals and Produce Board (NCPB) 5(0.1%) - 
National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) 4(0.1%) - 
Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 3(0.0%) - 
Higher Education Loans Board (HELB) 2(0.0%) - 
Women Representative’s Office 2(0.0%) - 
Kenya Maritime Authority 2(0.0%) - 
 
County analysis of public service institutions where corruption was perceived to be most 
prevalent showed that 14 out of 47 institutions featured among those with the three highest 
percentages in all the counties. Institutions featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were 
the National Police Service (in 46 counties), county government (in 31 counties), Ministry of 
Interior and Coordination of National Government (in 25 counties) and the Ministry of 
Health (in 24 counties). The National Police Service had the highest percentage in all the 
counties except in Homa Bay, Siaya and Nyamira where the county government had the 
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highest percentage and in Tana River where the Ministry of Water had the highest 
percentage.

Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the institution where corruption 
was most prevalent, Wajir County recorded the highest percentage (41.5%) of members of 
the public who perceived that corruption was most prevalent in the National Police. The 
other counties included Laikipia (41.3%), Garissa (39.2%), Baringo (38.0%) and Nakuru 
(36.7%). Counties recording the least percentages included Nyeri (16.8%); Meru (14.7%); 
Vihiga (12.2%); Taita Taveta (10.9%); and Tana River (4.1%).
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the institution where corruption 
was most prevalent, Lamu County recorded the highest percentage (27.9%) of members of 
the public who perceived that corruption was most prevalent in the county government. The 
other counties included Homa Bay (27.3%), Isiolo (26.9%), Kitui (21.6%) and Nyamira 
(21.2%). The least percentages were recorded in Kwale (0.7%), Samburu (4.2%), Taita 
Taveta (4.3%), Laikipia (4.8%) and Makueni (5.7%) counties. These results are presented in 
Table 3.9 below and in Annex 1. 
 
Table 3.9: County analysis of 14 leading public service institutions where corruption is 

perceived to be most prevalent based on the top three highest percentages as 
reported by members of the public 
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County analysis (in percentage) of 14 leading public service institutions where corruption is perceived to be most 
prevalent based on the top three highest percentages as reported by members of the public 
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Mombasa 29.0  6.6 16.1           Embu 28.8 14.4  9.1           Kirinyaga 28.0 9.3 9.3  8.0     9.3     Lamu 27.9 27.9 9.3           7.0 
Turkana 27.3 18.7         6.5    Mandera 26.4 12.0     19.2        Machakos 25.5  16.0   15.7         Kisumu 25.2 12.7  11.8           Kiambu 24.9  10.4 11.2           Bungoma 24.7 12.5   8.8          Busia 23.7 14.1 9.6            Homa Bay 22.7 27.3  14.7           Kilifi 22.6 17.0  11.3           Nandi 22.5 11.7 15.3  4.5          Narok 22.4 11.8  19.0           Kwale 22.4  9.7 26.1           Migori 22.1 13.3  18.2           Murang'a 21.1  11.2 12.1           Nyandarua 20.7 17.1    15.9         Tharaka Nithi 20.1 17.1 12.0            Kisii 19.0 17.6  13.2           Siaya 17.7 19.9  12.4           Trans Nzoia 17.6  21.8 14.2           Kakamega 16.9  10.0     12.9       Nyamira 16.8 21.2  14.6           Nyeri 16.8 16.8 8.0  8.0   13.3       Meru 14.7  12.0      18.2      Vihiga 12.2 11.2 12.2 10.2    11.2       Taita Taveta 10.9   15.2     8.7  8.7    Tana River  7.1  10.2 7.1   10.2    18.4   Total number of 
counties where 
the public 
service 
institution is 
among the ones 
with the three 
highest 
percentages in 
each county 

46 31 25 24 10 7 4 4 2 2 2 1 1 1 

 

Findings from sample respondents were reinforced by key informants. For instance, a key 
informant, adding to the list of public institutions perceived to be most corrupt, observed the 
following: 
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Turkana 27.3 18.7         6.5    Mandera 26.4 12.0     19.2        Machakos 25.5  16.0   15.7         Kisumu 25.2 12.7  11.8           Kiambu 24.9  10.4 11.2           Bungoma 24.7 12.5   8.8          Busia 23.7 14.1 9.6            Homa Bay 22.7 27.3  14.7           Kilifi 22.6 17.0  11.3           Nandi 22.5 11.7 15.3  4.5          Narok 22.4 11.8  19.0           Kwale 22.4  9.7 26.1           Migori 22.1 13.3  18.2           Murang'a 21.1  11.2 12.1           Nyandarua 20.7 17.1    15.9         Tharaka Nithi 20.1 17.1 12.0            Kisii 19.0 17.6  13.2           Siaya 17.7 19.9  12.4           Trans Nzoia 17.6  21.8 14.2           Kakamega 16.9  10.0     12.9       Nyamira 16.8 21.2  14.6           Nyeri 16.8 16.8 8.0  8.0   13.3       Meru 14.7  12.0      18.2      Vihiga 12.2 11.2 12.2 10.2    11.2       Taita Taveta 10.9   15.2     8.7  8.7    Tana River  7.1  10.2 7.1   10.2    18.4   Total number of 
counties where 
the public 
service 
institution is 
among the ones 
with the three 
highest 
percentages in 
each county 

46 31 25 24 10 7 4 4 2 2 2 1 1 1 

 

Findings from sample respondents were reinforced by key informants. For instance, a key 
informant, adding to the list of public institutions perceived to be most corrupt, observed the 
following: 
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“Immigration offices, Ministry of lands, KRA- if you want waiver 
you pay something small, Water ministry – if you have a huge bill 
you pay something/ bribe so that you can be waived.” (KI 8). 

The above findings are in concurrence with the findings of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission which showed that the leading Government Ministries perceived to be most 
prone to corruption were the Ministry of Interior and Coordination of National Government 
(45.9%) followed by the Ministry of Health (33.0%), Devolution and Planning (19.3%), 
Education, Science and Technology (19.2%), Transport and Infrastructure (15.5%), Land, 
Housing and Urban Development (15.1%) and Finance with 8.3% (EACC, 2017). 
 
3.3.5 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption  
Members of the public and public officials listed the common and emerging types of 
corruption in each of the arms of government as discussed below.
 
3.3.5.1 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm of 
the National Government 
The leading common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm of the National 
Government according to at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
were: bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) which was reported by 50.5% and 
30.8% of the members of the public and public officials respectively; flouting procurement 
(reported by 30.9% of the public officials); embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources (reported by 23.3% and 18.3% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively); and nepotism in service delivery (reported by 9.5% of the public 
officials). The least reported perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the 
National Executive included smuggling of goods, implementing defective laws and money 
laundering. These findings are captured in Table 3.10 below. 
 
Table 3.10: Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the National 

Executive 
 
Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Executive 

Members of the 
public  

Public officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 50.5% 30.8% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources 

23.3% 18.3% 

Tribalism in service delivery 8.6% 6.2% 
Nepotism in service delivery 7.5% 9.5% 
Abuse of office 5.6% 7.9% 
Discrimination in service delivery 5.4% 5.5% 
Flouting procurement regulations 4.0% 30.9% 
Fraud and/or forgery 3.2% 3.6% 
Theft scandals/looting 2.9% 1.4% 
Extortion 2.5% 1.7% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 2.2% 2.3% 
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Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Executive 

Members of the 
public  

Public officials 

Denial of entitled resources/services 2.1% 0.3% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

1.9% 2.9% 

Corruption in job recruitments  1.8% 8.8% 
Facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing 1.2% 1.2% 
Exaggeration of prices of goods and services 1.0% 2.7% 
Harassment of service seekers 1.0% 0.2% 
Laxity 0.9% 0.7% 
Interference by other arms of government in the 
discharge of mandate 

0.9% 1.4% 

Delay/dragging of service delivery  0.7% 0.5% 
Incompetency in provision of public funds 0.6% 0.9% 
Unjustified withholding of vital documents  0.3% 0.2% 
Influenced cases/unjust verdicts 0.3% 0.1% 
Money laundering 0.2% - 
Absenteeism in public office 0.2% 0.3% 
Implementing defective laws 0.2 % - 
Conflict of interest 0.2% 0.8% 
Soliciting for sexual favors  0.2% 0.3% 
Smuggling of goods 0.1% - 
Cyber/online theft of public resources 0.0% 0.4% 

 
County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Executive showed that 12 out of 30 common and emerging types 
of corruption featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 47 
counties. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the 
counties were bribery (prominent in all the 47 counties), embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public funds/resources (prominent in 39 counties) and nepotism in 
service delivery (prominent in 16 counties). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the perceived common and 
emerging types of corruption in the National Executive, the highest percentage of perceptions 
of members of the public on bribery was recorded in Wajir (56.8%) followed by Laikipia 
(56.3%), Mandera (55.0%), Elgeyo Marakwet (54.7%) and Nandi (52.7%). The least 
percentages were recorded in counties such as Kilifi (21.2%), Homa Bay (22.5%), Kisumu 
(23.7%), Siaya (24.4%) and Tana River (25.7%). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Executive, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of 
the public on embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources was recorded 
in Makueni (35.4%) followed by Machakos (33.7%), Nyandarua (32.5%), Baringo (29.1%), 
Nakuru (28.4%) and Kirinyaga (28.4%) counties. The least percentages were recorded in 
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counties such as Meru (8.9%), Trans Nzoia (9.3%), Uasin Gishu (9.5%), West Pokot (9.7%) 
and Tharaka Nithi (10.9%). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging 
types of corruption in the National Executive, the highest percentage of perceptions of 
members of the public on nepotism in service delivery was recorded in counties such as 
Wajir (13.5%), Taita Taveta (13.3%), Siaya (12.2%), Kisumu (11.6%) and Tharaka Nithi 
(11.5%). The least percentages were recorded in counties such as Kakamega (4.4%), 
Nyandarua (5.2%), Garissa (5.8%), Elgeyo Marakwet (6.6%) and Nakuru (7.3%). The details 
of these findings are presented in Table 3.11 below and in Annex 2. 
 
Table 3.11: County analysis of 12 leading common and emerging types of corruption in 

the National Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each 
county) as perceived by members of the public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 12 leading common and emerging types of corruption in the 
National Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each county) as perceived by 
members of the public 
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Wajir 56.8  13.5    21.6      Laikipia 56.3 16.7    8.3       Mandera 55.0 15.0 7.5          Elgeyo Marakwet 54.7 13.2 6.6          Nandi 52.7 13.2 7.7          West Pokot 52.4 9.7  7.3         Kakamega 51.9 11.0 4.4          Bomet 50.3 13.6      12.9     Meru 49.4 8.9 9.1          Tharaka Nithi 47.9 10.9 11.5          Trans Nzoia 47.6 9.3   8.9        Kajiado 44.6 25.0      13.8     Garissa 46.6 17.5 5.8  5.8        Embu 46.6 16.7     5.0      Kiambu 45.4 9.7   6.9        Kericho 45.2 26.0   6.7        Nyeri 44.9 24.7   9.0        Migori 44.9 19.5  7.9         Murang'a 44.8        9.2   6.1 
Narok 42.9 17.7      19.9     Kitui 42.2   11.1      12.5   Uasin Gishu 41.9 9.5 8.1          Marsabit 40.8 11.3  12.7         Busia 40.5  10.4 10.0         Vihiga 40.1 12.2         12.9  Samburu 40.0   11.4  14.3       Turkana 39.4 15.6     8.3      
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 12 leading common and emerging types of corruption in the 
National Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each county) as perceived by 
members of the public 
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Nyandarua 39.0 32.5 5.2          Mombasa 38.9 18.1   6.2        Kisii 38.4 18.4  13.8         Nyamira 37.3 20.1  8.9         Machakos 35.9 33.7  8.6         Isiolo 34.3 20.0   17.1        Nakuru 32.3 28.4 7.3          Makueni 31.0 35.4  13.3         Kwale 30.4 15.2    12.7       Taita Taveta 30.0  13.3  20.0        Lamu 30.0   17.5 15.0        Kirinyaga 29.9 28.4   9.0        Baringo 28.4 29.1    12.1       Bungoma 27.8 13.3 9.0          Nairobi 27.5 24.4  12.9         Tana River 25.7   10.8 10.8 9.5   9.5    Siaya 24.4 17.6 12.2          Kisumu 23.7 22.0 11.6          Homa Bay 22.5 25.0  14.2         Kilifi 21.2 16.1   11.9        Total number of 
counties where each 
of the 12 leading  
common and 
emerging types of 
corruption in the 
National Executive 
(based on the top 
three highest 
percentages in each 
of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is 
prominent 

47 39 16 14 12 5 3 3 2 1 1 1 

 
Bribery continues to be reported in a number of sectors in Kenya’s public service. For 
instance, it has been found to be a leading election crime and offence in the country (NCRC, 
2016).  
 

3.3.5.2 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm of 
County Government 
The major perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm of the 
County Government were found to be: flouting procurement regulations (reported by 33.6% 
of the public officials); bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving bribes (reported by 
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29.4% and 20.7% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/ bribes (reported by 28.0% and 
24.7% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); nepotism in service 
delivery (reported by 16.0% and 15.7% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); and corruption in job recruitments (reported by 14.8% of the public officials). 
Some of the least perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm 
of the County Government were found to include: rigging during elections; interference by 
other arms of government in the discharge of mandate; soliciting for sexual favors; 
cyber/online theft of public resources; impunity; harassment of service seekers; laxity; and 
incompetency in provision of public funds. These findings are captured in Table 3.12 below. 
 
Table 3.12: Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the County 

Executive 
 
Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the County Executive 

Members of the 
public  

Public officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 29.4% 20.7% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources 

28.0% 24.7% 

Nepotism in service delivery 16.0% 15.7% 
Discrimination in service delivery 9.4% 6.4% 
Tribalism in service delivery 7.9% 6.4% 
Flouting procurement regulations 7.6% 33.6% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation 
of shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

5.9% 1.7% 

Abuse of office 5.1% 7.2% 
Fraud and/or forgery and/or money laundering 4.7% 5.3% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 4.2% 3.6% 
Corruption in job recruitments 3.4% 14.8% 
Extortion 3.4% 1.7% 
Lack of professionalism 2.6% 1.4% 
Incompetency in provision of public funds 1.2 % 1.8% 
Laxity 0.9% 0.3% 
Harassment of service seekers 0.8% 0.1% 
Impunity 0.5% 0.5% 
Cyber/online theft of public resources 0.4% 0.2% 
Soliciting for sexual favors  0.3% 0.5% 
Interference by other arms of government in 
the discharge of mandate 

0.2% 0.6% 

Rigging during elections 0.2% 0.2% 
 
County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the County Executive showed that 13 out of 21 common and emerging types of 
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corruption featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 47 
counties. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the 
counties were bribery (prominent in 41 counties), embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources (prominent in 37 counties) and nepotism in service delivery 
(prominent in 33 counties). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the perceived common and 
emerging types of corruption in the County Executive, the highest percentage of perceptions 
of members of the public on bribery in the County Executive was recorded in Kakamega 
(37.6%) followed by Kitui (36.5%), Migori (35.6%), Wajir (33.3%) and Machakos (32.6%). 
The least percentages were recorded in counties such as Nyandarua (6.5%), Kisumu (11.4%), 
Lamu (12.9%), Kajiado (13.7%) and Kirinyaga (13.8%).

Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption in the County Executive, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of the 
public on embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources was recorded in 
Nyandarua (57.6%), Kirinyaga (38.5%), Nyeri (37.0%), Laikipia (34.7%) and Nakuru 
(34.1%) counties. The least percentages were recorded in counties such as Marsabit (8.2%), 
Trans Nzoia (11.2%), Elgeyo Marakwet (12.9%), Kitui (13.3%) and Tana River (13.8%).
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging 
types of corruption in the County Executive, the highest percentage of perceptions of 
members of the public on nepotism in service delivery was recorded in Wajir (28.9%), 
Garissa (23.3%), Tharaka Nithi (22.4%), Marsabit (21.9%) and Taita Taveta (21.4%). The 
least percentages were recorded in counties such as Kakamega (8.1%), Nakuru (8.2%), 
Machakos (8.9%), Nyeri (9.0%) and Bungoma (9.6%). The details of these findings are 
presented in Table 3.13 below and in Annex 3. 
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Table 3.13: County analysis of 13 leading common and emerging types of corruption in 
the County Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each 
county) as perceived by members of the public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 13 leading common and emerging types of corruption in the 
County Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each county) as perceived by 
members of the public 
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Kakamega 37.6 15.1 8.1 
  

 
      

 
Kitui 36.5 13.3 13.0 

  
 

      
 

Migori 35.6 23.7 
  

10.3  
      

 
Wajir 33.3 

 
28.9 

  
 31.1 

     
 

Machakos 32.6 30.9 8.9 
  

 
      

 
Elgeyo Marakwet 31.0 12.9 12.1 

  
 

      
 

Trans Nzoia 30.7 11.2 
 

13.4 
 

 
      

 
Kericho 28.3 20.7 12.0 

  
 

      
 

Turkana 27.4 
 

17.9 
  

 14.2 
     

 
Kiambu 26.8 20.8 

   
8.2 

      
 

Nairobi 26.6 28.8 
  

10.2  
      

 
Uasin Gishu 26.2 

 
16.7 

 
11.9  

      
 

Mombasa 26.2 
 

16.1 11.4 
 

 
      

 
Makueni 25.5 28.4 13.7 

  
 

      
 

Vihiga 25.0 19.4 
 

13.9 
 

 
      

 
Kisii 24.7 25.5 17.1 

  
 

      
 

Mandera 23.5 
 

11.8 
 

10.6  
  

10.6 11.8 
  

 
Murang'a 22.6 17.0 

   
 

 
9.4 

    
 

Nandi 22.0 22.0 16.0 
  

 
      

 
Nyeri 22.0 37.0 9.0 

  
 

      
 

Nyamira 20.7 22.8 17.2 
  

 
      

 
Bungoma 20.6 17.4 9.6 

  
 

      
 

Meru 20.5 16.9 14.6 
  

 
      

 
Garissa 20.4 

 
23.3 

 
12.6  

      
 

Laikipia 20.4 34.7 
 

12.2 
 

 
      

 
Bomet 19.3 17.8 17.0 

  
 

      
 

Samburu 19.0 14.3 16.7 
 

19.0  
      

 
Kwale 19.0 

  
13.8 

 
 

      
10.3 

Nakuru 18.1 34.1 8.2 
  

 
      

 
Marsabit 17.8 8.2 21.9 

 
16.4  

      
 

Embu 16.8 17.8 16.2 
  

 
      

 
Busia 16.8 14.9 14.2 

  
 

      
 

Tharaka Nithi 16.1 21.4 22.4 
  

 
      

 
Siaya 15.4 22.8 15.4 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 13 leading common and emerging types of corruption in the 
County Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each county) as perceived by 
members of the public 
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West Pokot 14.1 23.1 17.9 
  

 
      

 
Narok 13.9 18.6 

 
16.9 

 
 

      
 

Kirinyaga 13.8 38.5 
   

12.3 
      

 
Kajiado 13.7 

 
15.3 13.7 

 
 

  
18.4 

   
 

Lamu 12.9 
 

12.9 6.5 25.8 6.5 
    

12.9 6.5  
Kisumu 11.4 22.4 18.6 

  
 

      
 

Nyandarua 6.5 57.6 
   

14.1 
      

 
Baringo 

 
32.2 

 
11.3 10.4  

      
 

Homa Bay 
 

27.7 20.0 
  

 10.0 
     

 
Kilifi 

 
18.4 12.3 12.3 

 
 16.7 12.3 

    
 

Taita Taveta 
 

17.9 21.4 
  

10.7 
      

 
Isiolo 

 
17.9 

 
14.3 21.4 14.3 

      
 

Tana River 
 

13.8 11.3 13.8 15.0  
      

 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 13 
leading  common and 
emerging types of 
corruption in the County 
Executive (based on the 
top three highest 
percentages in each of the 
47 analyzed counties) is 
prominent 41 37 33 12 11 5 4 2 2 1 1 1 1 

 
A key informant confirmed the existence of corruption in the executive arm of the County 
Government when he said: 

“When you hear about the wheelbarrow story (in reference to flouting 
of procurement regulations and overpricing of purchased 
wheelbarrows in Bungoma County …(laughs) that tells you that 
corruption is there, and its being done by politicians themselves, the 
only issue is that I can’t say its witchhunting or media exposure 
regarding these individuals. There is something not adding up, ama? 
(KI 4)”. 

3.3.5.3 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Judiciary 
Nearly three-quarters (71.4%) of the members of the public and 54.2% of the public officials 
perceived bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) to be one of the common and 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 13 leading common and emerging types of corruption in the 
County Executive (based on the top three highest percentages in each county) as perceived by 
members of the public 
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West Pokot 14.1 23.1 17.9 
  

 
      

 
Narok 13.9 18.6 

 
16.9 

 
 

      
 

Kirinyaga 13.8 38.5 
   

12.3 
      

 
Kajiado 13.7 

 
15.3 13.7 

 
 

  
18.4 

   
 

Lamu 12.9 
 

12.9 6.5 25.8 6.5 
    

12.9 6.5  
Kisumu 11.4 22.4 18.6 

  
 

      
 

Nyandarua 6.5 57.6 
   

14.1 
      

 
Baringo 

 
32.2 

 
11.3 10.4  

      
 

Homa Bay 
 

27.7 20.0 
  

 10.0 
     

 
Kilifi 

 
18.4 12.3 12.3 

 
 16.7 12.3 

    
 

Taita Taveta 
 

17.9 21.4 
  

10.7 
      

 
Isiolo 

 
17.9 

 
14.3 21.4 14.3 

      
 

Tana River 
 

13.8 11.3 13.8 15.0  
      

 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 13 
leading  common and 
emerging types of 
corruption in the County 
Executive (based on the 
top three highest 
percentages in each of the 
47 analyzed counties) is 
prominent 41 37 33 12 11 5 4 2 2 1 1 1 1 

 
A key informant confirmed the existence of corruption in the executive arm of the County 
Government when he said: 

“When you hear about the wheelbarrow story (in reference to flouting 
of procurement regulations and overpricing of purchased 
wheelbarrows in Bungoma County …(laughs) that tells you that 
corruption is there, and its being done by politicians themselves, the 
only issue is that I can’t say its witchhunting or media exposure 
regarding these individuals. There is something not adding up, ama? 
(KI 4)”. 

3.3.5.3 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Judiciary 
Nearly three-quarters (71.4%) of the members of the public and 54.2% of the public officials 
perceived bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) to be one of the common and 
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emerging type of corruption in the Judiciary. Other perceived common and emerging types of 
corruptions in the Judiciary included influenced cases/unjust verdicts (reported by 16.5% and 
24.0% of the members of the public and public officials respectively) and delay/dragging of 
service delivery (reported by 9.8% and 17.1% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively). As indicated in Table 3.14 below, the least mentioned perceived 
common and emerging types of corruption in the Judiciary included: facilitation of and/or 
actual land grabbing; harassment of service seekers; extortion; and interference by other arms 
of government in the discharge of mandate. 
 
Table 3.14: Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Judiciary 
 
Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Judiciary 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 71.4% 54.2% 
Influenced cases/unjust verdicts 16.5% 24.0% 
Delay/dragging of service delivery 9.8% 17.1% 
Discrimination in service delivery 6.0% 5.4% 
Unjustified withholding of vital documents  3.5% 8.4% 
Abuse of office 2. % 3.8% 
Tribalism in service delivery 2.0% 2.7% 
Fraud and/or forgery 1.5% 2.3% 
Interference by other arms of government in the 
discharge of mandate 

0.9% 2.5% 

Extortion 0.8% 0.7% 
Harassment of service seekers 0.4% 0.3% 
Facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing 0.2% 0.6% 
Corruption in job recruitments  - 1.6% 
 
County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Judiciary revealed that 10 out of 12 common and emerging types of 
corruption featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 47 
counties. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the 
counties were bribery (prominent in all the 47 counties), influenced cases/unjust verdicts 
(prominent in 41 counties), delay/dragging of service delivery (prominent in 32 counties) and 
discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 16 counties). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the perceived common and 
emerging types of corruption, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of the public 
on bribery in the Judiciary was recorded in counties such as Bomet (92.1%), Kajiado 
(87.9%); Nyandarua (87.8%), Wajir (86.7%) and Nyeri (84.8%). On the other hand, the least 
percentages were recorded in counties such as Murang'a (36.1%), Kilifi (36.3%), Kwale 
(37.0%), Bungoma (41.0%) and Kiambu (43.8%).   
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Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Judiciary, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of the public 
on influenced cases/unjust verdicts was recorded in counties such as Kwale (38.9%), 
Murang'a (28.9%), Baringo (26.1%), Bungoma (26.1%), Elgeyo Marakwet (22.2%) and 
Nyamira (22.1%). The least percentages were recorded in counties such as Bomet (1.3%), 
Wajir (3.3%), Kajiado (3.8%), Narok (5.3%), Makueni (5.3%) and Kitui (5.7%). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each county, perceptions of members of the 
public on delay/dragging of service delivery as a common and emerging type of corruption in 
the Judiciary were highest in Kiambu (22.7%), Kilifi (22.5%), Murang'a (21.7%), Tana River 
(15.9%) and Bungoma (15.4%) counties. The least percentages of the perceptions were 
recorded in counties such as Bomet (1.3%), Kajiado (3.0%), Wajir (3.3%), Lamu (4.5%) and 
Kitui (5.1%). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Judiciary, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of the public 
on discrimination in service delivery was recorded in Trans Nzoia (13.5%) followed by 
Mombasa (11.2%), Samburu (9.5%), Lamu (9.1%) and Makueni (8.8%). Similarly, the least 
percentages of the perceptions on discrimination in service delivery were recorded in Nyeri 
(2.5%), Bomet (2.6%), Narok (3.2%), Wajir (3.3%) and Nairobi (4.7%). These results 
findings are presented in Table 3.15 below. 
 
Table 3.15: County analysis of common and emerging types of corruption in the 
Judiciary as perceived by members of the public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of common and emerging types of corruption in the 
Judiciary as perceived by members of the public 
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Bomet 92.1 1.3 1.3 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 87.9 3.8 3.0 1.5 1.5 0.8 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 87.8 0.0 6.1 0.0 4.1 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wajir 86.7 3.3 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 84.8 0.0 0.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 1.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 83.2 5.3 2.1 3.2 0.0 2.1 3.2 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 81.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 2.9 4.3 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 79.7 5.7 5.1 2.5 1.9 0.0 1.9 1.3 0.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 
Machakos 79.1 6.3 1.0 6.8 0.5 2.6 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Makueni 78.9 5.3 0.0 8.8 0.0 1.8 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 
Kirinyaga 71.4 7.9 6.3 0.0 1.6 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 71.4 14.3 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Judiciary, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of the public 
on influenced cases/unjust verdicts was recorded in counties such as Kwale (38.9%), 
Murang'a (28.9%), Baringo (26.1%), Bungoma (26.1%), Elgeyo Marakwet (22.2%) and 
Nyamira (22.1%). The least percentages were recorded in counties such as Bomet (1.3%), 
Wajir (3.3%), Kajiado (3.8%), Narok (5.3%), Makueni (5.3%) and Kitui (5.7%). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each county, perceptions of members of the 
public on delay/dragging of service delivery as a common and emerging type of corruption in 
the Judiciary were highest in Kiambu (22.7%), Kilifi (22.5%), Murang'a (21.7%), Tana River 
(15.9%) and Bungoma (15.4%) counties. The least percentages of the perceptions were 
recorded in counties such as Bomet (1.3%), Kajiado (3.0%), Wajir (3.3%), Lamu (4.5%) and 
Kitui (5.1%). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Judiciary, the highest percentage of perceptions of members of the public 
on discrimination in service delivery was recorded in Trans Nzoia (13.5%) followed by 
Mombasa (11.2%), Samburu (9.5%), Lamu (9.1%) and Makueni (8.8%). Similarly, the least 
percentages of the perceptions on discrimination in service delivery were recorded in Nyeri 
(2.5%), Bomet (2.6%), Narok (3.2%), Wajir (3.3%) and Nairobi (4.7%). These results 
findings are presented in Table 3.15 below. 
 
Table 3.15: County analysis of common and emerging types of corruption in the 
Judiciary as perceived by members of the public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of common and emerging types of corruption in the 
Judiciary as perceived by members of the public 
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Bomet 92.1 1.3 1.3 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 87.9 3.8 3.0 1.5 1.5 0.8 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 87.8 0.0 6.1 0.0 4.1 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wajir 86.7 3.3 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 84.8 0.0 0.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 1.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 83.2 5.3 2.1 3.2 0.0 2.1 3.2 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 81.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 2.9 4.3 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 79.7 5.7 5.1 2.5 1.9 0.0 1.9 1.3 0.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 
Machakos 79.1 6.3 1.0 6.8 0.5 2.6 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
Makueni 78.9 5.3 0.0 8.8 0.0 1.8 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 
Kirinyaga 71.4 7.9 6.3 0.0 1.6 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 71.4 14.3 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of common and emerging types of corruption in the 
Judiciary as perceived by members of the public 
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Marsabit 71.0 19.4 6.5 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 70.6 17.6 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 70.2 8.5 12.8 4.3 1.1 1.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 68.7 11.8 3.5 4.7 2.0 3.2 0.9 3.5 1.2 0.0 0.3 0.2 
Lamu 68.2 0.0 4.5 9.1 0.0 4.5 4.5 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Embu 67.2 8.8 13.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.7 4.4 1.5 0.7 1.5 0.0 
Turkana 67.1 12.7 3.8 2.5 2.5 1.3 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 1.3 3.8 
Nandi 66.1 15.3 1.7 3.4 5.1 0.0 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Vihiga 65.1 12.7 9.5 3.2 3.2 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 
Garissa 64.8 18.5 5.6 5.6 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 
Laikipia 63.4 17.1 14.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Migori 62.8 14.7 7.8 6.2 3.9 0.8 0.8 2.3 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 
Meru 59.6 13.8 10.2 8.0 3.1 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.4 2.2 0.0 
Homa Bay 59.0 16.9 12.0 1.2 7.2 2.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 57.1 2.9 8.6 2.9 14.3 8.6 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 57.0 12.3 12.3 3.9 10.1 0.6 2.2 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 
Nakuru 56.6 18.8 10.5 9.5 1.7 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 55.8 17.4 6.5 3.6 10.1 3.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Siaya 55.6 14.8 7.4 2.5 11.1 1.2 1.2 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Mandera 53.3 13.3 13.3 6.7 3.3 6.7 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 53.1 17.2 9.4 3.1 1.6 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 
Baringo 52.9 26.1 11.8 3.4 2.5 0.8 0.8 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 51.4 22.2 2.8 6.9 2.8 5.6 2.8 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 50.7 20.7 10.7 3.6 5.0 2.1 0.7 2.9 0.7 0.7 2.1 0.0 
Tana River 50.0 11.4 15.9 0.0 4.5 11.4 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 
Nyamira 50.0 22.1 7.4 7.4 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 1.5 2.9 4.4 
Busia 49.4 21.8 12.1 4.6 1.1 2.3 1.1 1.7 3.4 0.0 0.0 2.3 
Mombasa 48.9 18.5 9.9 11.2 6.4 2.1 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 47.9 7.3 9.4 13.5 2.1 4.2 3.1 6.3 0.0 0.0 4.2 2.1 
Kiambu 43.8 21.9 22.7 5.5 2.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.8 0.8 0.0 
Bungoma 41.0 26.1 15.4 6.9 4.3 2.1 0.0 0.5 2.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 37.0 38.9 13.0 9.3 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 36.3 16.3 22.5 5.0 2.5 5.0 5.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 
Murang'a 36.1 28.9 21.7 3.6 3.6 1.2 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.0 2.4 0.0 
Total number of counties where each 
of the 10 leading  common and 
emerging types of corruption in the 
Judiciary (based on the top three 
highest percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is prominent 

47 41 32 16 7 7 5 3 1 1   
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Bribery was also cited by a key informant as the most common form of corruption at the 
Judiciary when the respondent said that:  
 

 “There are a lot of cartels brokering for justice. Cases that do not 
reach just conclusions are for the corrupt suspects who are paying 
bribes” (KI 3). 

Another key informant, while observing that corruption in the Judiciary was not only existent 
but was also perpetuated through cartels said that: 
 

“Mutunga (former Chief Justice) said that his fear was the cartels and 
that itself is an indicator there is corruption and it seems it’s high 
unless proven otherwise” (KI 1).

3.3.5.4 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Senate Assembly 
A third (33.3%) of the members of the public and 32.9% of the public officials perceived 
bribery as the most common and emerging type of corruption in the Senate Assembly. On the 
same breath, other perceived common and emerging type of corruption in the Senate 
Assembly included embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources 
(reported by 19.6% and 13.4% of the members of the public and public officials respectively) 
and abuse of office (reported by 13.8% and 17.9% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively). As indicated in Table 3.16 below, the least perceived common and 
emerging type of corruption in the Senate Assembly included: soliciting for sexual favors; 
harassment of service seekers; corruption in job recruitments; absenteeism in public offices; 
extortion; and actual and/or facilitation of implementation of shoddy/ghost /white elephant 
projects.
 
Table 3.16: Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Senate 

Assembly 
 
Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Senate Assembly 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 33.3% 32.9% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources 

19.6% 13.4% 

Abuse of office 13.8% 17.9% 
Nepotism in service delivery 8.9% 5.3% 
Tribalism in service delivery 6.3% 3.3% 
Discrimination in service delivery 6.1% 7.3% 
Interference by other arms of government in the 
discharge of mandate 

4.4% 6.5% 

Laxity 3.6% 2.0% 
Incompetency in provision of public funds 3.1% 2.0% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 2.4% 0.8% 
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Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Senate Assembly 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Theft scandals/looting 2.1% 1.6% 
Passing of defective laws 1.9% 10.2% 
Fraud and/or forgery 1.8% 5.7% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

1.8% 1.2% 

Extortion 1.6% 2.8% 
Absenteeism in public offices 1.3% 0.8% 
Corruption in job recruitments  0.8% 3.3% 
Harassment of service seekers 0.2% - 
Soliciting for sexual favors  - 0.4% 

 
County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Senate Assembly revealed that 16 out of 18 common and emerging types of 
corruption featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 33 
analyzed counties. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third 
of the 33 counties were bribery (prominent in 23 counties), embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public funds/resources (prominent in 20 counties), abuse of office 
(prominent in 16 counties), nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 14 counties) and 
discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 14 counties). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each county on the common and emerging types of 
corruption, county analysis showed that bribery was perceived by members of the public to 
be the most prevalent common and emerging type of corruption in the Senate Assembly in 
most of the counties (that is 23 out of 33 analyzed counties). For instance, bribery was 
reported by at least half of the sampled members of the public in Kiambu (69.2%), Garissa 
(50.0%), Machakos (50.0%) and Uasin Gishu (50.0%) counties. Counties that were leading 
in perceptions that embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources was a 
common and emerging type of corruption in the Senate Assembly included Nyeri (53.3%), 
Isiolo (40.0%), Nakuru (36.3%), Baringo (35.3%), Nyandarua (33.3%) and Samburu 
(33.3%). Counties that were leading in perceptions on abuse of office in the Senate Assembly 
included Nyandarua (58.3%), Machakos (50.0%), Garissa (50.0%), Embu (33.3%), 
Kirinyaga (28.6%) and Mandera (25.0%). With regard to nepotism in service delivery, 
perceptions were highest in Kericho (100.0%), Turkana (50.0%), Trans Nzoia (22.2%), 
Nandi (16.7%) and Nakuru (16.3%) counties. On discrimination in service delivery, 
perceptions were highest in Migori (100.0%), Tana River (100.0%), Turkana (50.0%), Kwale 
(33.3%), Kilifi (33.3%), Laikipia (28.6%) and Mandera (25.0%). The details of these 
findings are presented in Table 3.17 below.
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Bribery was further corroborated as the most common type of corruption even in the Senate 
as confirmed by a key informant who observed that: 

“They lack resources; they influence decisions according to party 
affiliation. They are bribed to raise issues or keep quiet.” (KI 3). 

 
3.3.5.5 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly 
The common and emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly perceived by at 
least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 36.6% and 18.6% of the members of 
the public and public officials respectively); bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving 
bribes (reported by 19.5% and 31.1% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); abuse of office  (reported by 15.2% of the public officials); passing defective 
(reported by 14.3% of the public officials); nepotism in service delivery (reported by 13.7% 
of the members of the public); and discrimination in service delivery (reported by 12.8% of 
the members of the public). The least perceived common and emerging types of corruption in 
the National Assembly included soliciting for sexual favors, harassment of service seekers, 
corruption in job recruitments, laxity, absenteeism in public offices and extortion. These 
findings are presented in Table 3.18 below. 
 
Table 3.18: Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the National 

Assembly 
 

  
Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Assembly 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 

36.6% 18.6% 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 19.5% 31.1% 
Nepotism in service delivery 13.7% 3.7% 
Discrimination in service delivery 12.8% 8.5% 
Abuse of office 7.8% 15.2% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 5.2% 1.8% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

5.0% 2.7% 

Tribalism in service delivery 4.6% 3.0% 
Passing defective laws 3.3% 14.3% 
Incompetency in provision of public funds 3.0% 0.9% 
Flouting procurement regulations 2.7% 4.9% 
Interference by other arms of government in the 
discharge of mandate 

2.0% 7.9% 

Theft scandals/looting 1.8% 2.4% 
Fraud and/or forgery 1.6% 6.1% 
Extortion 1.3% 3.4% 
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Perceived common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Assembly 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Absenteeism in public offices 1.3% 0.6% 
Laxity 0.8% 0.6% 
Corruption in job recruitments  0.5% 1.8% 
Harassment of service seekers 0.3% - 
Soliciting for sexual favors  0.1% 0.9% 
 
County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Assembly revealed that 19 out of 20 common and emerging types 
of corruption featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 45 
analyzed counties. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third 
of the 45 counties were embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources 
(prominent in 37 counties), bribery (prominent in 23 counties), nepotism in service delivery 
(prominent in 22 counties) and discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 21 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 45 analyzed counties, perceptions 
of members of the public on embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources as a common and emerging type of corruption in the National Assembly 
were highest in Lamu (100.0%), Marsabit (83.3%), Nyeri (65.7%), Isiolo (57.1%) and 
Nyandarua (53.7%). On bribery, counties leading in perceptions included West Pokot 
(100.0%), Machakos (50.0%), Trans Nzoia (35.7%), Kiambu (32.5%) and Vihiga (30.0%). 
On nepotism in service delivery, counties with the highest percentages included Homa Bay 
(100.0%), Kericho (36.4%), Kajiado (33.3%), Kilifi (33.3%), Tana River (33.3%), Turkana 
(33.3%), Kisii (21.2%) and Narok (21.1%). On discrimination in service delivery, counties 
with the highest percentage of perceptions included Migori (36.4%), Bomet (35.3%), Taita 
Taveta (33.3%), Wajir (33.3%), Samburu (33.3%), Narok (26.3%) and Kwale (26.1%). 
These results are captured in Table 3.19 below. 
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3.3.5.6 Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the County Assembly 
The perceived common and emerging type of corruption in the County Assembly reported by 
at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: embezzlement/ 
misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 30.3% and 20.2% of the 
members of the public and public officials respectively); bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or 
receiving bribes (reported by 20.8% and 27.4% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively); flouting procurement regulations (reported by 17.4% of the public 
officials); nepotism in service delivery (reported by 16.0% of the members of the public); 
discrimination in service delivery (reported by 15.2% of the members of the public); abuse of 
office (reported by 11.4% of the public officials); and passing defective laws (reported by 
10.1% of the public officials). As indicated in Table 3.20 below, some of the least perceived 
common and emerging type of corruption in the County Assembly were: soliciting for sexual 
favors; facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing; and extortion.  
 
Table 3.20: Perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the County 

Assembly 
 
Perceived common and emerging types of 
Corruption in the County Assembly 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 

30.3% 20.2% 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 20.8% 27.4% 
Nepotism in service delivery 16.0% 8.6% 
Discrimination in service delivery 15.2% 7.6% 
Abuse of office 6.6% 11.4% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

5.9% 1.8% 

Tribalism in service delivery 5.7% 4.0% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 5.0% 1.3% 
Flouting procurement regulations 4.7% 17.4% 
Fraud and/or forgery 2.3% 4.7% 
Theft scandals/looting 2.3% 1.9% 
Corruption in job recruitments  2.0% 6.7% 
Incompetency in provision of public funds 1.5% 1.8% 
Absenteeism in public offices 1.3% 0.3% 
Laxity 1.2% 0.3% 
Interference by other arms of government in the 
discharge of mandate 

1.2% 3.9% 

Passing defective laws 1.2% 10.1% 
Extortion 1.0% 2.9% 
Facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing  0.7% 0.9% 
Soliciting for sexual favors  0.4% 0.2% 
 

County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the County Assembly revealed that 13 out of 20 common and emerging types 



55
55 

County analysis of perceptions of members of the public on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the County Assembly revealed that 13 out of 20 common and emerging types 
of corruption featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 45 
analyzed counties. The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third 
of the 45 counties were embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources 
(prominent in 43 counties), nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 34 counties), bribery 
(prominent in 30 counties) and discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 28 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 45 analyzed counties, perceptions 
of members of the public on embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources as a common and emerging type of corruption in the County Assembly were 
highest in Nyandarua (45.3%), Samburu (43.5%), Nyeri (40.7%), Nakuru (36.7%) and 
Baringo (34.2%). On nepotism in service delivery, counties with the highest percentages 
included West Pokot (32.7%), Homa Bay (30.3%), Turkana (26.7%), Kisii (24.0%) and 
Kericho (22.7). On bribery, counties leading in perceptions included Machakos (34.2%), 
Kitui (31.6%), Wajir (29.6%), Makueni (29.3%) and Kakamega (29.2%). On discrimination 
in service delivery, counties with the highest percentage of perceptions included Kajiado 
(41.2%), Narok (35.0%), Tana River (29.1%), Bomet (28.2%) and Kwale (25.6%). These 
findings are highlighted in Table 3.21 below. 
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A key informant observed the following in relation to corruption in the County Assembly: 

“All legislators are just the same. Disbursement of money at the 
County Assembly level by MCAs is very opaque and the system lacks 
transparency”(KI 8). 

In general, the study indicated that corruption is a crime that is perceived to be in all the arms 
of government. This supports the findings of EACC (2017) report that notes that corruption 
is widely in all sectors of the Kenyan economy. 

The foregoing findings on perceptions of corruption agree with those of TI Global 
Corruption Barometer 2004 which showed that political parties were perceived to be the 
most corrupt institutions worldwide followed by parliaments, the Police and the Judiciary 
(TI, 2004). Political parties in Kenya have their members elected and/or nominated into the 
legislative arm of government while the winning political party majorly forms and/or shapes 
the executive arm of the government of the day. Therefore, one of the implications of the 
findings of this study (which has also been advanced by Transparency International) is that 
political parties must put in place internal measures to stamp out corruption and increase 
transparency, through fair candidate selection procedures, running clean election campaigns, 
rejecting corrupt sources of political funding and disclosing their sources of donations. 

 

3.4 Experiences of Corruption in the Public Service 
3.4.1 Corruption in relation to seeking of services from the public service 
3.4.1.1 Seeking of services from the public service 
Corruption in the public service is experienced majorly in the context of seeking services. 
Therefore, members of the public and public officials were asked whether they, or any close 
family member, had sought any service from any public service institution. The findings 
showed that 69.5% of the members of the public and/or their close family members and 
64.6% of the public officials and/or their close family members had sought services from the 
public service. A further analysis indicated that the counties of Nyandarua (92.9%), 
Kirinyaga (87.3%), Nyeri (85.4%), Kakamega (84.4%) and Vihiga (82.4%) were among the 
counties with high proportions of members of the public and/or their close family members 
who had sought services from public service institutions 12 months prior to the survey. As 
indicated in Table 3.22 below, the counties that had only a handful of the members of the 
public and/or their close family members seeking such services included Mandera (44.8%) 
and West Pokot (48.0%).  
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Table 3.22: Whether members of the public had sought services from public service 
institutions 12 months prior to the survey by county 

 
County Response in frequency and percentage 

Yes No Total 
Nyandarua 65 (92.9%) 5 (7.1%) 70 (100.0%) 
Kirinyaga 55 (87.3%) 8 (12.7%) 63 (100.0%) 
Nyeri 82 (85.4%) 14 (14.6%) 96 (100.0%) 
Kakamega 248 (84.4%) 46 (15.6%) 294 (100.0%) 
Vihiga 126 (82.4%) 27 (17.6%) 153 (100.0%) 
Meru 314 (81.6%) 71 (18.4%) 385 (100.0%) 
Kiambu 212 (81.2%) 49 (18.8%) 261 (100.0%) 
Tharaka Nithi 124 (80.5%) 30 (19.5%) 154 (100.0%) 
Mombasa 251 (80.4%) 61 (19.6%) 312 (100.0%) 
Kilifi 89 (80.2%) 22 (19.8%) 111 (100.0%) 
Kwale 64 (79.0%) 17 (21.0%) 81 (100.0%) 
Homa Bay 84 (77.1%) 25 (22.9%) 109 (100.0%) 
Kajiado 186 (75.9%) 59 (24.1%) 245 (100.0%) 
Murang'a 149 (74.5%) 51 (25.5%) 200 (100.0%) 
Tana River 48 (72.7%) 18 (27.3%) 66 (100.0%) 
Busia 185 (72.5%) 70 (27.5%) 255 (100.0%) 
Samburu 26 (72.2%) 10 (27.8%) 36 (100.0%) 
Embu 143 (71.9%) 56 (28.1%) 199 (100.0%) 
Nakuru 402 (71.7%) 159 (28.3%) 561 (100.0%) 
Taita Taveta 24 (70.6%) 10 (29.4%) 34 (100.0%) 
Kisii 182 (70.3%) 77 (29.7%) 259 (100.0%) 
Isiolo 21 (70.0%) 9 (30.0%) 30 (100.0%) 
Lamu 25 (69.4%) 11 (30.6%) 36 (100.0%) 
Bungoma 213 (69.2%) 95 (30.8%) 308 (100.0%) 
Nyamira 106 (68.8%) 48 (31.2%) 154 (100.0%) 
Makueni 62 (67.4%) 30 (32.6%) 92 (100.0%) 
Kitui 173 (67.3%) 84 (32.7%) 257 (100.0%) 
Narok 147 (66.5%) 74 (33.5%) 221 (100.0%) 
Nairobi 580 (66.1%) 297 (33.9%) 877 (100.0%) 
Kericho 64 (66.0%) 33 (34.0%) 97 (100.0%) 
Machakos 183 (64.0%) 103 (36.0%) 286 (100.0%) 
Marsabit 51 (63.8%) 29 (36.3%) 80 (100.0%) 
Bomet 95 (63.8%) 54 (36.2%) 149 (100.0%) 
Migori 187 (63.6%) 107 (36.4%) 294 (100.0%) 
Siaya 78 (63.4%) 45 (36.6%) 123 (100.0%) 
Trans Nzoia 162 (62.8%) 96 (37.2%) 258 (100.0%) 
Uasin Gishu 47 (62.7%) 28 (37.3%) 75 (100.0%) 
Baringo 84 (62.7%) 50 (37.3%) 134 (100.0%) 
Wajir 25 (61.0%) 16 (39.0%) 41 (100.0%) 
Elgeyo Marakwet 73 (60.3%) 48 (39.7%) 121 (100.0%) 
Laikipia 31 (55.4%) 25 (44.6%) 56 (100.0%) 
Kisumu 124 (53.9%) 106 (46.1%) 230 (100.0%) 
Turkana 101 (53.4%) 88 (46.6%) 189 (100.0%) 
Garissa 41 (51.9%) 38 (48.1%) 79 (100.0%) 
Nandi 52 (50.5%) 51 (49.5%) 103 (100.0%) 
West Pokot 98 (48.0%) 106 (52.0%) 204 (100.0%) 
Mandera 39 (44.8%) 48 (55.2%) 87 (100.0%) 

Average 5,921 (69.5%) 2,604 (30.5%) 8,525 (100.0%) 
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Registration of persons services were the most sought according to 20.9% and 27.3% of the 
members of the public and public officials respectively. The other most sought services that 
were reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were 
hospital/medical-related services (reported by 19.9% of the members of the public), lands-
related services (reported by 14.3% of the public officials), employment/recruitment services 
(reported by 13.8% of the public officials), police-related services (reported by 11.7% of the 
public officials) and bursary services (reported by 10.1% of the members of the public). The 
least sought services included tourism-related services, EACC services, finance-related 
services and postal services. These results are presented in Table 3.23 below. 
 
Table 3.23: Services sought from public service institutions 
 
Services sought from public service institutions Frequency and percentage 

Members of the public Public officials 
Registration of persons services 1,218(20.9%) 291(27.3%) 
Hospital/medical-related services 1,157(19.9%) 94 (8.8%) 
Bursary services 588(10.1%) 9(0.8%) 
Employment/recruitment services 517(8.9%) 147(13.8%) 
Police-related services 440(7.6%) 125(11.7%) 
Lands-related services 432(7.4%) 152(14.3%) 
National Government Administrative Office services  274(4.7%) 10(0.9%) 
Education -related services (excluding bursary services) 223(3.8%) 19(1.8%) 
Judiciary/Law Court services 200(3.4%) 51(4.8%) 
County Government services 155(2.7%) 33(3.1%) 
Labour and Social Protection services 142(2.4%) 19(1.8%) 
Immigration-related services 139(2.4%) 52(4.9%) 
Trade-related services (e.g, Business Permit) 112(1.9%) 26(2.4%) 
Youth empowerment-related Services 96(1.6%) 15(1.4%) 
CDF services 91(1.6%) 2(0.2%) 
Huduma Centre services 85(1.5%) 30(2.8%) 
Renew of license 67(1.2%) 15(1.4%) 
Agriculture-related services 61(1.0%) 8(0.8%) 
KRA services 54(0.9%) 41(3.8%) 
Water-related services 52(0.9%) 10(0.9%) 
NHIF services 36(0.6%) 15(1.4%) 
Ministry of Energy-related services 32(0.5%) 14(1.3%) 
IEBC services 31(0.5%) 6(0.6%) 
KNEC services 22(0.4%) 5(0.5%) 
Procurement services 15(0.3%)  
Transport-related services  11(0.2%) 5(0.5%) 
Judicial Service Commission services 8(0.1%) 3(0.3%) 
HELB services 7(0.1%) 2(0.2%) 
KMTC services 5(0.1%) 2(0.2%) 
KFS services 3(0.1%) - 
Postal services 2(0.0%) - 
Finance-related services 2(0.0%) - 
EACC services 1(0.0%) 19(1.8%) 
Tourism-related services 1(0.0%) - 

 
 
County analysis of services sought by members of the public or their close family members 
from public service institutions showed that 12 out of 34 services featured among those with 
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the three highest percentages in each of the 45 analyzed counties. The services featuring in at 
least a third of the 45 counties were registration of persons services (prominent in 42 
counties), hospital/medical-related services (prominent in 37 counties), bursary services 
(prominent in 24 counties) and employment/recruitment services (prominent in 21 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 45 analyzed counties, the leading 
counties with regard to members of the public seeking registration of persons services were 
Elgeyo Marakwet (52.8%), Marsabit (40.0%), Garissa (37.0%), Uasin Gishu (35.2%) and 
Samburu (32.0%).  With regard to hospital/medical-related services, the leading counties 
were Kwale (45.8%), Migori (38.4%), Nyamira (37.0%), Kisii (35.8%), Nyandarua (34.8%) 
and Taita Taveta (34.8%). Counties leading in members of the public seeking bursary 
services were Kilifi (26.7%), Isiolo (26.1%), Tana River (22.9%), Nyeri (20.5%) and 
Kakamega (18.4%). On employment/recruitment services, the leading counties were Wajir 
(37.0%), Garissa (21.7%), Samburu (20.0%), Bungoma (18.2%) and Uasin Gishu (14.8%). 
These findings are highlighted in Table 3.24 below and in Annex 4. 
 
Table 3.24: County analysis of 12 leading services sought from public service 

institutions 12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the 
public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 12 leading services sought from public service institutions 
12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the public 
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Elgeyo Marakwet 52.8 2.8 8.3 5.6 6.9 5.6 2.8 1.4 1.4 0.0 2.8 0.0 
Marsabit 40.0 1.8 1.8 9.1 1.8 14.5 0.0 10.9 1.8 3.6 1.8 0.0 
Garissa 37.0 21.7 0.0 21.7 2.2 8.7 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 35.2 7.4 7.4 14.8 5.6 5.6 1.9 1.9 3.7 1.9 1.9 0.0 
Samburu 32.0 16.0 4.0 20.0 4.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 
Wajir 29.6 0.0 0.0 37.0 3.7 11.1 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 29.5 16.8 2.0 2.0 10.2 8.6 5.3 4.1 3.3 0.8 0.8 0.4 
Tana River 29.2 12.5 22.9 12.5 0.0 2.1 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nandi 28.6 19.6 8.9 1.8 19.6 0.0 5.4 1.8 3.6 1.8 3.6 0.0 
Laikipia 26.5 32.4 2.9 5.9 5.9 17.6 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 25.6 16.9 6.4 6.6 8.0 7.8 4.7 2.4 1.2 2.1 1.2 0.7 
Embu 25.5 14.8 6.7 5.4 12.1 7.4 4.7 0.7 3.4 0.7 0.7 2.0 
Murang'a 25.3 21.8 4.0 0.6 13.2 6.9 6.3 2.3 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 23.8 16.9 11.5 12.3 6.2 4.6 3.8 1.5 2.3 3.1 0.8 0.0 
Siaya 23.5 22.2 13.6 9.9 4.9 2.5 4.9 0.0 1.2 2.5 0.0 1.2 
Trans Nzoia 23.4 22.2 13.8 6.0 1.8 6.0 3.0 3.6 5.4 0.0 2.4 0.0 
Busia 23.4 8.3 9.8 15.6 7.8 7.8 2.9 2.0 2.9 0.0 1.0 0.5 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of 12 leading services sought from public service institutions 
12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the public 
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Baringo 22.7 22.7 5.7 9.1 5.7 6.8 8.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 3.4 1.1 
Bomet 22.2 32.4 3.7 8.3 8.3 3.7 1.9 4.6 4.6 0.0 1.9 0.0 
West Pokot 21.2 24.7 4.7 5.9 2.4 4.7 7.1 2.4 10.6 2.4 1.2 0.0 
Nairobi 20.8 13.0 5.7 7.7 2.5 7.3 0.8 1.5 5.7 13.5 0.7 2.0 
Vihiga 20.8 9.2 15.4 6.2 4.6 3.1 3.1 10.0 5.4 1.5 2.3 2.3 
Mombasa 20.4 21.1 10.4 2.9 2.9 6.5 3.6 1.1 1.8 3.2 3.2 5.7 
Narok 19.6 27.2 8.9 8.2 3.8 3.8 1.9 1.3 4.4 0.0 2.5 0.0 
Machakos 18.5 17.4 5.1 4.1 7.2 10.3 9.2 1.5 2.6 0.0 0.5 2.1 
Kwale 18.1 45.8 4.2 6.9 4.2 4.2 5.6 0.0 4.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 16.7 19.7 7.6 10.6 4.5 7.6 3.0 1.5 10.6 0.0 0.0 1.5 
Kajiado 16.6 31.0 9.1 9.1 5.9 4.8 3.2 0.5 5.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 
Meru 16.2 9.0 11.8 4.3 20.2 5.5 7.8 2.0 3.8 0.3 1.4 1.4 
Makueni 15.8 21.1 10.5 1.3 2.6 11.8 14.5 1.3 6.6 1.3 2.6 0.0 
Homa Bay 14.1 31.8 7.1 5.9 5.9 4.7 4.7 2.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 7.1 
Turkana 14.1 31.5 9.8 14.1 1.1 4.3 2.2 2.2 6.5 1.1 1.1 1.1 
Kakamega 14.1 4.7 18.4 12.5 8.2 6.7 4.7 1.6 3.5 1.2 2.0 0.8 
Bungoma 13.6 7.6 12.7 18.2 5.5 11.9 2.1 3.0 2.5 0.8 2.5 0.8 
Nyeri 13.3 21.7 20.5 2.4 12.0 1.2 2.4 0.0 4.8 3.6 2.4 7.2 
Mandera 12.5 32.5 7.5 17.5 0.0 7.5 0.0 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 12.2 12.2 26.7 4.4 6.7 7.8 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 
Nyamira 11.1 37.0 9.3 13.9 5.6 2.8 0.9 0.9 3.7 0.0 0.0 1.9 
Kirinyaga 10.5 21.1 12.3 1.8 8.8 8.8 5.3 1.8 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 
Kisii 10.3 35.8 9.8 12.7 3.4 5.9 2.5 2.9 3.9 0.0 3.4 1.5 
Nyandarua 10.1 34.8 10.1 2.9 17.4 1.4 5.8 2.9 1.4 0.0 2.9 5.8 
Kitui 9.4 7.3 5.7 14.6 5.2 18.8 15.6 1.6 2.1 0.0 0.5 1.0 
Tharaka Nithi 8.7 8.7 18.1 7.9 11.0 6.3 4.7 6.3 1.6 0.8 3.1 0.0 
Migori 4.9 38.4 11.9 9.2 4.3 5.9 3.8 2.7 3.8 1.6 0.5 1.1 
Taita Taveta 4.3 34.8 4.3 0.0 13.0 4.3 13.0 8.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Lamu 3.7 3.7 14.8 3.7 3.7 14.8 11.1 0.0 3.7 0.0 22.2 3.7 
Isiolo 0.0 26.1 26.1 8.7 0.0 8.7 0.0 0.0 4.3 17.4 0.0 0.0 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 12 
leading services sought 
from public service 
institutions (based on the 
top three highest 
percentages in each of the 45 
analyzed counties) is 
prominent 

42 37 24 21 11 9 4 3 2 2 1 1 
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3.4.1.2 Corruption-related challenges encountered in seeking public services 
According to majority (71.3%) of the members of the public and public officials (55.0%), 
they and/or their close family members had encountered corruption-related challenges while 
seeking services from public institutions. County-specific analysis showed that at least 50.0% 
of the members of the public and/or their close family members in 44 out of 47 counties had 
encountered these challenges. Counties that were on the top included Vihiga (93.0%), 
Kakamega (90.6%), Makueni (83.1%), Wajir (81.5%) and Tharaka Nithi (81.4%).  On the 
other hand, Nyandarua (43.9%), Bomet (47.3%) and Lamu (50.0%) were some of the 
counties where the least proportions of members of the public and/or their close family 
members had encountered corruption-related challenges while seeking services. However, in 
all these counties, at least 4 out of 10 members of the public had encountered corruption-
related challenges while seeking public services. These findings are presented in Table 3.25 
below. 
 

Table 3.25: Whether members of the public had encountered corruption-related 
challenges while seeking public services 12 months prior to the survey by 
county  

 

County  
Response in percentage  

Yes No 
Vihiga 93.0 7.0 
Kakamega 90.6 9.4 
Makueni 83.1 16.9 
Wajir 81.5 18.5 
Tharaka Nithi 81.4 18.6 
Kisii 81.1 18.9 
Kitui 80.2 19.8 
Homa Bay 80.0 20.0 
Bungoma 79.8 20.2 
Baringo 78.8 21.2 
Mandera 78.6 21.4 
Busia 78.2 21.8 
Machakos 78.1 21.9 
Samburu 77.8 22.2 
Isiolo 76.2 23.8 
Kilifi 75.8 24.2 
Mombasa 74.6 25.4 
Migori 74.2 25.8 
Siaya 73.9 26.1 
Kiambu 73.7 26.3 
Meru 73.5 26.5 
Trans Nzoia 72.9 27.1 
Garissa 71.7 28.3 
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County  
Response in percentage  

Yes No 
Uasin Gishu 71.7 28.3 
Kisumu 71.3 28.7 
Nakuru 70.8 29.2 
Tana River 70.0 30.0 
Nyamira 69.2 30.8 
Marsabit 69.1 30.9 
Murang'a 68.7 31.3 
Embu 65.6 34.4 
Narok 65.4 34.6 
Kirinyaga 64.4 35.6 
Kajiado 64.4 35.6 
Nairobi 62.3 37.7 
Laikipia 61.1 38.9 
Nyeri 60.7 39.3 
Turkana 60.0 40.0 
Kericho 58.5 41.5 
Elgeyo Marakwet 57.9 42.1 
Kwale 57.6 42.4 
Nandi 55.6 44.4 
West Pokot 53.7 46.3 
Taita Taveta 52.0 48.0 
Lamu 50.0 50.0 
Bomet 47.3 52.7 
Nyandarua 43.9 56.1 
   Average 71.3 28.7 

Members of the public and public officials were further asked to explain the nature of the 
corruption-related challenges they and/or their close family members had faced. Most 
(45.2%) of the members of the public and public officials (45.1%) affirmed that bribery 
(soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) was one of the key challenges they had faced while 
seeking public services. As indicated in Figure 5 below, the other challenges reported by at 
least 1 out of 10 members of the public and public officials were delay in delivery of justice 
and/or services (reported by 18.1% and 22.8% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively) and poor service delivery (reported by 11.3% and 12.5% of the 
members of the public and public officials respectively). Some of the least reported 
challenges included sexual harassment/abuse, theft/looting/stealing of public resources and 
ignoring of service seekers.    
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 Table 3.26: County analysis of corruption-related challenges encountered in seeking 
public services 12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the 
public  

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of corruption-related challenges encountered in seeking 
public services 12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the public 
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Wajir 66.7 9.5 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 64.0 8.7 0.7 7.3 0.0 9.3 2.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 2.7 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Makueni 63.3 6.7 3.3 1.7 6.7 6.7 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.0 
Kakamega 59.3 7.5 3.7 5.8 0.0 5.0 5.4 5.8 0.4 2.1 2.1 0.4 0.4 2.1 
Vihiga 50.0 3.9 2.3 11.7 0.8 14.8 7.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 3.9 0.8 1.6 0.8 
Nairobi 48.9 12.9 14.4 8.6 0.8 3.0 1.3 0.5 2.8 0.3 5.3 0.8 0.3 0.3 
Machakos 48.7 18.6 14.1 3.8 5.8 1.3 1.3 0.0 1.9 0.6 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 47.7 18.5 10.8 1.5 1.5 6.2 1.5 4.6 3.1 0.0 3.1 1.5 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 47.4 0.0 21.1 7.9 10.5 7.9 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 
Busia 46.6 19.0 4.3 11.7 0.0 4.3 3.1 4.9 0.6 0.0 4.3 1.2 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 45.8 16.7 4.2 8.3 4.2 4.2 8.3 0.0 4.2 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 45.2 19.1 10.5 5.8 5.8 1.2 4.9 1.5 1.8 0.9 0.9 1.8 0.3 0.0 
Bungoma 44.8 13.0 7.8 13.5 0.5 9.9 4.2 2.6 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 
Kisumu 44.1 21.6 7.2 8.1 3.6 4.5 2.7 0.9 0.0 0.9 3.6 2.7 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 43.8 10.0 11.5 9.2 6.2 3.8 6.2 0.0 1.5 0.8 4.6 1.5 0.8 0.0 
Migori 43.8 6.5 14.4 7.8 11.1 3.3 3.9 3.3 2.0 2.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Homa Bay 41.9 6.8 14.9 6.8 6.8 4.1 0.0 6.8 5.4 2.7 1.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 
Narok 41.7 7.0 6.1 9.6 7.8 4.3 7.0 4.3 0.9 5.2 4.3 0.9 0.9 0.0 
Meru 41.1 17.8 12.8 12.8 3.1 2.3 2.3 3.5 1.9 0.8 1.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 40.4 17.3 3.8 5.8 5.8 3.8 5.8 1.9 1.9 7.7 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 40.4 3.8 11.5 7.7 3.8 0.0 0.0 13.5 13.5 0.0 3.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 40.4 17.3 21.2 1.9 3.8 1.9 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.9 5.8 3.8 0.0 
Kiambu 40.1 30.2 8.7 2.3 2.3 8.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 2.3 2.9 0.6 0.6 0.0 
Mombasa 39.2 14.2 13.2 10.8 3.8 5.2 5.2 2.4 2.4 0.5 0.9 2.4 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 37.5 25.0 2.5 20.0 0.0 7.5 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 
Nyamira 37.3 10.7 12.0 8.0 13.3 4.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 6.7 1.3 2.7 0.0 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 36.9 16.9 14.6 6.9 0.8 6.2 1.5 6.2 1.5 6.2 1.5 0.0 0.8 0.0 
Kilifi 35.7 17.1 7.1 14.3 0.0 4.3 8.6 7.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.0 
Embu 32.5 29.8 10.5 7.9 3.5 4.4 1.8 5.3 0.9 0.9 1.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 31.7 19.5 14.6 0.0 12.2 2.4 2.4 4.9 2.4 4.9 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 31.6 10.5 5.3 23.7 5.3 0.0 15.8 0.0 2.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 
Kisii 30.5 18.0 5.4 7.8 15.0 8.4 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.6 0.0 0.6 1.2 0.6 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of corruption-related challenges encountered in seeking 
public services 12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the public 
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Tharaka Nithi 30.0 22.7 14.5 12.7 1.8 1.8 9.1 2.7 1.8 0.9 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 29.9 35.0 14.5 0.9 3.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 3.4 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Mandera 29.4 5.9 23.5 5.9 14.7 2.9 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Lamu 28.6 14.3 21.4 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 7.1 0.0 
Marsabit 28.6 35.7 26.2 0.0 0.0 4.8 2.4 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 27.9 36.8 11.8 4.4 0.0 1.5 5.9 4.4 2.9 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 
Nyandarua 27.8 22.2 8.3 2.8 13.9 0.0 2.8 11.1 0.0 5.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 27.4 27.4 8.2 9.6 11.0 0.0 6.8 1.4 2.7 0.0 2.7 1.4 0.0 1.4 
Uasin Gishu 27.0 37.8 2.7 10.8 0.0 2.7 5.4 2.7 0.0 2.7 0.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 
Nandi 26.8 29.3 17.1 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 9.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 
Isiolo 25.0 5.0 30.0 5.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 25.0 20.8 0.0 29.2 8.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 8.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 24.5 36.7 28.6 4.1 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 23.1 38.5 23.1 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 15.9 27.3 18.2 13.6 6.8 4.5 2.3 0.0 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 2.3 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each of 
the 10 leading 
corruption-related 
challenges encountered 
by members of the 
public (based on the top 
three highest percentages 
in each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

47 38 29 16 11 4 4 3 2 1     

The above findings on corruption-related challenges encountered 12 months prior to the 
survey are consistent with findings of a 2017 survey by the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission (EACC, 2018) which showed that bribery (66.2%) was the most prevalent form 
of corruption respondents had encountered as they sought services from public offices. The 
other forms of corruption and unethical conduct witnessed included: abuse of office (6.4%); 
favoritism (5.2%); delay in service provision (4.9%); discrimination (4.1%); lateness (1.7%); 
and embezzlement and misappropriation of public funds (1.5%) as indicated in Figure 6 
below. 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of corruption-related challenges encountered in seeking 
public services 12 months prior to the survey as reported by members of the public 
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Tharaka Nithi 30.0 22.7 14.5 12.7 1.8 1.8 9.1 2.7 1.8 0.9 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 29.9 35.0 14.5 0.9 3.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 3.4 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Mandera 29.4 5.9 23.5 5.9 14.7 2.9 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Lamu 28.6 14.3 21.4 7.1 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 7.1 0.0 
Marsabit 28.6 35.7 26.2 0.0 0.0 4.8 2.4 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 27.9 36.8 11.8 4.4 0.0 1.5 5.9 4.4 2.9 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 
Nyandarua 27.8 22.2 8.3 2.8 13.9 0.0 2.8 11.1 0.0 5.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 27.4 27.4 8.2 9.6 11.0 0.0 6.8 1.4 2.7 0.0 2.7 1.4 0.0 1.4 
Uasin Gishu 27.0 37.8 2.7 10.8 0.0 2.7 5.4 2.7 0.0 2.7 0.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 
Nandi 26.8 29.3 17.1 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 9.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 
Isiolo 25.0 5.0 30.0 5.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 25.0 20.8 0.0 29.2 8.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 8.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 24.5 36.7 28.6 4.1 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 23.1 38.5 23.1 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 15.9 27.3 18.2 13.6 6.8 4.5 2.3 0.0 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 2.3 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each of 
the 10 leading 
corruption-related 
challenges encountered 
by members of the 
public (based on the top 
three highest percentages 
in each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

47 38 29 16 11 4 4 3 2 1     

The above findings on corruption-related challenges encountered 12 months prior to the 
survey are consistent with findings of a 2017 survey by the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission (EACC, 2018) which showed that bribery (66.2%) was the most prevalent form 
of corruption respondents had encountered as they sought services from public offices. The 
other forms of corruption and unethical conduct witnessed included: abuse of office (6.4%); 
favoritism (5.2%); delay in service provision (4.9%); discrimination (4.1%); lateness (1.7%); 
and embezzlement and misappropriation of public funds (1.5%) as indicated in Figure 6 
below. 
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Figure 6: Forms of Corruption and Unethical conduct encountered in public offices (Source: 
EACC (2018)) 

3.4.2 Corruption witnessed in the public service 
3.4.2.1 Corruption incidents witnessed in the public service 
The survey sought to establish corruption incidents witnessed by members of the public and 
public officials and/or their close family members in the public service in the period 12 
months prior to the survey. Nearly three-fifths (58.6%) of the members of the public and 
about half (49.3%) of the public officials confirmed that they or their close family members 
had witnessed corruption incidents. Of the 47 counties, 33 counties had more than 50.0% of 
the members of the public or their close family members witness corruption incidents. The 
counties where the largest proportions of the members of the public or their close family 
members had witnessed corruption incidents included Vihiga (83.8%), Siaya (81.0%), 
Nyandarua (80.3%), Kakamega (79.6%) and Homa Bay (74.8%). As shown in Table 3.27 
below, the counties which had significantly smaller proportions of members of the public 
and/or their close family members who had witnessed corruption in the public service 
included West Pokot (19.5%), Turkana (30.5%), Mandera (35.3%), Isiolo (36.7%) and 
Makueni (38.7%). However, in all of these counties, at least 2 out of 10 members of the 
public and/or their close family members had witnessed corruption in the public service.
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Table 3.27: Whether members of the public had witnessed corruption incidents in the 
public service in the last 12 months by county (N=8,560) 

 

County Response in frequency and percentage 
Yes No Total 

Vihiga 129 (83.8%) 25 (16.2%) 154 (100.0%) 
Siaya 102 (81.0%) 24 (19.0%) 126 (100.0%) 
Nyandarua 57 (80.3%) 14 (19.7%) 71 (100.0%) 
Kakamega 234 (79.6%) 60 (20.4%) 294 (100.0%) 
Homa Bay 83 (74.8%) 28 (25.2%) 111 (100.0%) 
Baringo 100 (74.1%) 35 (25.9%) 135 (100.0%) 
Nakuru 416 (73.9%) 147 (26.1%) 563 (100.0%) 
Mombasa 231 (73.6%) 83 (26.4%) 314 (100.0%) 
Kisumu 167 (72.9%) 62 (27.1%) 229 (100.0%) 
Nyeri 69 (71.9%) 27 (28.1%) 96 (100.0%) 
Kirinyaga 45 (71.4%) 18 (28.6%) 63 (100.0%) 
Laikipia 39 (68.4%) 18 (31.6%) 57 (100.0%) 
Kilifi 74 (66.7%) 37 (33.3%) 111 (100.0%) 
Tana River 43 (65.2%) 23 (34.8%) 66 (100.0%) 
Bungoma 202 (64.5%) 111 (35.5%) 313 (100.0%) 
Busia 164 (62.4%) 99 (37.6%) 263 (100.0%) 
Kwale 51 (62.2%) 31 (37.8%) 82 (100.0%) 
Kajiado 149 (61.1%) 95 (38.9%) 244 (100.0%) 
Nairobi 537 (61.0%) 343 (39.0%) 880 (100.0%) 
Tharaka Nithi 91 (59.9%) 61 (40.1%) 152 (100.0%) 
Wajir 25 (59.5%) 17 (40.5%) 42 (100.0%) 
Embu 116 (58.3%) 83 (41.7%) 199 (100.0%) 
Kitui 151 (58.1%) 109 (41.9%) 260 (100.0%) 
Lamu 21 (56.8%) 16 (43.2%) 37 (100.0%) 
Taita Taveta 18 (56.3%) 14 (43.8%) 32 (100.0%) 
Meru 217 (56.1%) 170 (43.9%) 387 (100.0%) 
Kericho 57 (55.9%) 45 (44.1%) 102 (100.0%) 
Samburu 20 (55.6%) 16 (44.4%) 36 (100.0%) 
Uasin Gishu 40 (54.1%) 34 (45.9%) 74 (100.0%) 
Marsabit 42 (53.8%) 36 (46.2%) 78 (100.0%) 
Machakos 153 (53.7%) 132 (46.3%) 285 (100.0%) 
Garissa 42 (52.5%) 38 (47.5%) 80 (100.0%) 
Kisii 134 (51.1%) 128 (48.9%) 262 (100.0%) 
Migori 145 (49.7%) 147 (50.3%) 292 (100.0%) 
Kiambu 127 (48.8%) 133 (51.2%) 260 (100.0%) 
Narok 106 (48.4%) 113 (51.6%) 219 (100.0%) 
Trans Nzoia 125 (47.7%) 137 (52.3%) 262 (100.0%) 
Bomet 69 (45.7%) 82 (54.3%) 151 (100.0%) 
Elgeyo Marakwet 55 (45.1%) 67 (54.9%) 122 (100.0%) 
Nyamira 68 (44.4%) 85 (55.6%) 153 (100.0%) 
Murang'a 87 (43.5%) 113 (56.5%) 200 (100.0%) 
Nandi 42 (40.0%) 63 (60.0%) 105 (100.0%) 
Makueni 36 (38.7%) 57 (61.3%) 93 (100.0%) 
Isiolo 11 (36.7%) 19 (63.3%) 30 (100.0%) 
Mandera 30 (35.3%) 55 (64.7%) 85 (100.0%) 
Turkana 58 (30.5%) 132 (69.5%) 190 (100.0%) 
West Pokot 39 (19.5%) 161 (80.5%) 200 (100.0%) 
Total 5,017 (58.6%) 3,543 (41.4%) 8,560 (100.0%) 
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Key informants were in agreement that corruption incidents are very common. One of them 
observed that: 

 “Yes I always witness a Traffic Police Officer taking bribe every day 
from these matatu drivers and it is very common” (KI 6).  

Another key informant from Nakuru County said this of corruption in the area: 
 

“Yes, there are motor bikes transporting charcoal along Nakuru-
Marigat road. They normally give money to traffic police as well as 
the Kenya police reservist for no reason” (KI 9). 

A further question on the specific forms of corruption incidents witnessed by the members of 
the public and/or their close family members revealed that bribery was the most common 
corruption-related incident as was reported by 73.4% of the members of the public and 
71.9% of the public officials. As shown in Table 3.28 below, the least witnessed corruption 
incident was flouting procurement regulations.  
 
Table 3.28: Forms of corruption incidents witnessed in the public service 12 months 

prior to the survey 
 

Forms of corruption incidents witnessed 
in the public service 12 months prior to 
the survey 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 
 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving 
bribes) 

73.4% 71.9% 

Discrimination and/or favoritism and/or 
nepotism in service delivery 

8.3% 6.1% 

Poor service delivery 6.3% 8.7% 
Extortion 4.3% 3.8% 
Corrupt practices in police recruitment 3.3% 5.7% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of 
public funds/resources 

3.2% 2.4% 

Harassment of service seekers 1.5% 1.5% 
Fraud and/or forgery 1.4% 1.6% 
Overcharging of services 1.3% 1.0% 
Facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing 0.9% 0.4% 
Tribalism in service delivery 0.6% 0.1% 
Loss of files in court 0.5% 0.8% 
Flouting procurement regulations 0.4% 0.3% 

 
County analysis of data collected from members of the public showed that 10 out of 13 forms 
of corruption incidents witnessed by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties. 
The forms of corruption incidents featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were bribery 
(prominent in all the 47 counties), discrimination and/or favoritism and/or nepotism in 
service delivery (prominent in 39 counties), poor service delivery (prominent in 36 counties) 
and extortion (prominent in 19 counties). 
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On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, the leading 
counties with regard to bribery included Nairobi (85.8%), Samburu (80.0%), Nyandarua 
(79.7%), Nandi (77.5%) and Nakuru (76.9%). With regard to discrimination and/or 
favoritism and/or nepotism in service delivery, the leading counties were Trans Nzoia 
(19.5%), Tharaka Nithi (17.9%), Tana River (17.1%), Marsabit (16.3%) and Bungoma 
(14.6%). On poor service delivery, the leading counties were Taita Taveta (36.8%), Tana 
River (22.0%), Kilifi (17.6%), Lamu (16.7%) and Machakos (16.0%). With regard to 
extortion, the leading counties were Taita Taveta (15.8%), Trans Nzoia (13.0%), Wajir 
(11.5%), Vihiga (11.0%) and Makueni (9.4%). These findings are presented in Table 3.29 
below. 
 
Table 3.29: County analysis of forms of corruption incidents witnessed in the public 

service by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of forms of corruption incidents witnessed in the public 
service by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
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Nairobi 85.8 2.8 2.8 1.3 0.8 2.5 0.2 0.9 1.1 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Samburu 80.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 79.7 3.4 3.4 0.0 6.8 1.7 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Nandi 77.5 10.0 0.0 2.5 5.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 76.9 8.0 4.3 1.4 3.2 2.5 0.5 1.4 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.5 
Uasin Gishu 76.3 15.8 5.3 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 76.2 7.1 4.8 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 75.4 7.2 2.9 0.0 2.9 4.3 2.9 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.4 
Kajiado 75.4 6.3 4.9 2.1 1.4 2.1 1.4 0.0 2.8 1.4 0.0 0.7 0.0 
Embu 75.0 4.0 6.5 6.5 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 1.6 0.0 
Kirinyaga 74.5 8.5 6.4 2.1 0.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Migori 74.0 5.2 4.5 4.5 3.9 3.9 1.3 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 73.9 5.6 5.6 4.4 3.3 2.8 0.6 0.6 0.0 2.2 0.6 0.6 0.0 
Nyamira 73.1 9.0 3.0 3.0 4.5 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mombasa 73.0 6.1 4.9 4.1 1.2 2.5 1.6 2.0 2.9 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 72.7 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.1 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 72.2 7.4 0.0 1.9 7.4 9.3 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 72.1 8.2 6.6 4.9 0.0 3.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 
Meru 72.1 9.3 3.6 2.4 3.2 2.0 1.6 1.2 0.0 0.8 1.2 2.4 0.0 
Nyeri 71.0 7.2 10.1 0.0 1.4 5.8 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Narok 70.5 13.3 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 8.6 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 70.2 5.7 6.5 4.5 2.9 1.2 0.4 0.8 2.0 2.9 0.4 0.8 0.4 
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On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, the leading 
counties with regard to bribery included Nairobi (85.8%), Samburu (80.0%), Nyandarua 
(79.7%), Nandi (77.5%) and Nakuru (76.9%). With regard to discrimination and/or 
favoritism and/or nepotism in service delivery, the leading counties were Trans Nzoia 
(19.5%), Tharaka Nithi (17.9%), Tana River (17.1%), Marsabit (16.3%) and Bungoma 
(14.6%). On poor service delivery, the leading counties were Taita Taveta (36.8%), Tana 
River (22.0%), Kilifi (17.6%), Lamu (16.7%) and Machakos (16.0%). With regard to 
extortion, the leading counties were Taita Taveta (15.8%), Trans Nzoia (13.0%), Wajir 
(11.5%), Vihiga (11.0%) and Makueni (9.4%). These findings are presented in Table 3.29 
below. 
 
Table 3.29: County analysis of forms of corruption incidents witnessed in the public 

service by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of forms of corruption incidents witnessed in the public 
service by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
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Nairobi 85.8 2.8 2.8 1.3 0.8 2.5 0.2 0.9 1.1 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Samburu 80.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 79.7 3.4 3.4 0.0 6.8 1.7 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Nandi 77.5 10.0 0.0 2.5 5.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 76.9 8.0 4.3 1.4 3.2 2.5 0.5 1.4 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.5 
Uasin Gishu 76.3 15.8 5.3 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 76.2 7.1 4.8 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 75.4 7.2 2.9 0.0 2.9 4.3 2.9 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.4 
Kajiado 75.4 6.3 4.9 2.1 1.4 2.1 1.4 0.0 2.8 1.4 0.0 0.7 0.0 
Embu 75.0 4.0 6.5 6.5 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 1.6 0.0 
Kirinyaga 74.5 8.5 6.4 2.1 0.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Migori 74.0 5.2 4.5 4.5 3.9 3.9 1.3 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 73.9 5.6 5.6 4.4 3.3 2.8 0.6 0.6 0.0 2.2 0.6 0.6 0.0 
Nyamira 73.1 9.0 3.0 3.0 4.5 3.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mombasa 73.0 6.1 4.9 4.1 1.2 2.5 1.6 2.0 2.9 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 72.7 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.1 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 72.2 7.4 0.0 1.9 7.4 9.3 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 72.1 8.2 6.6 4.9 0.0 3.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.6 
Meru 72.1 9.3 3.6 2.4 3.2 2.0 1.6 1.2 0.0 0.8 1.2 2.4 0.0 
Nyeri 71.0 7.2 10.1 0.0 1.4 5.8 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Narok 70.5 13.3 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 8.6 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 70.2 5.7 6.5 4.5 2.9 1.2 0.4 0.8 2.0 2.9 0.4 0.8 0.4 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of forms of corruption incidents witnessed in the public 
service by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
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Kisii 70.1 4.9 5.6 7.6 4.9 2.8 0.7 0.0 2.1 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 
Siaya 69.5 1.9 4.8 2.9 6.7 3.8 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.9 1.9 1.0 1.0 
Garissa 69.4 11.1 5.6 5.6 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 
Kwale 69.2 11.5 3.8 3.8 3.8 1.9 0.0 3.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wajir 69.2 11.5 3.8 11.5 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Vihiga 69.1 3.7 2.9 11.0 0.7 4.4 1.5 0.7 0.7 2.2 1.5 1.5 0.0 
Baringo 68.6 7.8 3.9 2.9 3.9 2.0 2.9 1.0 2.9 1.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 68.1 7.7 14.3 2.2 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 67.9 11.9 0.6 7.7 1.2 3.6 1.8 0.6 1.8 1.8 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Homa Bay 65.9 5.9 3.5 2.4 14.1 3.5 1.2 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Mandera 65.5 6.9 3.4 6.9 6.9 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 63.9 4.2 16.0 0.7 4.2 6.3 1.4 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 60.7 17.9 2.7 0.9 3.6 6.3 2.7 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.8 0.0 0.9 
Kiambu 57.1 6.4 15.0 7.9 2.1 0.7 2.1 0.0 3.6 1.4 0.7 1.4 0.7 
Bungoma 56.3 14.6 6.8 6.8 2.1 5.7 1.0 0.0 2.1 2.1 0.0 1.0 1.0 
Makueni 56.3 9.4 9.4 9.4 3.1 3.1 0.0 3.1 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 55.6 13.0 7.1 7.1 4.1 1.2 1.8 1.8 4.7 1.2 0.6 0.0 1.8 
West Pokot 54.1 2.7 5.4 8.1 8.1 8.1 0.0 2.7 10.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 53.5 16.3 9.3 0.0 4.7 4.7 4.7 0.0 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.3 
Turkana 50.0 7.7 7.7 3.8 9.6 7.7 3.8 0.0 1.9 5.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 46.3 19.5 12.2 13.0 1.6 2.4 2.4 0.0 1.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Lamu 44.4 11.1 16.7 0.0 11.1 11.1 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 40.5 9.5 17.6 6.8 5.4 6.8 0.0 5.4 2.7 4.1 1.4 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 34.1 17.1 22.0 4.9 2.4 4.9 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 2.4 
Taita Taveta 21.1 5.3 36.8 15.8 0.0 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 
Total number of 
counties where each of 
the 10 leading forms of 
corruption incidents 
witnessed by members 
of the public (based on 
the top three highest 
percentages in each of 
the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

47 39 36 19 13 12 3 2 1 1    
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3.4.2.2 Specific institutions/offices where corruption incidents are witnessed 
Corruption incidents were witnessed by members of the public and public officials 12 
months prior to the survey majorly within the National Police Service (as reported by 52.6% 
and 46.2% of the public officials and members of the public respectively), County 
Government (as reported by 16.4% and 9.9% of the public officials and members of the 
public respectively) and the National Government Administrative Office (as reported by 
12.7% of the members of the public). On the other hand, the least corruption incidents were 
witnessed especially within the Kenya Pipeline Company (KPC), Kenya Seed Company and 
the National Hospital Insurance Fund (NHIF). These results are shown in Table 3.30 below. 

Table 3.30: Specific institutions or offices where corruption incidents were witnessed 
  
Public service institutions or offices where 
corruption incidents were witnessed in the last 
12 months 

Frequency and percentage 
Members of the 

public 
Public officials 

National Police Service 2,185(46.2%) 401(52.6%) 
National Government Administrative Office 600 (12.7%) 37(4.8%) 
County Government 469(9.9%) 125(16.4%) 
Ministry of Health 296(6.3%) 23(3.0%) 
National Registration Bureau 282(6.0%) 28(3.7%) 
CDF Office 173(3.7%) 8(1.0%) 
Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 172(3.6%) 53(6.9%) 
Judiciary 163(3.4%) 33(4.3%) 
MCA’s Office 121(2.6%) 6(0.8%) 
Ministry of Education 95(2.0%) 11(1.4%) 
Learning/educational institutions (e.g, schools) 55(1.2%) 2(0.3%) 
Department of Immigration  41(0.9%) 8(1.0%) 
Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 39 (0.8%) 7(0.9%) 
Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing, 
Urban Development and Public Works 

35(0.7%) 12(1.6%) 

Ministry of Water and Sanitation 34(0.7%) 3(0.4%) 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and 
Irrigation 

32(0.7%) 7(0.9%) 

Parliament 31(0.7%) 1(0.1%) 
Ministry of Defence 28(0.6%) 2 (0.3%) 
KPLC 27(0.6%) 10(1.3%) 
TSC  27(0.6%) 5(0.7%) 
Ministry of Public Service, Youth and Gender  24(0.5%) 1(0.1%) 
Trade Licensing Office 21(0.4%) 2(0.3%) 
Judicial Service Commission 20(0.4%) 2(0.3%) 
NYS 18(0.4%) 5(0.7%) 
ODPP 16(0.3%) 1(0.1%) 
Huduma Centre 15(0.3%) 1(0.1%) 
IEBC 13(0.3%) - 
KRA 11(0.2%) 6(0.8%) 
Ministry of Interior  and Coordination of National 
Government 

10(0.2%) 9(1.2%) 
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Public service institutions or offices where 
corruption incidents were witnessed in the last 
12 months 

Frequency and percentage 
Members of the 

public 
Public officials 

NTSA 9(0.2%) 5(0.7%) 
KFS 8(0.2%) 4(0.5%) 
Office of the President 8(0.2%) 4(0.5%) 
KPA 6(0.1%) 1(0.1%) 
KWS 5(0.1%) - 
Kenya Prisons Service 2(0.0%) 1(0.1%) 
NHIF 2(0.0%)  
Music Copyright Society 1(0.0%) 1(0.1%) 
Kenya Seed Company 1(0.0%) - 
KPC 1(0.0%) - 
Ministry of Devolution and the ASALs - 1(0.1%) 

 
County analysis of data from members of the public showed that 17 out of 39 public 
institutions where corruption incidents were witnessed by members of the public 12 months 
prior to the survey featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties. The institutions featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were the 
National Police Service (prominent in 46 counties), National Government Administrative 
Office (prominent in 35 counties) and the county government (prominent in 30 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, counties 
with the highest reporting of the National Police Service as one of the public institutions 
where corruption incidents were witnessed by members of the public included Laikipia 
(63.2%), Isiolo (61.5%), Nairobi (59.0%), Kajiado (56.9%) and Nakuru (56.7%). Counties 
with the highest reporting of the National Government Administrative Office were Lamu 
(33.3%), Trans Nzoia (21.8%), Murang'a (21.1%), Kitui (20.1%) and Makueni (20.0%). The 
leading counties on reporting of the county government as a public institution where 
corruption incidents were witnessed by members of the public were Wajir (20.0%), 
Machakos (18.5%), Tana River (18.2%), Kitui (17.2%) and Turkana (14.9%). These results 
are presented in Table 3.31 below and in Annex 5.
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3.4.3 Corruption experienced in the public service 
3.4.3.1 Actual experience of corruption in the public service 
The survey further sought to establish whether or not members of the public and public 
officials and/or their close family members had experienced corruption in the period 12 
months prior to the survey. Over half (52.7%) of the members of the public and 36.1% of the 
public officials indicated that they and/or their close family members had experienced acts of 
corruption in the public service.  
 

An analysis by county showed that in at least 27 of the 47 counties, majority of the members 
of the public and/or their close family members had experienced corruption 12 months prior 
to the survey. Vihiga County (84.4%) had the highest proportion of members of the public 
and/or their close family members who had experienced corruption 12 months prior to the 
survey. Similar sentiments were shared by Kakamega (80.0%), Kirinyaga (77.8%), 
Nyandarua (73.2%) and Nyeri (72.2%) counties. As shown in Table 3.32 below, counties 
with the least reporting included West Pokot (21.1%), Turkana (26.2%), Elgeyo Marakwet 
(27.3%), Nandi (29.5%) and Baringo (40.2%). 
 
Table 3.32: Whether or not members of the public and/or their close family members 

had experienced corruption 12 months prior to the survey by county 
 

County 

Response (in percentage) on whether or not members of the 
public and/or their close family members had experienced 
corruption 12 months prior to the survey by county 

Yes No 
Vihiga 84.4 15.6 
Kakamega 80.0 20.0 
Kirinyaga 77.8 22.2 
Nyandarua 73.2 26.8 
Nyeri 72.2 27.8 
Mombasa 69.5 30.5 
Embu 66.3 33.7 
Marsabit 64.1 35.9 
Samburu 62.9 37.1 
Nakuru 61.9 38.1 
Bungoma 61.3 38.7 
Tharaka Nithi 60.3 39.7 
Kwale 58.8 41.3 
Isiolo 58.6 41.4 
Kilifi 58.3 41.7 
Wajir 57.1 42.9 
Machakos 56.6 43.4 
Trans Nzoia 56.5 43.5 
Siaya 56.5 43.5 
Kericho 55.0 45.0 
Homa Bay 54.1 45.9 
Busia 54.0 46.0 
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County 

Response (in percentage) on whether or not members of the 
public and/or their close family members had experienced 
corruption 12 months prior to the survey by county 

Yes No 
Kajiado 53.9 46.1 
Kitui 53.7 46.3 
Murang'a 53.1 46.9 
Meru 52.9 47.1 
Narok 50.9 49.1 
Makueni 49.5 50.5 
Tana River 49.3 50.7 
Kiambu 48.4 51.6 
Garissa 46.8 53.2 
Mandera 46.5 53.5 
Kisumu 46.3 53.7 
Migori 45.4 54.6 
Bomet 45.3 54.7 
Nairobi 43.3 56.7 
Nyamira 42.5 57.5 
Laikipia 41.8 58.2 
Lamu 41.7 58.3 
Taita Taveta 41.2 58.8 
Uasin Gishu 41.1 58.9 
Kisii 40.5 59.5 
Baringo 40.2 59.8 
Nandi 29.5 70.5 
Elgeyo Marakwet 27.3 72.7 
Turkana 26.2 73.8 
West Pokot 21.1 78.9 
Average 52.7 47.3 

 
 

The above findings on experiences of corruption are consistent with findings from the Kenya 
National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS). At least 7.0 percent of households in Nairobi City 
County, 2.0 percent in Trans Nzoia County, 1.9 percent in Kisumu County and 1.9 percent in 
Homabay County reported corruption/bribery as one of the experienced grievances during 
the 2015/16 Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey (KNBS, 2018).  
 
A further analysis was conducted with specifics on which arm of government members of the 
public and public officials and/or their close family members had experienced corruption 
during the period 12 months prior to the survey. More or less the same proportion of the 
members of the public and public officials (75.8% and 74.5% respectively) noted that they 
and/or their close family members had experienced corruption in the National Executive arm 
of government. Nearly three-fifths (56.1%) of the members of the public and 71.6% of the 
public officials reported that they and/or their close family members had experienced acts of 
corruption in the County Executive arm of government while 55.3% members of the public 
and 28.7% of the members of the public and/or close members of their families had 
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leading in corruption experienced in the National Assembly. Counties leading in corruption 
experienced by members of public and/or their close family members in the County 
Assembly were Nyandarua (86.5%), Nyeri (79.0%), Kirinyaga (76.7%), Uasin Gishu 
(75.0%) and Isiolo (71.4%). These findings are presented in Table 3.33 below. 
 
Table 3.33: Proportion of members of the public acknowledging corruption experiences 

12 months prior to survey by county and arm of government 
 

County 

Proportion (in percentage) of members of the public acknowledging 
that they and/or their close family members had experienced 
corruption 12 months prior to the survey by county and arm of 
government  
National 
Executive 

County 
Executive Judiciary 

Senate 
Assembly 

National 
Assembly 

County 
Assembly 

Elgeyo 
Marakwet 

100.0 75.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Nandi 100.0 63.6 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 
Makueni 95.6 57.1 44.4 - 48.1 16.7 
Embu 93.4 58.1 39.6 2.8 21.9 44.7 
Machakos 92.7 74.2 52.1 25.0 0.0 46.9 
Nyandarua 91.8 98.1 71.2 79.2 77.8 86.5 
Mandera 91.7 88.9 30.6 3.7 6.5 20.8 
Kwale 91.5 8.5 6.5 0.0 4.5 2.2 
Garissa 91.4 76.5 39.4 0.0 46.9 23.3 
Taita Taveta 90.9 70.0 25.0 - 7.8 25.0 
Bomet 89.2 40.6 13.2 4.5 5.9 13.8 
West Pokot 88.9 51.3 27.3 20.0 0.0 31.3 
Narok 88.1 46.7 11.9 0.0 16.7 22.2 
Kericho 86.0 66.7 44.4 0.0 10.0 51.2 
Mombasa 86.0 37.9 27.2 3.6 4.2 13.2 
Uasin Gishu 85.7 84.6 55.6 0.0 25.0 75.0 
Kajiado 85.0 43.4 10.8 0.0 6.3 16.2 
Nyeri 83.6 83.3 74.6 40.5 0.0 79.0 
Trans Nzoia 82.6 55.8 17.8 3.6 50.0 38.0 
Vihiga 82.6 39.2 19.0 0.0 0.0 12.7 
Isiolo 82.4 81.3 41.2 0.0 12.5 71.4 
Kiambu 81.7 52.0 17.9 4.1 8.2 13.0 
Nairobi 81.5 36.3 27.2 3.2 9.6 10.5 
Kakamega 81.3 47.2 28.9 5.3 5.5 20.0 
Kirinyaga 80.4 77.8 87.2 57.9 87.5 76.7 
Marsabit 78.0 58.1 22.2 0.0 11.4 16.7 
Lamu 76.9 44.4 44.4 0.0 - 33.3 
Samburu 76.2 81.8 36.8 0.0 0.0 58.8 
Kitui 76.1 48.1 16.9 4.5 0.0 16.8 
Murang'a 75.3 57.1 12.1 0.0 9.7 1.8 
Laikipia 73.9 36.4 26.1 0.0 4.5 9.1 
Baringo 69.6 44.7 9.1 2.3 5.7 11.4 
Kilifi 69.5 58.9 41.7 0.0 7.1 42.6 
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County 

Proportion (in percentage) of members of the public acknowledging 
that they and/or their close family members had experienced 
corruption 12 months prior to the survey by county and arm of 
government  
National 
Executive 

County 
Executive Judiciary 

Senate 
Assembly 

National 
Assembly 

County 
Assembly 

Nakuru 66.4 49.0 27.8 4.5 33.3 25.6 
Meru 64.2 61.5 32.6 4.3 0.0 19.2 
Homa Bay 63.4 72.9 6.9 0.0 0.0 40.0 
Busia 63.1 58.8 26.4 5.6 5.6 24.8 
Migori 62.2 89.7 33.3 0.0 15.7 32.5 
Bungoma 57.9 74.3 42.6 26.9 21.4 58.0 
Kisumu 57.5 54.7 37.5 8.3 9.1 32.1 
Nyamira 57.4 79.6 11.5 0.0 100.0 33.3 
Turkana 54.2 55.3 37.8 0.0 1.8 30.3 
Tharaka 
Nithi 

54.1 65.9 17.3 9.5 0.0 24.7 

Kisii 52.1 70.8 8.7 0.0 0.0 16.7 
Tana River 51.9 70.0 13.6 10.0 2.0 47.4 
Wajir 50.0 56.5 30.4 20.0 13.3 29.4 
Siaya 44.4 64.2 25.0 0.0 0.0 35.3 
Average 75.8 56.1 28.7 6.1 13.3 26.7 

 
 

The above findings highlight the need to prioritize anti-corruption initiatives in all counties 
but with special emphasis on counties that were among the five leading ones in: at least half 
of the six sections of the arms of government (specifically, Nyandarua, Nyeri, Kirinyaga, 
Uasin Gishu and Machakos counties); the National Executive; and the other specific arms of 
government where corruption experiences were more pronounced. 
 
3.4.3.2 Institutions in the Arms of Government where corruption is experienced and the 
common and/or emerging types of corruption 
 
3.4.3.2.1 Specific institutions/offices under the National Executive where corruption is 
experienced 
Under the National Executive arm of government, the most adversely mentioned (by at least 
1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials) public institutions with regard to 
corruption experienced by members of the public and public officials and/or their close 
family members were the: National Police Service (mentioned by 57.1% and 37.6% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively); National Government 
Administrative Office (mentioned by 18.2% of the members of the public); National 
Registration Bureau (mentioned by 14.7% and 11.0% of the members of the public and 
public officials respectively); and the Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning (mentioned 
by 12.9% of the public officials). The least adversely mentioned public institutions included 
the Kenya Forest Service (KFS), Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife, Higher Education Loans 
Board (HELB), Kenya Ports Authority (KPA) and the National Transport and Safety 
Authority (NTSA). A summary of all the institutions is captured in Table 3.34 below.
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Table 3.34: Specific institutions or offices under the National Executive where 
corruption was experienced  

Specific institutions or offices under the National 
Executive where corruption was experienced 

Frequency and percentage 
Members of the 

public 
Public officials 

National Police Service  1,116(37.6%) 181(57.1%) 
National Government Administrative Office  539(18.2%) 24(7.6%) 
National Registration Bureau 437(14.7%) 35(11.0%) 
Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 209(7.0%) 41(12.9%) 
Ministry of Health 204(6.9%) 11(3.5%) 
Ministry of Education 165(5.6%) 6(1.9%) 
CDF Office 111(3.7%) - 
Department of Immigration  65(2.2%) 10(3.2%) 
Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 50(1.7%) 5(1.6%) 
County Government 33(1.1%) - 
Kenya Defence Force 31(1.0%) 4(1.3%) 
KPLC 28(0.9%) - 
Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing, Urban 
Development and Public Works 

24(0.8%) 5(1.6%) 

Ministry of Public Service, Youth and Gender  24(0.8%) 1(0.3%) 
TSC 24(0.8%) - 
Huduma Centre 20(0.7%) 1(0.3%) 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and 
Irrigation 

19(0.6%) 1(0.3%) 

NHIF 19(0.6%) - 
Ministry of Water and Sanitation 18(0.6%) 2(0.6%) 
Office of the Deputy President 17(0.6%) 9(2.8%) 
Judiciary 16(0.5%) - 
Parliament 16(0.5%)  
Ministry of Devolution and the ASALS 15(0.5%) 3(0.9%) 
IEBC 14(0.5%) - 
KRA 14(0.5%) - 
NCPB 12(0.4%) - 
The National Treasury and Planning 10(0.3%) 8(2.5%) 
Ministry of Energy  6(0.2%) 1(0.3%) 
KWS 5(0.2%) - 
NSSF 5(0.2%) - 
NTSA 3(0.1%) - 
KPA 2(0.1%) - 
HELB 2(0.1%) - 
Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 1(0.0%) - 
KFS 1(0.0%) - 
 
Corruption incidents are quite common that they have become like the norm, especially on 
Kenyan roads between the Traffic Police and crew of public transport vehicles. For instance, 
on February 8, 2018, three traffic police officers who were allegedly found taking bribes 
from motorists on the Kajiado-Namanga Highway were arrested by EACC detectives in a 
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sting operation (Kimuyu, 2018). On May 10, 2018, three traffic police officers were arrested 
by EACC detectives at a road block in Ngoliba area after numerous complaints of police 
demanding bribery from public service operators (Mulwa, 2018) 
 
3.4.3.2.2 Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the National 
Executive 
According to 75.5% of the members of the public and 79.6% of the public officials, bribery 
remained the most common and/or emerging type of corruption experienced in the National 
Executive by members of the public and public officials and/or their close family members 
during the period 12 months prior to the survey. As presented in Table 3.35 below, the least 
mentioned common and/or emerging types of corruption included: incompetency in 
provision of public funds; actual and/or facilitation of implementation of shoddy/ghost /white 
elephant projects; and interference by other arms of government in the discharge of mandate.  
 
Table 3.35: Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the National 

Executive 
 
Common and/or emerging types of corruption 
experienced in the National Executive 

Members of 
the public 

Public 
officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 75.5% 79.6% 
Extortion and/or fraud 7.1% 6.4% 
Discrimination in service delivery 6.6% 3.5% 
Abuse of office 5.1% 4.5% 
Delay/dragging of service delivery 5.0% 5.4% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 

4.3% 2.5% 

Nepotism in service delivery 2.6% 2.2% 
Tribalism in service delivery 1.9% 1.6% 
Harassment of service seekers 1.5% 0.3% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 0.9% 1.0% 
Facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing 0.9% 0.3% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

0.4% 0.3% 

Interference by other arms of government in the 
discharge of mandate 

0.3% 0.6% 

Incompetency in provision of public funds 0.2% 0.3% 
 

The above findings are consistent with corruption-related cases dealt with by Kenyan Law 
Courts. For instance, on May 21, 2018, a former Nairobi county official was fined Sh530,000 
by an anti-corruption court for taking a bribe. The former head of environmental operation 
had been arrested while receiving Sh90,000 being part of Sh140,000 bribe he had sought as 
an inducement to allow the complainant continue with excavation work at Karen without an 
approval letter (Mutavi, 2018). 
 



84

84 

3.4.3.2.3 Specific institutions/offices under the County Executive where corruption is 
experienced 
According to 42.4% and 48.4% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively, the general County Government Executive was leading in corruption 
experienced in the County Executive arm of government by members of the public and 
public officials and/or their close family members during the period 12 months prior to the 
survey. The general County Government Executive was followed specifically by the Ministry 
of Health (mentioned by 18.2% of the members of public), the Governor’s Office (mentioned 
by 17.0% of the members of the public and 9.5% of the public officials) and the Procurement 
Department (mentioned by 12.4% of the public officials). The least mentioned included the 
Pensions Department, the Ministry of Public Service, Youth and Gender and the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Irrigation. These results are presented in Table 3.36 
below. 
 
Table 3.36: Specific institutions or offices under the County Executive where corruption 

was experienced 
 
Specific institutions or offices under the 
County Executive where corruption was 
experienced 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

General County Government Executive 42.4% 48.4% 
Ministry of Health 18.2% 7.1% 
Governor’s Office 17.0% 9.5% 
Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 5.7% 7.1% 
County Administration Office (that is, offices of 
Sub-county and Ward Administrators) 

3.6% 1.8% 

Procurement Department 2.9% 12.4% 
Human Resources Department 2.8% 4.2% 
Ministry of Education 2.7% 1.8% 
Ministry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 2.4% 1.8% 
Ministry of Water and Sanitation 2.2% 3.2% 
Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing, 
Urban Development and Public Works 

1.9% 4.2% 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and 
Irrigation 

1.8% 0.7% 

County Treasury 1.3% 6.0% 
Ministry of Public Service, Youth and Gender  1.2% 0.7% 
Pensions Department 0.5% 1.1% 
 
3.4.3.2.4 Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the County 
Executive 
Bribery was the common and emerging type of corruption most experienced in the County 
Executive by majority (51.0%) of the members of the public and most (41.5%) of the public 
officials and/or their close family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey. 
Bribery was followed by flouting of procurement regulations (reported by 14.4% of the 
public officials), nepotism in service delivery (reported by 11.6% and 10.2% of the public 
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officials and members of the public respectively), corruption in job recruitments (reported by 
10.6% of the public officials) and embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources (reported by 9.9% of the members of the public). The least mentioned 
common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the County Executive included: 
interference by the National Executive and other arms of government in the discharge of 
mandate; facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing; and negligence of duty. These results are 
highlighted in Table 3.37 below.  
 

Table 3.37: Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the County 
Executive  

 
Common and/or emerging types of corruption 
experienced at the County Executive 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 51.0% 41.5% 
Nepotism in service delivery 10.2% 11.6% 
Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 

9.9% 8.1% 

Discrimination in service delivery 9.3% 8.1% 
Poor service delivery 5.3% 4.6% 
Extortion 4.9% 2.5% 
Abuse of office 4.5% 2.8% 
Tribalism in service delivery 3.9% 3.5% 
Fraud and/or forgery 3.8% 4.6% 
Exaggeration of prices of goods and services 2.7% 1.8% 
Corruption in job recruitments  2.1% 10.6% 
Flouting procurement regulations 2.0% 14.4% 
Unequal distribution of public resources 1.9% 0.7% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

1.2% 2.5% 

Incompetency in provision of public funds 0.8% 1.1% 
Negligence of duty 0.6% 0.4% 
Facilitation of and/or actual land grabbing 0.5% 0.4% 
Interference by the National Executive and other 
arms of government in the discharge of mandate 

0.5% - 

Soliciting for sexual favors 0.5% 1.1% 
 

3.4.3.2.5 Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the Judiciary 
Within the Judiciary, the common and/or emerging types of corruption mostly experienced 
by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or the public officials and/or their close 
family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey were: bribery (reported by 
69.7% and 60.8% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); 
delay/dragging of service delivery (reported by 18.3% of the public officials); and influenced 
cases/unjust verdicts (reported by 14.5% and 11.4% of the public officials and members of 
the public respectively). As indicated in Figure 8 below, the least reported types of corruption 
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3.4.3.2.8 Common and/or emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly 
Findings of the study showed that the most experienced common and emerging types of 
corruption in the National Assembly (according to at least 1 out of 10 members of the public 
and/or public officials) were: embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/ 
resources (reported by 38.4% of the members of the public); bribery (reported by 26.1% and 
21.0% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); nepotism in service 
delivery (reported by 19.2% of the members of the public); actual and/or facilitation of 
implementation of shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects (reported by 13.0% of the public 
officials); abuse of office (reported by 11.4% of the members of the public); and 
discrimination in service delivery (reported by 10.5% of the members of the public). On the 
other hand, laxity in the discharge of mandate, extortion and fraud and/or forgery were some 
of the types of corruption least experienced by members of the public and public officials 
and/or their close family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey. These 
findings are highlighted in Table 3.38 below. 
 
Table 3.38: Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the National 

Assembly  
 
Common and/or emerging types of corruption 
experienced in the National Assembly 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 

38.4% 8.7% 

Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) 21.0% 26.1% 
Nepotism in service delivery 19.2% - 
Abuse of office 11.4% 8.7% 
Discrimination in service delivery 10.5% - 
Unequal distribution of public resources 6.6% 8.7% 
Tribalism in service delivery 5.2% 4.3% 
Flouting procurement regulations 4.4% 4.3% 
Actual and/or facilitation of implementation of 
shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects 

3.9% 13.0% 

Incompetency to provision of Funds 1.3% 8.7% 
Fraud and/or forgery 1.3% 4.3% 
Theft scandals/looting 0.9% 8.7% 
Extortion 0.9% 4.3% 
Corruption in job recruitments 0.4% 8.7% 
Laxity in the discharge of mandate 0.4% - 
 

3.4.3.2.9 Specific institutions/offices under the County Assembly where corruption is 
experienced 
The findings of this study presented in Figure 11 below showed that majority of the public 
officials (93.8%) and members of the public (90.9%) and/or their close family members had 
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Table 3.39: Common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced in the County 
Assembly  

 
Common and/or emerging types of 
corruption experienced in the County 
Assembly  

Members of the public Public officials 

Embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation 
of public funds/resources 

20.7% 9.4% 

Discrimination in service delivery 19.8% 19.7% 
Abuse of office 19.4% 28.2% 
Nepotism in service delivery 18.5% 9.4% 
Bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving 
bribes) 

11.8% 13.7% 

Extortion 7.0% 4.3% 
Actual and/or facilitation of 
implementation of shoddy/ghost /white 
elephant projects 

3.9% 4.3% 

Denial of entitled resources 3.8% - 
Corruption in job recruitments 3.0% 9.4% 
Shoddy Implementation of Projects 3.0% - 
Interference by the Executive and 
Judiciary in the discharge of mandate  

2.5% 6.0% 

Laxity in the discharge of mandate 1.4% 0.9% 
Absenteeism in public office 0.9% 2.6% 
Exaggeration of prices of goods and 
services 

0.8% 5.1% 

Facilitation of and/or actual land 
grabbing 

0.3% - 

Soliciting for sexual favors 0.1% - 
 
The study findings on public institutions where corruption is experienced and the common 
and/or emerging types of corruption experienced are consisted with findings of EACC (2018) 
which among others, showed that bribery was paid in public offices especially at Chief’s 
Office, Regular Police/Police Stations (16.4%), Ministry of Health/County Health 
Department (13.0%), Registrar of Persons Offices (10.5%), Ministry of Lands (6.1%) and 
Huduma Centre (5.1%) as shown in Figure 12 below. 
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staff, Probation Officers, KWS staff and Huduma Centre Officers. These findings are 
captured in Table 3.40 below. 
 
Table 3.40: Major general perpetrators of corruption in the public service 
 
Major general perpetrators of corruption in the 
public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Police Officers 2798(35.2%) 304(22.6%) 
Public Servants 1953(24.6%) 552(41.1%) 
County Government staff 1076(13.5%) 122(9.1%) 
Chiefs 779(9.8%) 20(1.5%) 
MCAs 574(7.2%) 51(3.8%) 
Medical personnel 497(6.3%) 8(0.6%) 
Members of the public 405(5.1%) 251(18.7%) 
Office of the Governor 338(4.3%) 20(1.5%) 
Lands Registrars 293(3.7%) 35(2.6%) 
Politicians 221(2.8%) 44(3.3%) 
Judiciary staff 204(2.6%) 43(3.2%) 
Teachers 204(2.6%) 4(0.3%) 
Members of Parliament 183(2.3%) 21(1.6%) 
Registrar of Persons 143(1.8%) 4(0.3%) 
CDF officials 114(1.4%) 10.1%) 
CEO/Directors 103(1.3%) 97(7.2%) 
Immigration staff 85(1.1%) 3(0.2%) 
Staff in public registries 84(1.1%) 4(0.3%) 
Executive arm of government 79(1.0%) 29(2.2%) 
Staff in the President’s office 66(0.8%) 15(1.1%) 
Procurement staff 63(0.8%) 68(5.1%) 
Magistrates 47(0.6%) 2(0.1%) 
Public Service Commission staff 34(0.4%) 11(0.8%) 
Ministry of Agriculture staff 31(0.4%) 1(0.1%) 
Ministry of Water staff 30(0.4%) - 
Ministry of Labour and Social Protection staff 30(0.4%) - 
Contractors 25(0.3%) 17(1.3%) 
KRA staff 22(0.3%) 8(0.6%) 
Ministry of Energy staff 20(0.3%) 3(0.2%) 
Staff in the Deputy President’s Office 19(0.2%) 2(0.1%) 
National Disaster Management staff 13(0.2%) 4(0.3%) 
Ministry of Transport staff 12(0.2%) - 
Women Representatives 11(0.1%) 1(0.1%) 
Youth and Gender Officers 10(0.1%) - 
KDF staff 9(0.1%) 3(0.2%) 
Cartels 8(0.1%) 5(0.4%) 
NTSA staff 8(0.1%) 2(0.1%) 
NYS staff 8(0.1%) - 
Kenya Forest Service staff 7(0.1%) - 
Huduma Centre Officers 6(0.1%) - 
KWS staff 6(0.1%) 2(0.1%) 
Probation Officers 4(0.1%) - 
Ministry of Tourism staff 1(0.0%) - 
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County analysis of data from members of the public showed that 12 out of 43 categories of 
major general perpetrators of corruption in the public service featured among those with the 
three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties. The categories of major 
general perpetrators featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were Police Officers 
(prominent in 47 counties), public servants (prominent in 33 counties), County Government 
staff (prominent in 25 counties) and Chiefs (prominent in 16 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, counties 
with the highest reporting of Police Officers as one of the categories of major general 
perpetrators of corruption in the public service included Bomet (53.3%), Kajiado (49.4%), 
Baringo (46.6%), Laikipia (46.6%) and Kericho (44.1%). With regard to Public Servants, the 
leading counties were Nairobi (42.2%), Mandera (40.6%), Machakos (40.1%), Makueni 
(39.8%) and Kakamega (35.8%). Counties with the highest reporting of County Government 
staff included Homa Bay (25.0%), Kitui (23.5%), Kisii (16.8%), Nyamira (16.6%) and Nyeri 
(16.0%) while those leading in reporting Chiefs as a category of major general perpetrators 
of corruption in the public service included Lamu (23.1%), Kitui (18.2%), Trans Nzoia 
(18.1%), Nandi (17.0%) and Bomet (14.4%). A detailed list of the major general perpetrators 
of corruption as reported by members of the public is presented in Table 3.41 below and in 
Annex 6.  
 
Table 3.41: Major general perpetrators of corruption in the public service by county as 

reported by members of the public 
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Bomet 53.3 3.0 3.6 14.4 4.8 4.8 1.2 4.8 0.6 0.6 0.0 4.2 
Kajiado 49.4 6.6 9.4 11.9 3.8 5.6 0.9 3.4 0.0 2.2 0.0 2.8 
Baringo 46.6 5.0 4.3 4.3 8.1 8.7 1.9 6.2 0.0 2.5 1.2 1.2 
Laikipia 46.6 0.0 5.5 8.2 6.8 16.4 1.4 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 
Kericho 44.1 4.7 7.9 10.2 3.9 8.7 0.8 3.1 1.6 1.6 2.4 5.5 
Narok 41.9 3.6 12.2 11.5 5.0 7.2 0.7 6.8 0.0 0.7 1.4 3.2 
Nakuru 40.9 7.1 6.3 9.0 6.6 5.5 6.7 2.8 0.1 1.6 2.8 1.7 
Elgeyo Marakwet 40.3 15.1 3.4 5.0 8.4 0.0 1.7 1.7 10.1 0.8 1.7 0.0 
Siaya 37.8 14.5 14.5 3.5 3.5 4.7 4.1 2.3 0.6 0.0 1.7 1.7 
Mombasa 36.3 8.6 13.9 2.5 0.6 9.4 2.2 2.2 1.1 3.9 2.2 0.8 
Wajir 35.3 19.6 9.8 0.0 2.0 0.0 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Kwale 35.1 4.1 8.1 12.2 0.0 16.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 5.4 1.4 
Makueni 34.7 39.8 2.0 8.2 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 4.1 0.0 
Kitui 34.4 3.2 23.5 18.2 4.4 3.5 0.3 2.1 0.6 2.4 0.0 1.2 
Uasin Gishu 33.7 20.8 5.9 5.0 5.9 1.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 32.5 7.5 5.0 7.5 2.5 12.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 5.0 2.5 7.5 
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Major general perpetrators of corruption in the public service (in percentage) by 
county as reported by members of the public 
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Kisumu 30.3 11.1 13.8 6.0 4.5 3.6 4.2 6.6 2.1 3.0 3.6 0.6 
West Pokot 29.6 11.7 11.1 10.5 9.9 1.2 0.6 2.5 2.5 0.0 4.9 6.2 
Garissa 29.5 25.4 8.2 3.3 2.5 0.0 13.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 4.1 0.0 
Kirinyaga 29.3 10.9 10.9 4.3 7.6 1.1 3.3 8.7 0.0 4.3 2.2 2.2 
Homa Bay 28.9 7.9 25.0 5.3 6.6 4.6 2.0 5.3 1.3 2.0 0.7 2.0 
Samburu 26.9 21.2 11.5 1.9 1.9 3.8 9.6 1.9 1.9 1.9 5.8 5.8 
Trans Nzoia 26.9 5.5 7.4 18.1 8.9 6.6 0.7 1.5 4.4 0.4 0.4 3.7 
Kiambu 24.6 3.4 6.8 9.8 9.5 11.0 0.8 3.8 8.0 6.1 1.9 0.8 
Machakos 23.9 40.1 11.7 5.8 2.6 1.0 1.9 1.0 0.3 3.2 0.6 0.6 
Marsabit 23.6 27.3 4.5 5.5 3.6 2.7 3.6 1.8 10.9 0.9 5.5 0.0 
Mandera 22.6 40.6 2.8 2.8 1.9 3.8 10.4 3.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Migori 22.6 23.1 11.1 7.9 3.7 10.3 3.2 2.9 0.7 1.5 0.7 1.0 
Isiolo 22.5 20.0 15.0 7.5 5.0 2.5 12.5 2.5 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Murang'a 21.2 5.8 11.1 4.8 10.1 9.1 0.0 5.3 3.4 5.3 1.4 1.9 
Lamu 20.5 7.7 12.8 23.1 2.6 0.0 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.0 5.1 2.6 
Nandi 20.5 12.5 4.5 17.0 6.3 2.7 1.8 0.9 4.5 7.1 2.7 4.5 
Kilifi 19.8 12.3 8.6 3.7 6.8 2.5 1.2 9.9 0.6 1.9 8.6 2.5 
Nyeri 19.3 21.0 16.0 4.2 8.4 1.7 1.7 3.4 0.8 4.2 3.4 4.2 
Nairobi 19.2 42.2 8.9 1.2 0.6 1.0 12.5 1.5 0.2 1.0 1.3 0.5 
Meru 18.7 19.4 7.9 7.5 3.6 3.8 2.3 0.8 1.8 10.8 0.5 1.7 
Embu 18.5 33.7 5.1 2.5 3.6 4.0 5.4 2.9 3.3 4.0 3.3 0.7 
Nyandarua 17.9 15.4 10.6 9.8 8.9 1.6 2.4 6.5 0.8 1.6 9.8 0.0 
Bungoma 17.4 23.2 11.4 4.4 4.9 1.9 3.8 6.3 0.5 1.9 1.4 3.8 
Turkana 16.6 8.6 12.6 5.7 13.7 2.9 2.3 3.4 0.6 0.6 11.4 4.0 
Busia 15.7 24.8 10.4 7.9 7.2 2.2 3.1 3.8 0.3 7.5 1.6 2.8 
Vihiga 14.8 14.4 1.9 12.5 7.4 6.0 0.5 2.8 0.5 0.5 1.9 3.7 
Kisii 13.9 24.1 16.8 6.1 6.1 7.1 6.6 2.7 0.7 1.5 0.5 2.4 
Tharaka Nithi 13.2 14.9 13.6 9.1 13.6 4.5 1.7 0.0 1.7 5.0 0.8 2.5 
Kakamega 13.0 35.8 7.6 8.2 5.9 3.9 2.3 1.4 0.0 2.8 0.8 2.3 
Nyamira 12.9 30.0 16.6 3.7 11.1 6.5 4.6 5.5 0.9 1.4 0.9 1.4 
Tana River 11.1 11.1 7.1 7.1 11.1 4.0 0.0 13.1 0.0 1.0 9.1 1.0 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 12 
major general 
perpetrators of corruption 
in the public service 
(based on the top three 
highest percentages in 
each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

47 33 25 16 8 8 4 4 2 1 1 1 
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The findings from sample respondents were confirmed by some key informants. For instance, 
one of the key informants observed that: 
 

“There is a lot of corruption in the public service institutions. Some 
officers in the offices are very corrupt in their dealings and they are 
encouraged by the people in the public who are non-office holders. 
For example, when a person is arrested for a crime, they protest for 
the person not to be arrested thus encouraging corruption.” (KI 5). 

Another key informant said the following concerning perpetrators of corruption: 

“It’s both in the government and private sector and this is seen 
cutting across all offices involving huge amounts of money. You see 
corruption is not only for the small people but also seniors in 
organizations.” (KI 9).

The above findings indicate that both members of the public and public officials are parties 
to corruption. The engagement of members of the public in corruption shows dynamicity of 
corruption, as many people would expect that only public officials engage in public service 
corruption. It further shows that corruption is a vicious circle and is becoming a complex 
enterprise proving that public service corruption cannot be a one party crime. Addressing it 
must therefore involve concerted anti-corruption efforts and/or strategies focused on both 
public officials and non-public official perpetrators. 
 
3.5.2 Public official perpetrators of corruption by work designations or roles 
A further question was asked on who the main public official perpetrators of corruption in 
the public service were with regard to their work designations and/or roles. The top public 
official perpetrators in order of prominence (based on the highest percentage reported by 
either the members of the public or the public officials) included Police Officers (31.6%), 
National Government Administrative Officers (10.7%), procurement staff (9.5%), Members 
of County Assembly (9.2%), Governors (5.5%) and Accountant (5.3%). As indicated in 
Table 3.42 below, the least prominent public official perpetrators included Fisheries Officers, 
KDF Officers and Forest Officers.  
 
Table 3.42: Main categories of public official perpetrators of corruption by work 

designations and/or roles 
 
Main categories of public official perpetrators 
of corruption by work designations and/or roles 

Members of the 
Public 

Public Officials 

Police Officer 31.6% 23.1% 
National Government Administrative Officer 10.7% 3.3% 
Member of County Assembly 9.2% 8.0% 
Governor 5.5% 3.8% 
Pharmacist and/or Nurse 5.2% 0.3% 
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Main categories of public official perpetrators 
of corruption by work designations and/or roles 

Members of the 
Public 

Public Officials 

Clerk (including Court Clerks) 4.3% 2.8% 
Member of Parliament 2.7% 3.5% 
Human Resource Management Officer 2.1% 1.6% 
Procurement staff 2.0% 9.5% 
Land surveyor 2.0% 1.6% 
Magistrate 1.9% 2.0% 
TSC staff (including teachers) 1.9% 0.3% 
Registrar 1.6% 0.4% 
Chief Executive Officer 1.3% 4.1% 
Accountant 1.2% 5.3% 
Revenue Officer 0.9% 1.6% 
CDF Manager 0.8% 0.2% 
Finance Officer 0.4% 0.2% 
Public Prosecution Counsel 0.3% 0.2% 
Water Connection Officer 0.3% - 
Senator 0.3% 0.6% 
Auditor  0.2% 0.8% 
Forest Officer 0.2% - 
KDF Officer 0.2% 0.2% 
Fisheries Officer 0.1% 0.2% 
 
A county level cursory look at the public official perpetrators of corruption by work 
designations or roles based on data from members of the public showed that 17 out of 25 
main categories of public official perpetrators featured among those with the three highest 
percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties. The main categories of public official 
perpetrators featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were Police Officers (prominent in 
45 counties), National Government Administrative Officers (prominent in 33 counties) and 
Member of County Assembly (prominent in 31 counties).  
 
Based on the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, counties with the 
highest reporting of Police Officers as the main category of public official perpetrators of 
corruption in the public service included Bomet (58.4%), Garissa (55.2%), Kajiado (51.6%), 
Laikipia (49.2%) and Baringo (46.2%). With regard to the National Government 
Administrative Officers, the leading counties were Kitui (20.3%), Lamu (18.8%), Trans 
Nzoia (17.9%), Bomet (16.8%) and Nandi (15.0%) while those leading in reporting Members 
of County Assembly as a main category of public official perpetrators of corruption in the 
public service included Nyamira (20.9%), Kisii (17.1%), Kilifi (13.9%), Murang'a (13.4%) 
and Isiolo (11.4%). A detailed list of the main categories of public official perpetrators of 
corruption as reported by members of the public is presented in Table 3.43 below and in 
Annex 7. 
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Police Officer 

National Government 
 Administrative  
Officer 

Member of County  
Assembly 

Governor 

Pharmacist and/or  
Nurse 

Clerk (including  
Court Clerks) 

Human Resource 
Management  
Officer 

Registrar 

Member of Parliament 

Procurement staff 

Chief Executive  
Officer 

Accountant 

Land surveyor 
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teachers) 
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Senator 
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Non-public office holder perpetrators of corruption were also confirmed by some key 
informants, with one of them observing that: 

“Corruption is a two-way activity. You give and take, so both parties 
in the public service as well as civilians and members of public do 
play a part”, KI 6.

The survey further sought to establish the role played by non-public office holders in the 
perpetration of corruption in the public service. The roles identified by at least 1 out of 10 
members of the public and/or public officials were: giving bribes to public officials (reported 
by 55.0% and 44.3% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); 
colluding (including with drug peddlers) to influence public offices (reported by 22.4% and 
18.4% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); and canvassing for 
tenders (reported by 13.0% of the public officials). On the other hand, the least reported roles 
of non-public office holders in perpetration of corruption in the public service included 
intimidation and sabotage. Table 3.45 below captures the detailed findings of the roles of 
non-public office holders in perpetration of corruption in the public service.  
 
Table 3.45: Role of non-public office holders in perpetration of corruption in the public 

service 
 
 Role of non-public office holders in 
perpetration of corruption Members of the public Public officials 

Giving bribes 55.0% 44.3% 
Colluding (including with drug peddlers) 
to influence public office 

18.4% 22.4% 

Canvassing for tenders 6.1% 13.0% 
Rationalizing corruption 5.1% 9.3% 
Supplying substandard goods and services 3.8% 4.8% 
Extortion 3.4% 1.9% 
Brokerage 3.1% 1.7% 
Nepotism 1.8% 0.5% 
Canvasing for jobs 1.5% 1.7% 
Intimidation 1.2% 0.2% 
Sabotage 0.7% 0.1% 

 
County-specific analysis of responses of members of the public showed that 9 out of 11 roles 
played by non-public office holders in perpetration of corruption in the public service 
featured among those with the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties. 
The roles that were prominent in at least a third of the counties were giving bribes (prominent 
in all the 47 counties), colluding (including with drug peddlers) to influence public office 
(prominent in all the 40 counties) and canvassing for tenders (prominent in all the 23 
counties).
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On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, non-public 
office holders were reportedly playing a critical role of giving bribes with the highest 
percentages reported in Wajir (82.4%), Tharaka Nithi (75.0%), Embu (74.7%), Nakuru 
(73.7%) and Baringo (73.2%) counties. The highest percentages with regard to collusion to 
influence public office were recorded in Bomet (37.5%), Isiolo (35.3%), Laikipia (31.8%), 
Elgeyo marakwet (30.0%) and Mandera (29.8%) counties while the highest percentages with 
regard to canvassing for tenders were observed in Elgeyo marakwet (45.0%), Homa Bay 
(30.6%), Nandi (29.4%), Lamu (21.1%) and Murang'a (21.0%). A detailed summary of the 
roles played by non-public office holders in perpetration of corruption in the public service 
by county is presented in Table 3.46 below. 
 
Table 3.46: County analysis of role of non-public office holders in perpetrating 

corruption as reported by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of role of non-public office holders in perpetrating 
corruption as reported by members of the public 

G
iv

in
g 

br
ib

es
 

C
ol

lu
di

ng
 (i

nc
lu

di
ng

 w
ith

 
dr

ug
 p

ed
dl

er
s)

 to
 

in
flu

en
ce

 p
ub

lic
 o

ffi
ce

 

C
an

va
ss

in
g 

fo
r 

te
nd

er
s 

R
at

io
na

liz
in

g 
co

rr
up

tio
n 

su
bs

ta
nd

ar
d 

Su
pp

ly
in

g 
su

bs
ta

nd
ar

d 
go

od
s a

nd
 

se
rv

ic
es

 

Ex
to

rt
io

n 

Br
ok

er
ag

e 

N
ep

ot
ism

 

C
an

va
sin

g 
fo

r 
jo

bs
 

In
tim

id
at

io
n 

Sa
bo

ta
ge

 

Wajir 82.4 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 75.0 13.1 2.6 6.6 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Embu 74.7 16.1 3.4 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 
Nakuru 73.7 12.8 1.7 2.5 2.8 3.1 0.6 0.8 0.6 1.1 0.3 
Baringo 73.2 12.2 2.4 1.2 1.2 3.7 1.2 1.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 70.7 9.1 7.1 2.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 
Nyandarua 70.2 3.5 7.0 0.0 8.8 1.8 0.0 8.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 69.7 11.2 5.6 9.0 1.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 67.2 6.9 5.2 0.0 5.2 1.7 0.0 8.6 1.7 3.4 0.0 
Isiolo 64.7 35.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 64.4 25.2 1.5 6.7 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 63.9 13.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 5.6 2.8 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Meru 63.9 19.4 2.1 9.9 0.5 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 
Laikipia 63.6 31.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 61.1 0.0 5.6 11.1 5.6 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 59.5 2.7 13.5 0.0 10.8 2.7 2.7 5.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 
Makueni 59.3 27.1 1.7 8.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Mombasa 57.7 17.9 5.4 0.6 0.6 5.4 7.1 1.2 1.2 2.4 0.6 
Nyamira 56.5 15.2 6.5 13.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 4.3 0.0 0.0 
West pokot 55.6 3.7 11.1 0.0 7.4 7.4 3.7 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 54.3 25.7 5.7 0.0 5.7 2.9 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 
Migori 54.1 23.5 1.2 2.4 4.7 3.5 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Nairobi 53.4 23.9 6.4 3.9 3.4 2.1 1.8 0.5 3.4 0.9 0.2 
Trans Nzoia 53.2 11.5 4.3 1.4 5.0 7.2 4.3 7.9 2.2 2.9 0.0 
Kilifi 48.3 10.0 3.3 10.0 13.3 6.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.0 3.3 
Kajiado 48.1 17.3 3.8 6.8 16.5 1.5 1.5 0.8 0.8 3.0 0.0 
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On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, non-public 
office holders were reportedly playing a critical role of giving bribes with the highest 
percentages reported in Wajir (82.4%), Tharaka Nithi (75.0%), Embu (74.7%), Nakuru 
(73.7%) and Baringo (73.2%) counties. The highest percentages with regard to collusion to 
influence public office were recorded in Bomet (37.5%), Isiolo (35.3%), Laikipia (31.8%), 
Elgeyo marakwet (30.0%) and Mandera (29.8%) counties while the highest percentages with 
regard to canvassing for tenders were observed in Elgeyo marakwet (45.0%), Homa Bay 
(30.6%), Nandi (29.4%), Lamu (21.1%) and Murang'a (21.0%). A detailed summary of the 
roles played by non-public office holders in perpetration of corruption in the public service 
by county is presented in Table 3.46 below. 
 
Table 3.46: County analysis of role of non-public office holders in perpetrating 

corruption as reported by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of role of non-public office holders in perpetrating 
corruption as reported by members of the public 
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Wajir 82.4 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 75.0 13.1 2.6 6.6 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Embu 74.7 16.1 3.4 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 
Nakuru 73.7 12.8 1.7 2.5 2.8 3.1 0.6 0.8 0.6 1.1 0.3 
Baringo 73.2 12.2 2.4 1.2 1.2 3.7 1.2 1.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 70.7 9.1 7.1 2.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 
Nyandarua 70.2 3.5 7.0 0.0 8.8 1.8 0.0 8.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 69.7 11.2 5.6 9.0 1.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 67.2 6.9 5.2 0.0 5.2 1.7 0.0 8.6 1.7 3.4 0.0 
Isiolo 64.7 35.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 64.4 25.2 1.5 6.7 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 63.9 13.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 5.6 2.8 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Meru 63.9 19.4 2.1 9.9 0.5 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 
Laikipia 63.6 31.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 61.1 0.0 5.6 11.1 5.6 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 59.5 2.7 13.5 0.0 10.8 2.7 2.7 5.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 
Makueni 59.3 27.1 1.7 8.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 
Mombasa 57.7 17.9 5.4 0.6 0.6 5.4 7.1 1.2 1.2 2.4 0.6 
Nyamira 56.5 15.2 6.5 13.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 4.3 0.0 0.0 
West pokot 55.6 3.7 11.1 0.0 7.4 7.4 3.7 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 54.3 25.7 5.7 0.0 5.7 2.9 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 
Migori 54.1 23.5 1.2 2.4 4.7 3.5 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Nairobi 53.4 23.9 6.4 3.9 3.4 2.1 1.8 0.5 3.4 0.9 0.2 
Trans Nzoia 53.2 11.5 4.3 1.4 5.0 7.2 4.3 7.9 2.2 2.9 0.0 
Kilifi 48.3 10.0 3.3 10.0 13.3 6.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.0 3.3 
Kajiado 48.1 17.3 3.8 6.8 16.5 1.5 1.5 0.8 0.8 3.0 0.0 
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County analysis (in percentage) of role of non-public office holders in perpetrating 
corruption as reported by members of the public 
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Tana River 48.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 16.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 46.9 21.4 7.1 2.0 3.1 6.1 1.0 4.1 4.1 2.0 2.0 
Vihiga 46.2 25.6 0.0 23.1 0.0 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 44.0 23.0 4.0 12.0 9.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 
Kakamega 43.9 17.6 2.6 21.1 1.8 4.4 7.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 
Taita Taveta 42.9 14.3 0.0 4.8 9.5 9.5 4.8 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mandera 42.6 29.8 19.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 41.5 17.1 19.5 0.0 2.4 7.3 7.3 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 
Nandi 41.2 17.6 29.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 40.9 25.0 3.4 6.8 1.1 5.7 9.1 3.4 2.3 1.1 1.1 
Siaya 40.9 15.9 13.6 6.8 6.8 9.1 0.0 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 40.8 16.3 4.1 8.2 6.1 4.1 18.4 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Bungoma 38.5 28.7 7.4 8.2 4.1 2.5 4.9 1.6 1.6 0.8 1.6 
Busia 37.5 25.0 11.5 5.8 5.8 3.8 3.8 2.9 1.0 1.0 1.9 
Lamu 36.8 21.1 21.1 0.0 10.5 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 
Bomet 35.9 37.5 7.8 4.7 4.7 1.6 3.1 1.6 0.0 0.0 3.1 
Turkana 35.3 25.5 11.8 2.0 3.9 5.9 2.0 2.0 3.9 5.9 2.0 
Homa Bay 33.3 5.6 30.6 0.0 2.8 19.4 5.6 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Uasin gishu 27.3 13.6 18.2 4.5 18.2 0.0 9.1 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 
Murang'a 22.6 14.5 21.0 4.8 3.2 11.3 11.3 1.6 0.0 1.6 8.1 
Elgeyo marakwet 10.0 30.0 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 
Total number of counties where 
each of the 9 leading roles of non-
public office holders in 
perpetrating corruption (based 
on the top three highest 
percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is prominent 

47 40 23 12 10 10 5 5 3   

 
The above findings were corroborated by a key informant conversant with the transport 

sector in Nairobi County who observed that: 

“In Nairobi, there are cartels of public service vehicle (that is, 
matatu) operators (that is, the owners, drivers, crew/conductors and 
bus stage controllers) who collect money from among themselves 
and specifically bribe Traffic Police Officers located in roundabouts 
(for example the Nyayo House/Kenyatta Avenue, Haile 
Sellasie/Uhuru Highway, Bunyala Road/Uhuru Highway and Nyayo 
National Stadium roundabouts) to ensure that the roundabout routes 
appearing to be dominated by private vehicles are blocked for 
longer times during traffic snarl ups so that these public service 
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Tana River 48.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 16.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 46.9 21.4 7.1 2.0 3.1 6.1 1.0 4.1 4.1 2.0 2.0 
Vihiga 46.2 25.6 0.0 23.1 0.0 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 44.0 23.0 4.0 12.0 9.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 
Kakamega 43.9 17.6 2.6 21.1 1.8 4.4 7.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 
Taita Taveta 42.9 14.3 0.0 4.8 9.5 9.5 4.8 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mandera 42.6 29.8 19.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 41.5 17.1 19.5 0.0 2.4 7.3 7.3 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 
Nandi 41.2 17.6 29.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 40.9 25.0 3.4 6.8 1.1 5.7 9.1 3.4 2.3 1.1 1.1 
Siaya 40.9 15.9 13.6 6.8 6.8 9.1 0.0 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 40.8 16.3 4.1 8.2 6.1 4.1 18.4 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Bungoma 38.5 28.7 7.4 8.2 4.1 2.5 4.9 1.6 1.6 0.8 1.6 
Busia 37.5 25.0 11.5 5.8 5.8 3.8 3.8 2.9 1.0 1.0 1.9 
Lamu 36.8 21.1 21.1 0.0 10.5 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 
Bomet 35.9 37.5 7.8 4.7 4.7 1.6 3.1 1.6 0.0 0.0 3.1 
Turkana 35.3 25.5 11.8 2.0 3.9 5.9 2.0 2.0 3.9 5.9 2.0 
Homa Bay 33.3 5.6 30.6 0.0 2.8 19.4 5.6 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Uasin gishu 27.3 13.6 18.2 4.5 18.2 0.0 9.1 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 
Murang'a 22.6 14.5 21.0 4.8 3.2 11.3 11.3 1.6 0.0 1.6 8.1 
Elgeyo marakwet 10.0 30.0 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 
Total number of counties where 
each of the 9 leading roles of non-
public office holders in 
perpetrating corruption (based 
on the top three highest 
percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is prominent 

47 40 23 12 10 10 5 5 3   

 
The above findings were corroborated by a key informant conversant with the transport 

sector in Nairobi County who observed that: 

“In Nairobi, there are cartels of public service vehicle (that is, 
matatu) operators (that is, the owners, drivers, crew/conductors and 
bus stage controllers) who collect money from among themselves 
and specifically bribe Traffic Police Officers located in roundabouts 
(for example the Nyayo House/Kenyatta Avenue, Haile 
Sellasie/Uhuru Highway, Bunyala Road/Uhuru Highway and Nyayo 
National Stadium roundabouts) to ensure that the roundabout routes 
appearing to be dominated by private vehicles are blocked for 
longer times during traffic snarl ups so that these public service 
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vehicles (PSV) are constantly cleared and have a continuous flow. 
This has also extended to goods’ vendors selling their wares along 
the roundabout routes. The vendors collect money from among 
themselves and bribe the Traffic Police Officers to create traffic 
jams so that vehicles are stationary for longer times to provide a 
good opportunity for selling the wares to the private vehicle owners” 
(KI 7). 

One of the implications of the above findings is that giving of bribes to access public services 
has a negative effect on the economy of the country and especially on businesses whose 
profits margins are affected by the unwarranted expenditures and/or business operating costs. 
Another issue of great concern is the effect it has to the ordinary people who cannot afford to 
give a bribe yet they need critical services such as medical-related services. 
 
A set of predetermined corruption perpetration-related statements was subjected to the 
sample respondents to help further explore the extent of corruption perpetration in the public 
service. As shown in Table 3.47 below, a greater majority of the members of the public 
(87.8%) and public officials (77.4%) agreed with the statement that corruption in the public 
service was perpetrated by a public official partnering with another public official. Further, 
majority of the public officials (77.4%) and members of the public (74.8%) agreed with the 
statement that corruption in the public service was perpetrated by a public official partnering 
with a non-public official.  
 
Table 3.47: General perceptions on perpetrators of corruption in the public service 
 

Statement General perceptions (in percentage) on perpetrators of corruption 
in the public service 

Members of the public Public officials 
Agree Disagree Not sure/ 

decided 
Agree Disagree Not sure/ 

decided 
Corruption is perpetrated 
by a public official 
operating alone (as an 
individual) 

 46.1  45.2 8.7 33.2  53.7 13.1 

Corruption is perpetrated 
by a public official 
partnering with another 
public official 

87.8 5.7 6.5  77.4  10.3 12.3 

Corruption is perpetrated 
by a public official 
partnering with a non-
public official 

 74.8 13.4  11.8  77.8 9.1 13.1 

Corruption is perpetrated 
by a non-public official 
partnering with another 
non-public official to 
commit corruption in the 
public service 

 40.9 39.2 19.9 42.4 35.9 21.7 
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The above findings imply that corruption in the public service majorly has the involvement 
of at least two public officials and a non-public official. The findings point that corruption is 
a crime that thrives where more than one party is involved. This calls for an all-inclusive 
anti-corruption strategy and hence the fight against corruption must be extended beyond 
public officials to cover other disguised perpetrators who are not public officials but who 
interact with the public service in different ways. According to the Center for International 
Private Enterprise (CIPE), although some companies may benefit in the short term from 
corrupt deals, corruption causes most private sector enterprises to suffer in the long term 
from higher costs, greater insecurity, and an inhospitable business climate. Hence the private 
sector (comprising of non-public office holders and local community members) has good 
reasons to join the fight against corruption and can tackle the supply side of the problem in 
ways that governments are not always effectively able (CIPE, 2011).  
 

3.5.4 Characteristics of public official perpetrators of corruption 
 
3.5.4.1 General perceptions on characteristics of public official perpetrators of 
perceived corruption 
 
The survey captured the general perceptions on characteristics of public official perpetrators 
of perceived corruption on the basis of their gender, age and seniority in the public service. 
The findings showed that public official perpetrators of perceived corruption were majorly 
middle aged, that is, 36-50 years old (according to 68.8% and 68.4% of the members of the 
public and public officials respectively) and males (according to 93.1% and 90.7% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively) who were in the middle to senior 
cadre level in terms of seniority in the public service (according to 87.6% and 79.0% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively), with most of them being in the 
senior cadre level (according to 57.8% and 46.2% of the public officials and members of the 
public respectively). The least popular categories of public official perpetrators of perceived 
corruption were those of low cadre level public officials, advanced age public officials, that 
is, over 50 years old and female public officials. These findings are clearly indicated in Table 
3.48 below. 
 
Table 3.48: Characteristics of public official perpetrators of perceived corruption based 

on gender, age and seniority in the public service 
 
Characteristics of public official 
perpetrators of perceived corruption 

Members of the 
public Public officials 

Gender categorization 

Male public officials 90.7% 93.1% 
Female public officials 9.3% 6.9% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
Age category 

Middle age public officials (36-50 years old) 68.8% 68.4% 
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Characteristics of public official 
perpetrators of perceived corruption 

Members of the 
public Public officials 

Young public officials (35 years of age and 
below) 16.2% 21.3% 

Advanced age public officials (Over 50 years 
old) 15.0% 10.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 
Seniority in the public service  

Senior cadre public officials 46.2% 57.8% 
Middle cadre public officials 32.8% 29.8% 
Low cadre public officials 21.0% 12.4% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Findings from key informant interviews confirmed that male public officials were perceived 
to be more corrupt than female public officials. For instance, one key informant observed 
that: 

“Oh okay……according to my own opinion, men are mostly 
mentioned in cases of corruption and especially the working class 
and this does not matter whether they are senior or junior…mmm. 
Its cuts across, but it seems from top to bottom and it’s mainly a 
chain of cartels working together….” (KI 4). 

 
The findings showed that senior officers in the public service were perceived to perpetrate 
corruption. This implies that the seniors cannot take appropriate action against corruption if 
they themselves engage in it. This may have a negative effect in the fight against the vice in 
that junior officers may also engage in acts of corruption upon knowing that their seniors also 
engage in corruption and are unlikely to take any action against them with the result being 
escalated levels of corruption in the public service. 
 
3.5.4.2 Characteristics of public official perpetrators based on corruption experienced 
With regard to the gender, age and seniority in the public service of the public official 
perpetrators of experienced corruption, the findings were similar to those of perceived 
corruption. The findings showed that public official perpetrators of experienced corruption 
were majorly middle aged, that is, 36-50 years old (according to 72.0% and 69.1% of the 
members of the public and public officials respectively) and males (according to 90.1% and 
86.7% of the public officials and members of the public respectively) who were in the middle 
to senior cadre level in terms of seniority in the public service (according to 80.2% and 
75.6% of the public officials and members of the public respectively), with most of them 
being in the senior cadre level (according to 41.8% of the public officials). The least popular 
categories of public official perpetrators of experienced corruption were also found to be 
those of low cadre level public officials, advanced age public officials, that is, over 50 years 
old and female public officials. The detailed findings are captured in Table 3.49 below. 
 
 



109

109 

Table 3.49: Characteristics of public official perpetrators of experienced corruption 
based on gender, age and seniority in the public service 

 
Characteristics of public official perpetrators 
of corruption experienced by sample 
respondents 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

 
Gender categorization 
Male public officials 86.7% 90.1% 
Female public officials 13.3% 9.9% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
 
Age category 
Middle age public officials (36-50 years old) 72.0% 69.1% 
Young public officials (35 years of age and 
below) 

15.0% 21.7% 

Advanced age public officials (Over 50 years 
old) 

13.0% 9.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 
 
Seniority in the public service 
Middle cadre public officials 39.2% 38.4% 
Senior cadre public officials 36.4% 41.8% 
Low cadre public officials 24.4% 19.8% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 

 

From the analysis of the perceptions and experiences of the sample respondents, perpetrators 
of corruption in the public service are majorly male public officials. According to Public 
Service Commission (2014), during the 2013/2014 Financial Year, 36% of public servants 
were female while the rest were male thus confirming that the two-thirds requirement by the 
Kenyan Constitution had been achieved. However, the finding that middle to senior cadre 
level male public officials are the main perpetrators of corruption may necessitate the 
government to consider preferring the appointment of female officials to senior positions of 
management and leadership (especially in institutions within the Executive and Judiciary 
arms of government) to help address the challenge of corruption in the country. 
 
The finding that middle age public officials are the main perpetrators of corruption may be 
attributed to the fact that, as the officials age and assume family and household 
responsibilities, commitments increase and therefore their likelihood of engagement in acts 
of corruption to make ends meet in light of the low salaries and/or wages especially in the 
mainstream civil service. Manda (2001) argues some of the main factors affecting 
performance in the civil service include low wages and/or salaries and allowances for the 
civil servants. The advanced age officials may not want to spoil their careers and possibly 
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their pension entitlements through corruption as they approach their exit on early or normal 
retirement age of between 55 and 60 years and/or end of contract engagement. 
 
The involvement of middle to senior cadre officials in public service corruption could be 
attributed to their roles in especially financial and human resource decisions and 
responsibilities which predispose them to likely corruption situations. Those who are weak in 
integrity values and face economic challenges occasioned by low salaries and/or wages may 
be lured into corrupt practices. In most public institutions, the low cadre staffs are constantly 
supervised because they are not in positions of authority and decision making thus 
minimizing their chances of, for example, engaging in embezzlement of public funds. 
Therefore, taming corruption acts among the middle to senior cadre officials may require 
strengthened integrity, transparency and accountability systems (such as regular financial 
monitoring and wealth declarations) on this category of public officials. 
 
Overall, perpetrators of corruption in the public service are majorly male public officials who 
are of middle age and middle to senior cadre in terms of seniority in the public service. 
Therefore, efforts to address corruption in the public service need to focus more on male 
public officials who are middle aged, that is, 36-50 years old and occupying middle to senior 
cadre level positions in the public service, with a special focus on the senior cadre level 
officials. 
 
3.6 Root Causes and Reasons for Engaging in Corruption in the Public 
Service 
 
3.6.1 Root causes of corruption in the public service 
 

The major root cause of corruption in the public service was found to be greed (reported by 
54.4% and 38.9% of the 
members of the public 
and public officials). 
Other root causes of 
corruption reported by 
at least 1 out of 10 
members of the public 
and/or public officials 
were: low wages 
(reported by 39.0% and 
12.3% of the public 
officials and members 
of the public 
respectively); poverty 
(mentioned by 19.0% 
and 10.2% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); poor management 
(reported by 15.7% and 9.8% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); 
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and rationalization of corruption (reported by 14.0% of the public officials). As indicated in 
Table 3.50 below, the least reported causes of corruption included technological 
advancement and/or innovations, high population growth and fear of victimization.
 
Table 3.50: Root causes of corruption in the public service 
 

Root cause of corruption Frequency and Percentage 
Members of the public Public officials 

Greed 4,425(54.4%) 604(38.9%) 
Poverty 1,548(19.0%) 159(10.2%) 
Low wages 1,002(12.3%) 605(39.0%) 
Poor management 793(9.8%) 244(15.7%) 
Rationalization of corruption  594(7.3%) 217(14.0%) 
Unemployment 587(7.2%) 79(5.1%) 
Tribalism and/or nepotism 506(6.2%) 75(4.8%) 
Scarce resources and/or high cost of 
living 

374(4.6%) 87(5.6%) 

Ignorance 306(3.8%) 50(3.2%) 
Lack of laws 258(3.2%) 77(5.0%) 
Illiteracy 225(2.8%) 43(2.8%) 
Unequal resource distribution 149(1.8%) 35(2.3%) 
Bad politics 116(1.4%) 23(1.5%) 
Poor service delivery 104(1.3%) 29(1.9%) 
Discrimination 84(1.0%) 18(1.2%) 
Bureaucracy 77(0.9%) 38(2.4%) 
Lack of peace and harmony 49(0.6%) 7(0.5%) 
Retrogressive beliefs and practices 47(0.6%) 17(1.1%) 
Fear of victimization 35(0.4%) 7(0.5%) 
High population growth 11(0.1%) 1(0.1%) 
Technological advancement and/or 
innovations 

4(0.0%) 2(0.1%) 

 

Members of the public held varied views on the root causes of corruption in the public 
service in the respective counties. However, on the basis of the three highest percentages of 
the root causes of corruption in each of the 47 analyzed counties, 8 out of 21 root causes 
featured prominently. The ones that featured in at least a third of the counties were greed 
(prominent in 47 counties), poverty (prominent in 40 counties), low wages (prominent in 22 
counties) and poor management (prominent in 18 counties). 

Based on the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, greed had the 
highest reporting in Nyandarua (62.8%), Taita Taveta (54.5%), Nyeri (54.1%), Embu 
(53.7%) and Kitui (52.1%). The highest percentages for poverty as a root cause of corruption 
in the public service were recorded in Turkana (25.0%), Homa Bay (21.9%), Meru (21.9%), 
Siaya (21.1%), Lamu (20.5%) and Elgeyo Marakwet (20.2%) counties while those for low 
wages were recorded in Garissa (18.8%), Mandera (18.2%), Kwale (16.0%), Mombasa 
(15.1%), Kakamega (15.1%) and Bungoma (14.9%). The highest percentages for poor 
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management as a root cause of corruption in the public service were recorded in Narok 
(13.7%), Kiambu (12.2%), Kirinyaga (12.1%), Kitui (11.5%) and Kajiado (11.4%). These 
findings are highlighted in Table 3.51 below and in Annex 8.
 

Table 3.51: County analysis of major root causes of corruption in the public service as 
reported by members of the public 

 

County  

County analysis of root causes of corruption in the public service (in 
percentage) as reported by members of the public  
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Nyandarua 62.8 10.6 2.1 6.4 3.2 4.3 3.2 2.1 
Taita Taveta 54.5 13.6 6.8 9.1 0.0 0.0 6.8 6.8 
Nyeri 54.1 12.8 2.3 4.5 7.5 5.3 3.0 1.5 
Embu 53.7 13.1 4.9 2.0 3.3 5.3 5.3 0.4 
Kitui 52.1 6.3 11.5 11.5 2.0 2.3 3.2 2.3 
Marsabit 49.5 4.3 5.4 7.5 7.5 3.2 3.2 3.2 
Kisii 49.5 10.6 8.8 6.7 4.0 6.1 4.0 1.2 
Machakos 48.2 10.0 7.3 7.6 0.3 16.3 3.0 1.3 
Kericho 47.5 15.8 4.2 6.7 1.7 8.3 5.0 0.8 
Isiolo 47.5 20.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Kirinyaga 47.3 11.0 5.5 12.1 6.6 2.2 6.6 0.0 
Nyamira 47.3 14.5 5.8 5.8 2.4 5.8 7.2 2.4 
Migori 46.1 10.3 7.6 8.9 2.7 4.6 3.8 4.6 
Makueni 45.6 4.9 6.8 3.9 1.9 20.4 1.9 1.9 
Murang'a 44.7 5.5 4.6 10.0 2.7 16.0 1.4 1.4 
Kiambu 43.6 5.3 4.0 12.2 5.0 13.2 1.3 1.3 
Lamu 43.2 20.5 6.8 4.5 4.5 0.0 4.5 4.5 
Nairobi 42.9 14.4 10.7 8.0 4.5 2.6 6.1 2.3 
Trans Nzoia 42.7 11.3 6.6 4.0 7.9 3.0 5.0 4.0 
Kwale 42.0 16.0 16.0 7.4 2.5 4.9 0.0 3.7 
Narok 41.5 7.8 2.9 13.7 8.8 7.3 2.0 1.5 
Nakuru 41.1 16.1 6.0 5.8 2.6 4.8 5.8 2.4 
Nandi 40.8 15.4 8.5 1.5 4.6 6.2 6.9 5.4 
Bomet 40.3 12.5 7.6 6.9 2.1 5.6 3.5 0.7 
Laikipia 40.0 13.7 7.4 7.4 0.0 3.2 5.3 1.1 
Mombasa 39.8 13.8 15.1 7.7 3.4 4.5 1.6 5.0 
Wajir 38.9 18.1 6.9 0.0 5.6 0.0 20.8 0.0 
Homa Bay 36.1 21.9 5.9 8.3 5.9 2.4 8.3 1.2 
Kakamega 36.1 7.8 15.1 7.6 2.9 6.1 4.6 5.4 
Siaya 35.7 21.1 12.1 6.0 6.5 2.0 4.5 3.0 
Kilifi 35.5 12.7 7.2 9.0 4.8 0.6 6.6 5.4 
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management as a root cause of corruption in the public service were recorded in Narok 
(13.7%), Kiambu (12.2%), Kirinyaga (12.1%), Kitui (11.5%) and Kajiado (11.4%). These 
findings are highlighted in Table 3.51 below and in Annex 8.
 

Table 3.51: County analysis of major root causes of corruption in the public service as 
reported by members of the public 
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Nyandarua 62.8 10.6 2.1 6.4 3.2 4.3 3.2 2.1 
Taita Taveta 54.5 13.6 6.8 9.1 0.0 0.0 6.8 6.8 
Nyeri 54.1 12.8 2.3 4.5 7.5 5.3 3.0 1.5 
Embu 53.7 13.1 4.9 2.0 3.3 5.3 5.3 0.4 
Kitui 52.1 6.3 11.5 11.5 2.0 2.3 3.2 2.3 
Marsabit 49.5 4.3 5.4 7.5 7.5 3.2 3.2 3.2 
Kisii 49.5 10.6 8.8 6.7 4.0 6.1 4.0 1.2 
Machakos 48.2 10.0 7.3 7.6 0.3 16.3 3.0 1.3 
Kericho 47.5 15.8 4.2 6.7 1.7 8.3 5.0 0.8 
Isiolo 47.5 20.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Kirinyaga 47.3 11.0 5.5 12.1 6.6 2.2 6.6 0.0 
Nyamira 47.3 14.5 5.8 5.8 2.4 5.8 7.2 2.4 
Migori 46.1 10.3 7.6 8.9 2.7 4.6 3.8 4.6 
Makueni 45.6 4.9 6.8 3.9 1.9 20.4 1.9 1.9 
Murang'a 44.7 5.5 4.6 10.0 2.7 16.0 1.4 1.4 
Kiambu 43.6 5.3 4.0 12.2 5.0 13.2 1.3 1.3 
Lamu 43.2 20.5 6.8 4.5 4.5 0.0 4.5 4.5 
Nairobi 42.9 14.4 10.7 8.0 4.5 2.6 6.1 2.3 
Trans Nzoia 42.7 11.3 6.6 4.0 7.9 3.0 5.0 4.0 
Kwale 42.0 16.0 16.0 7.4 2.5 4.9 0.0 3.7 
Narok 41.5 7.8 2.9 13.7 8.8 7.3 2.0 1.5 
Nakuru 41.1 16.1 6.0 5.8 2.6 4.8 5.8 2.4 
Nandi 40.8 15.4 8.5 1.5 4.6 6.2 6.9 5.4 
Bomet 40.3 12.5 7.6 6.9 2.1 5.6 3.5 0.7 
Laikipia 40.0 13.7 7.4 7.4 0.0 3.2 5.3 1.1 
Mombasa 39.8 13.8 15.1 7.7 3.4 4.5 1.6 5.0 
Wajir 38.9 18.1 6.9 0.0 5.6 0.0 20.8 0.0 
Homa Bay 36.1 21.9 5.9 8.3 5.9 2.4 8.3 1.2 
Kakamega 36.1 7.8 15.1 7.6 2.9 6.1 4.6 5.4 
Siaya 35.7 21.1 12.1 6.0 6.5 2.0 4.5 3.0 
Kilifi 35.5 12.7 7.2 9.0 4.8 0.6 6.6 5.4 
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County  

County analysis of root causes of corruption in the public service (in 
percentage) as reported by members of the public  
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Baringo 35.0 19.3 8.6 6.6 3.6 2.5 6.1 2.5 
Uasin Gishu 34.7 16.5 11.6 5.8 6.6 5.0 5.8 7.4 
Kisumu 34.4 17.0 7.5 8.1 6.1 4.5 7.8 5.6 
Tana River 33.0 9.3 2.1 9.3 16.5 1.0 9.3 2.1 
Kajiado 32.7 14.3 6.9 11.4 11.4 5.3 1.6 3.7 
West Pokot 32.7 20.0 3.0 9.7 0.6 9.1 4.2 3.0 
Busia 32.5 12.1 13.9 3.8 7.2 3.1 5.2 7.0 
Vihiga 32.3 10.9 9.9 8.3 3.6 7.8 2.1 5.7 
Meru 32.3 21.9 7.6 2.5 1.8 6.2 8.5 3.9 
Elgeyo Marakwet 29.8 20.2 10.7 11.3 2.4 3.0 3.6 3.0 
Samburu 29.8 14.0 8.8 7.0 10.5 10.5 3.5 0.0 
Bungoma 27.0 15.9 14.9 6.3 5.2 3.4 5.6 6.5 
Mandera 26.6 7.0 18.2 4.9 9.1 3.5 12.6 1.4 
Tharaka Nithi 25.5 17.0 11.5 4.7 4.3 4.7 8.1 4.3 
Turkana 21.2 25.0 2.8 5.7 3.8 5.2 4.7 7.5 
Garissa 18.1 7.5 18.8 6.3 13.8 5.0 11.9 0.6 
Total number of counties where 
each of the 8 major root causes of 
corruption in the public service 
(based on the top three highest 
percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is prominent 

47 40 22 18 9 7 7 1 

         The root causes of corruption highlighted by sample respondents were confirmed by some 
key informants, with one of them observing that: 
 

“Causes of corruption……thinking, in fact due to high cost of living, 
some people are looking for ways of meeting their needs, to get funds 
quickly……again greed, people just not satisfied with what they 
have” (KI 7). 

Another key informant was quoted said as follows: 
 

Bad culture in Kenya – exams cheating no good values, poor 
salaries and remuneration, unequal – people are being paid 
unequally. SRC should harmonize the salaries, people don’t fear – 
they want to make money quickly, lack of transparency and honesty, 
poverty” (KI 3). 
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County analysis of root causes of corruption in the public service (in 
percentage) as reported by members of the public  
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Baringo 35.0 19.3 8.6 6.6 3.6 2.5 6.1 2.5 
Uasin Gishu 34.7 16.5 11.6 5.8 6.6 5.0 5.8 7.4 
Kisumu 34.4 17.0 7.5 8.1 6.1 4.5 7.8 5.6 
Tana River 33.0 9.3 2.1 9.3 16.5 1.0 9.3 2.1 
Kajiado 32.7 14.3 6.9 11.4 11.4 5.3 1.6 3.7 
West Pokot 32.7 20.0 3.0 9.7 0.6 9.1 4.2 3.0 
Busia 32.5 12.1 13.9 3.8 7.2 3.1 5.2 7.0 
Vihiga 32.3 10.9 9.9 8.3 3.6 7.8 2.1 5.7 
Meru 32.3 21.9 7.6 2.5 1.8 6.2 8.5 3.9 
Elgeyo Marakwet 29.8 20.2 10.7 11.3 2.4 3.0 3.6 3.0 
Samburu 29.8 14.0 8.8 7.0 10.5 10.5 3.5 0.0 
Bungoma 27.0 15.9 14.9 6.3 5.2 3.4 5.6 6.5 
Mandera 26.6 7.0 18.2 4.9 9.1 3.5 12.6 1.4 
Tharaka Nithi 25.5 17.0 11.5 4.7 4.3 4.7 8.1 4.3 
Turkana 21.2 25.0 2.8 5.7 3.8 5.2 4.7 7.5 
Garissa 18.1 7.5 18.8 6.3 13.8 5.0 11.9 0.6 
Total number of counties where 
each of the 8 major root causes of 
corruption in the public service 
(based on the top three highest 
percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is prominent 

47 40 22 18 9 7 7 1 

         The root causes of corruption highlighted by sample respondents were confirmed by some 
key informants, with one of them observing that: 
 

“Causes of corruption……thinking, in fact due to high cost of living, 
some people are looking for ways of meeting their needs, to get funds 
quickly……again greed, people just not satisfied with what they 
have” (KI 7). 

Another key informant was quoted said as follows: 
 

Bad culture in Kenya – exams cheating no good values, poor 
salaries and remuneration, unequal – people are being paid 
unequally. SRC should harmonize the salaries, people don’t fear – 
they want to make money quickly, lack of transparency and honesty, 
poverty” (KI 3). 
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Greed is a societal moral decadence issue (Akech, 2011). So when the opportunity to 
exercise one’s discretion, financial and other authority and/or powers presents itself to a 
morally weak public official who has needs to meet with meager resources, stares at family 
poverty due to the limited resources (Manda, 2001) and/or has the allures of getting rich 
faster, the temptation to engage in corrupt practices becomes stronger and real. The 
implication of this finding is that relevant agencies need to prioritize the use of anti-
corruption socio-cultural messaging approaches that sensitize and create awareness on 
different aspects of corruption, leadership and integrity and inculcate (for example through 
religious and learning institutions) a culture of legitimate hard work, upholding and 
practicing moral principles (such as kindness, honesty and tolerance and respect for others), 
patriotism and social justice (such as access, equity, citizens’ rights and participation in 
public services and/or opportunities). 
 
Some scholars negate the popular notion that corruption is a cultural, and specifically, a 
moral problem. Rather, they argue that corruption in the Kenyan Government is largely an 
institutional problem, rather than a cultural issue, attributable to the predominance of 
arbitrary power, especially in statutory order that grants executive, legislative, and judicial 
actors broad powers without establishing effective procedural mechanisms to circumscribe 
their exercise (Akech, 2011). CIPE (2011) asserts that corruption is majorly attributed to 
institutional failures. The Routine Activity Approach to social change and crime rates 
advanced by Cohen and Felson (1979) also asserts that most criminal acts happen because of, 
among others, the absence of capable guardians (such as an effective government crime 
control machinery) against crime. Therefore, these assertions relate to the study finding that 
poor management is one of the major root causes of corruption in the public service. 
 

3.6.2 Reasons for engaging in corrupt practices in the public service 
 
3.6.2.1 Reasons why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt practices 
The reasons (in order of prominence) that were identified by at least 1 out of 10 members of 
the public and/or public officials on why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt 
practices were: urgency of needed service (mentioned by 42.7% and 29.7% of the members 
of the public and public officials respectively); greed (reported by 27.1% and 14.0% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively); culture of impunity (reported by 
15.1% of the public officials); limited alternatives for improved livelihood (reported by 
12.6% of the members of the public); and quest for financial freedom (reported by 9.8% of 
the public officials). The least reported reasons included lack of openness/transparency, 
endowment with resources which enable one to compromise public officials and being 
denied opportunity/voice to raise concerns. These findings are presented in Table 3.52 below. 
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Table 3.52: Reasons why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt practices 
 
Reasons why some recipients of public services 

engage in corrupt practices 

Frequency and Percentage 

Members of the 

public 

Public 

officials 

Urgency of needed service 3,418(42.7%) 450(29.7%) 

Greed 1,121(14.0%) 410(27.1%) 

Limited alternatives for improved livelihood 1,011(12.6%) 78(5.2%) 

Quest for financial freedom 570(7.1%) 148(9.8%) 

Culture of impunity 511(6.4%) 228(15.1%) 

Poverty 479(6.0%) 85(5.6%) 

Lack of information 463(5.8%) 95(6.3%) 

Search for employment 404(5.0%) 33(2.2%) 

Fear of victimization 168(2.1%) 11(0.7%) 

Lack of fairness in service delivery 133(1.7%) 28(1.8%) 

Lack of accountability in service delivery 111(1.4%) 46(3.0%) 

Due to coercion from other corrupt officials 109(1.4%) 17(1.1%) 

Bureaucracy/long process involved in accessing      

services 

1                   97(2.5%) 86(5.7%) 

For being denied opportunity/voice to raise concerns 84(1.0%) 12(0.8%) 

To influence service delivery to their advantage 3                   65(4.6%) 78(5.2%) 

Lack of openness/transparency 57(0.7%) 14(0.9%) 

Lack of enforcement of anti-corruption laws 56(0.7%) 35(2.3%) 

Peer pressure 47(0.6%) 19(1.3%) 

Endownment with resources which enable one to 

compromise public officials 

43(0.5%) 15(1.0%) 

High cost of living and/or inflation 3(0.0%) 82(5.4%) 
 
County-specific analysis of responses from members of the public on the basis of the three 
highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties showed that 13 out of 20 reasons 
why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt practices featured prominently. The 
ones that featured in at least a third of the counties were urgency of needed service 
(prominent in all the 47 counties), greed (prominent in 32 counties) and limited alternatives 
for improved livelihood (prominent in 24 counties). 
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On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, urgency of 
needed service as a reason why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt practices 
had the highest reporting in Murang'a (52.5%), Tras Nzoia (51.6%), Bomet (50.7%), Garissa 
(45.5%) and Taita-Taveta (45.5%) counties. The highest percentages for greed as a reason 
were recorded in Wajir (38.2%), Nyandarua (28.8%), Nyeri (24.3%), Uasin Gishu (23.0%) 
and Kilifi (22.8%) counties while limited alternatives for improved livelihood as a reason 
was highest in Machakos (30.7%), Isiolo (20.7%), Migori (19.2%), Makueni (18.7%) and 
Siaya (18.1%) counties. These findings are highlighted in Table 3.53 below and in Annex 9. 
 
Table 3.53: County analysis of major reasons why some recipients of public services 

engage in corrupt practices as reported by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of reasons why some recipients of public services engage in 
corrupt practices as reported by members of the public 
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Murang'a 52.5 6.4 9.1 5.0 1.8 3.2 3.7 2.3 6.8 2.3 0.0 0.5 0.5 
Tras Nzoia 51.6 13.0 5.3 6.9 2.4 4.9 0.4 3.7 3.3 2.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 
Bomet 50.7 7.1 3.6 5.7 3.6 7.9 2.9 12.9 2.9 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 45.5 8.9 2.0 8.9 0.0 12.9 5.0 6.9 3.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 
Taita-Taveta 45.5 3.0 12.1 12.1 9.1 9.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 45.4 7.1 6.6 9.2 2.6 3.6 5.1 3.1 8.2 1.5 1.5 2.0 0.5 
Mombasa 45.2 10.2 8.5 7.6 2.6 4.1 0.9 3.8 4.1 1.7 2.0 1.7 0.9 
Kwale 45.0 3.8 11.3 10.0 1.3 1.3 0.0 7.5 5.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Makueni 44.9 8.4 18.7 3.7 0.9 1.9 0.0 8.4 1.9 5.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 
Tana River 44.6 9.5 0.0 5.4 12.2 1.4 14.9 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 
Mandera 44.0 2.2 12.1 0.0 2.2 11.0 8.8 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 43.4 10.7 8.7 11.0 1.9 8.4 2.3 3.9 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.6 1.0 
Nairobi 43.4 9.8 10.9 2.6 3.3 3.6 1.9 5.7 5.4 1.3 1.5 2.8 1.9 
Kajiado 43.3 5.2 14.3 8.7 2.2 3.0 2.2 5.6 5.2 0.9 3.0 2.2 0.4 
Tharaka-Nithi 42.8 10.7 15.1 10.1 0.0 3.8 8.2 3.1 0.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.6 
Kakamega 41.6 3.7 10.2 6.5 1.9 8.4 3.1 8.1 2.5 0.6 2.2 0.6 0.6 
Nandi 40.9 17.3 3.6 4.5 3.6 0.0 6.4 6.4 3.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 
Kiambu 40.7 17.0 11.7 5.3 0.7 4.3 2.3 7.7 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.3 1.3 
Meru 40.1 11.1 13.2 9.5 1.6 4.1 6.6 3.6 3.6 1.4 0.7 0.9 0.2 
Kirinyaga 39.7 16.7 0.0 10.3 3.8 6.4 1.3 7.7 3.8 3.8 1.3 0.0 1.3 
Homa Bay 39.6 15.7 5.2 1.5 9.7 3.0 1.5 8.2 2.2 3.7 3.0 0.7 2.2 
Nyamira 38.5 5.6 17.4 3.7 6.2 1.9 13.7 3.7 3.1 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.0 
Lamu 38.2 5.9 2.9 0.0 8.8 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 8.8 
Embu 37.7 18.4 1.0 3.9 4.8 6.3 5.8 3.9 2.4 9.7 0.5 0.5 1.9 
Kericho 37.6 10.3 4.3 6.0 4.3 5.1 9.4 5.1 8.5 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 33.9 3.5 30.7 6.7 0.6 2.6 0.3 5.8 5.4 0.6 1.9 1.6 0.3 
Vihiga 33.3 6.4 16.4 7.0 0.6 8.8 4.1 4.1 4.7 0.6 1.8 2.3 2.3 
Migori 32.5 9.4 19.2 2.3 5.5 1.9 7.5 3.6 6.8 0.6 2.6 1.6 0.6 
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On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, urgency of 
needed service as a reason why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt practices 
had the highest reporting in Murang'a (52.5%), Tras Nzoia (51.6%), Bomet (50.7%), Garissa 
(45.5%) and Taita-Taveta (45.5%) counties. The highest percentages for greed as a reason 
were recorded in Wajir (38.2%), Nyandarua (28.8%), Nyeri (24.3%), Uasin Gishu (23.0%) 
and Kilifi (22.8%) counties while limited alternatives for improved livelihood as a reason 
was highest in Machakos (30.7%), Isiolo (20.7%), Migori (19.2%), Makueni (18.7%) and 
Siaya (18.1%) counties. These findings are highlighted in Table 3.53 below and in Annex 9. 
 
Table 3.53: County analysis of major reasons why some recipients of public services 

engage in corrupt practices as reported by members of the public 
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Murang'a 52.5 6.4 9.1 5.0 1.8 3.2 3.7 2.3 6.8 2.3 0.0 0.5 0.5 
Tras Nzoia 51.6 13.0 5.3 6.9 2.4 4.9 0.4 3.7 3.3 2.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 
Bomet 50.7 7.1 3.6 5.7 3.6 7.9 2.9 12.9 2.9 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 45.5 8.9 2.0 8.9 0.0 12.9 5.0 6.9 3.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 
Taita-Taveta 45.5 3.0 12.1 12.1 9.1 9.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 45.4 7.1 6.6 9.2 2.6 3.6 5.1 3.1 8.2 1.5 1.5 2.0 0.5 
Mombasa 45.2 10.2 8.5 7.6 2.6 4.1 0.9 3.8 4.1 1.7 2.0 1.7 0.9 
Kwale 45.0 3.8 11.3 10.0 1.3 1.3 0.0 7.5 5.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Makueni 44.9 8.4 18.7 3.7 0.9 1.9 0.0 8.4 1.9 5.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 
Tana River 44.6 9.5 0.0 5.4 12.2 1.4 14.9 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 
Mandera 44.0 2.2 12.1 0.0 2.2 11.0 8.8 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 43.4 10.7 8.7 11.0 1.9 8.4 2.3 3.9 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.6 1.0 
Nairobi 43.4 9.8 10.9 2.6 3.3 3.6 1.9 5.7 5.4 1.3 1.5 2.8 1.9 
Kajiado 43.3 5.2 14.3 8.7 2.2 3.0 2.2 5.6 5.2 0.9 3.0 2.2 0.4 
Tharaka-Nithi 42.8 10.7 15.1 10.1 0.0 3.8 8.2 3.1 0.6 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.6 
Kakamega 41.6 3.7 10.2 6.5 1.9 8.4 3.1 8.1 2.5 0.6 2.2 0.6 0.6 
Nandi 40.9 17.3 3.6 4.5 3.6 0.0 6.4 6.4 3.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 
Kiambu 40.7 17.0 11.7 5.3 0.7 4.3 2.3 7.7 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.3 1.3 
Meru 40.1 11.1 13.2 9.5 1.6 4.1 6.6 3.6 3.6 1.4 0.7 0.9 0.2 
Kirinyaga 39.7 16.7 0.0 10.3 3.8 6.4 1.3 7.7 3.8 3.8 1.3 0.0 1.3 
Homa Bay 39.6 15.7 5.2 1.5 9.7 3.0 1.5 8.2 2.2 3.7 3.0 0.7 2.2 
Nyamira 38.5 5.6 17.4 3.7 6.2 1.9 13.7 3.7 3.1 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.0 
Lamu 38.2 5.9 2.9 0.0 8.8 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 8.8 
Embu 37.7 18.4 1.0 3.9 4.8 6.3 5.8 3.9 2.4 9.7 0.5 0.5 1.9 
Kericho 37.6 10.3 4.3 6.0 4.3 5.1 9.4 5.1 8.5 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 33.9 3.5 30.7 6.7 0.6 2.6 0.3 5.8 5.4 0.6 1.9 1.6 0.3 
Vihiga 33.3 6.4 16.4 7.0 0.6 8.8 4.1 4.1 4.7 0.6 1.8 2.3 2.3 
Migori 32.5 9.4 19.2 2.3 5.5 1.9 7.5 3.6 6.8 0.6 2.6 1.6 0.6 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of reasons why some recipients of public services engage in 
corrupt practices as reported by members of the public 
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West Pokot 31.6 11.0 5.1 2.2 5.1 11.8 1.5 11.0 5.1 3.7 3.7 2.2 2.2 
Wajir 30.9 38.2 0.0 1.8 7.3 9.1 9.1 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 29.8 17.0 2.1 6.4 10.6 4.3 10.6 4.3 0.0 4.3 4.3 2.1 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 29.6 10.4 0.7 7.4 8.9 6.7 3.0 4.4 11.1 2.2 5.9 2.2 0.0 
Bungoma 29.4 21.4 4.5 4.8 9.1 6.7 4.3 8.0 3.2 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.3 
Siaya 28.8 17.5 18.1 5.6 5.6 5.0 0.0 1.9 4.4 1.9 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 28.4 19.8 7.4 13.6 4.9 2.5 6.2 3.7 7.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 2.5 
Nakuru 28.1 14.8 15.6 4.3 13.2 3.9 7.0 4.6 2.9 0.1 1.0 0.6 0.6 
Nyeri 28.0 24.3 3.7 4.7 0.9 7.5 1.9 0.0 2.8 4.7 1.9 9.3 8.4 
Baringo 27.6 14.5 15.9 6.2 13.1 2.8 6.9 6.2 1.4 0.7 2.1 0.7 0.7 
Nyandarua 27.5 28.8 3.8 10.0 1.3 3.8 5.0 2.5 2.5 8.8 0.0 5.0 1.3 
Busia 27.0 14.5 7.1 7.4 8.6 8.0 4.5 6.2 1.8 1.5 2.4 1.2 0.6 
Kilifi 26.8 22.8 9.4 5.5 6.3 6.3 5.5 0.8 4.7 3.9 1.6 0.8 0.8 
Kisumu 26.2 15.2 12.8 7.9 5.5 5.5 2.8 9.7 1.4 2.1 0.3 0.3 1.0 
Kisii 25.3 7.7 11.4 12.1 9.9 1.8 9.2 5.9 9.5 1.8 1.5 1.1 0.0 
Laikipia 22.8 11.4 10.1 3.8 16.5 3.8 6.3 5.1 11.4 3.8 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 21.6 23.0 4.1 6.8 4.1 1.4 4.1 6.8 4.1 1.4 2.7 1.4 0.0 
Isiolo 17.2 3.4 20.7 0.0 13.8 6.9 10.3 3.4 0.0 0.0 6.9 6.9 0.0 
Turkana 17.0 17.0 12.7 4.8 10.9 10.9 4.8 10.3 0.6 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where 
each of the 13 
major reasons why 
some recipients of 
public services 
engage in corrupt 
practices (based on 
the top three 
highest 
percentages in 
each of the 47 
analyzed counties) 
is prominent 

47 32 24 13 10 9 6 5 4 1 1 1 1 

 

The findings of sample respondents were corroborated with what key informants reported 
with regard to why recipients of services engage in corruption. One such key informant said: 

“Members of the general public are not aware of their rights with 
regard to getting free services. There is bad precedence and habit in 
that it is just common for everyone to be corrupt” (KI 3). 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of reasons why some recipients of public services engage in 
corrupt practices as reported by members of the public 
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West Pokot 31.6 11.0 5.1 2.2 5.1 11.8 1.5 11.0 5.1 3.7 3.7 2.2 2.2 
Wajir 30.9 38.2 0.0 1.8 7.3 9.1 9.1 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 29.8 17.0 2.1 6.4 10.6 4.3 10.6 4.3 0.0 4.3 4.3 2.1 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 29.6 10.4 0.7 7.4 8.9 6.7 3.0 4.4 11.1 2.2 5.9 2.2 0.0 
Bungoma 29.4 21.4 4.5 4.8 9.1 6.7 4.3 8.0 3.2 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.3 
Siaya 28.8 17.5 18.1 5.6 5.6 5.0 0.0 1.9 4.4 1.9 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 28.4 19.8 7.4 13.6 4.9 2.5 6.2 3.7 7.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 2.5 
Nakuru 28.1 14.8 15.6 4.3 13.2 3.9 7.0 4.6 2.9 0.1 1.0 0.6 0.6 
Nyeri 28.0 24.3 3.7 4.7 0.9 7.5 1.9 0.0 2.8 4.7 1.9 9.3 8.4 
Baringo 27.6 14.5 15.9 6.2 13.1 2.8 6.9 6.2 1.4 0.7 2.1 0.7 0.7 
Nyandarua 27.5 28.8 3.8 10.0 1.3 3.8 5.0 2.5 2.5 8.8 0.0 5.0 1.3 
Busia 27.0 14.5 7.1 7.4 8.6 8.0 4.5 6.2 1.8 1.5 2.4 1.2 0.6 
Kilifi 26.8 22.8 9.4 5.5 6.3 6.3 5.5 0.8 4.7 3.9 1.6 0.8 0.8 
Kisumu 26.2 15.2 12.8 7.9 5.5 5.5 2.8 9.7 1.4 2.1 0.3 0.3 1.0 
Kisii 25.3 7.7 11.4 12.1 9.9 1.8 9.2 5.9 9.5 1.8 1.5 1.1 0.0 
Laikipia 22.8 11.4 10.1 3.8 16.5 3.8 6.3 5.1 11.4 3.8 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 21.6 23.0 4.1 6.8 4.1 1.4 4.1 6.8 4.1 1.4 2.7 1.4 0.0 
Isiolo 17.2 3.4 20.7 0.0 13.8 6.9 10.3 3.4 0.0 0.0 6.9 6.9 0.0 
Turkana 17.0 17.0 12.7 4.8 10.9 10.9 4.8 10.3 0.6 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where 
each of the 13 
major reasons why 
some recipients of 
public services 
engage in corrupt 
practices (based on 
the top three 
highest 
percentages in 
each of the 47 
analyzed counties) 
is prominent 

47 32 24 13 10 9 6 5 4 1 1 1 1 

 

The findings of sample respondents were corroborated with what key informants reported 
with regard to why recipients of services engage in corruption. One such key informant said: 

“Members of the general public are not aware of their rights with 
regard to getting free services. There is bad precedence and habit in 
that it is just common for everyone to be corrupt” (KI 3). 
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Another key informant observed that: 
 

“Poverty, greedy, selfishness are important factors in corruption. 
Also members of public have developed a habit that if they do not 
pay something, they won’t be served” (KI 10). 

Digitalization of services and especially online public service provision and establishment of 
Huduma Centres in most areas of the country are some of the key measures poised to address 
the issue of urgency of services and significantly address corruption in the public service. 
The concept of e-government has been applied and found to contribute to corruption 
prevention in countries such as South Korea, Burkina Faso, Estonia, Chile, Guatemala and 
Singapore (Basel Institute on Governance, 2017). In Kenya, the Public Service Commission 
(PSC) has recommended that public institutions automate their business processes for ease of 
access and use by citizens. In addressing underperformance with regard to the values and 
principles of good governance, transparency and accountability, the Commission 
recommended that the Government fast tracks the documentation and automation of business 
processes and their migration to e-platforms, an area that had performed poorly at 14.7 
percent (PSC, 2016b). 
 
 
3.6.2.2 Reasons why some providers of public services engage in corrupt practices 
Majority of the members of the public (67.3%) and public officials (54.1%) reported that 
greed was the main reason why some providers of public services engaged in corrupt 
practices in the public service. The other reasons mentioned by at least 1 out of 10 members 
of the public and/or public officials were: low wages (reported by 27.2% and 15.1% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively); poor governance systems in the 
country (mentioned by 10.5% of the public officials); and lack of respect for public offices 
and other Kenyans (mentioned by 10.0% of the public officials). As indicated in Table 3.54 
below, least reported reasons included: taking advantage of unemployment in the country; 
discrimination by others; and being enticed with bribes.
 
Table 3.54: Reasons why some providers of public services engage in corrupt practices 
 
Reasons why some providers of public 
services engage in corrupt practices 

Members of the public Public officials 

Greed 5290(67.3%) 803(54.1%) 
Low wages 1187(15.1%) 403(27.2%) 
Lack of respect for public offices and 
other Kenyans 

576(7.3%) 148(10.0%) 

Emulating their corrupt leaders and/or 
persons with positions of authority 

298(3.8%) 69(4.6%) 

Poor governance systems in the country 270(3.4%) 156(10.5%) 
Taking advantage of service seeker’s 
illiteracy/lack of knowledge 

270(3.4%) 58(3.9%) 
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Reasons why some providers of public 
services engage in corrupt practices 

Members of the public Public officials 

Impunity 256(3.3%) 94(6.3%) 
Abuse of public office by others 255(3.2%) 27(1.8%) 
High cost of living and/or inflation 236(3.0%) 99(6.7%) 
The desire to favour their 
families/relatives/tribesmen 

159(2.0%) 37(2.5%) 

To evade justice 83(1.1%) 16(1.1%) 
Being enticed with bribes 73(0.9%) 14(0.9%) 
Discrimination by others 54(0.7%) 13(0.9%) 
Taking advantage of unemployment in the 
country 

46(0.6%) 10(0.7%) 

 
A similar trend, as seen at the national level, with regard to the main reason why some 
providers of public services engage in corrupt practices, was replicated at the county level, 
however, with variations from one county to the other. County-specific analysis of responses 
from members of the public on the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties showed that 11 out of 14 reasons why some providers of public services 
engage in corrupt practices featured prominently. The ones that featured in at least a third of 
the counties were greed (prominent in all the 47 counties), low wages (prominent in 44 
counties) and lack of respect for public offices and other Kenyans (prominent in 25 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, greed as a 
reason for engaging in corrupt practices by providers of public services came out strongly, 
especially in Wajir (79.5%); Nyandarua (79.5%); West Pokot (70.0%); Uasin Gishu (70.0%); 
Turkana (68.9%), Murang’a (68.3%) and Machakos (68.2%) counties. Low wages came out 
strongly in Taita Taveta (33.3%), Mandera (29.0%), Kwale (26.3%), Mombasa (23.2%) and 
Laikipia (20.0%) counties while lack of respect for public offices and other Kenyans came 
out strongly in Lamu (12.1%), Kakamega (10.1%), Kericho (9.7%), West Pokot (9.3%) and 
Narok (9.2%) counties. Details about other counties are presented in Table 3.55 below. 
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Table 3.55: County analysis of reasons why some providers of public services engage in 
corrupt practices as reported by members of the public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of reasons  why some providers of public services engage in corrupt 
practices as reported by members of the public 
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Wajir 79.5 11.4 2.3 4.5 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 79.5 4.1 0.0 8.2 1.4 4.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 70.0 2.1 9.3 1.4 2.1 3.6 1.4 2.9 1.4 2.1 0.0 0.7 0.0 2.9 
Uasin Gishu 70.0 1.4 8.6 4.3 1.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 
Turkana 68.9 6.8 4.3 5.6 3.1 2.5 0.6 1.9 3.7 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 
Murang'a 68.3 4.5 7.9 2.0 1.0 4.0 1.5 4.5 3.0 1.0 0.0 1.5 1.0 0.0 
Machakos 68.2 8.4 6.3 1.0 0.7 1.4 3.1 5.9 2.1 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.4 
Kisii 67.8 10.0 6.5 2.7 0.0 1.1 0.8 3.4 2.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 
Garissa 67.4 13.7 8.4 2.1 0.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 
Kirinyaga 66.7 10.1 5.8 0.0 2.9 4.3 4.3 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 1.4 
Kajiado 66.4 8.0 6.7 2.1 0.8 3.4 3.4 1.3 1.7 3.4 0.8 0.4 1.7 0.0 
Meru 65.3 11.2 4.8 2.1 4.8 3.3 1.7 2.4 1.9 0.2 1.0 0.2 0.7 0.5 
Homa Bay 64.7 18.8 3.0 1.5 3.8 0.8 1.5 1.5 0.8 2.3 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 63.3 11.8 6.5 4.7 1.8 4.7 2.4 1.8 1.2 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Embu 63.2 11.5 6.7 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.0 2.9 2.9 0.5 0.0 0.5 4.3 1.0 
Nyeri 62.7 3.9 5.9 6.9 1.0 11.8 0.0 2.9 2.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 
Baringo 62.3 15.2 5.1 2.2 3.6 2.2 2.2 2.2 1.4 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.7 
Makueni 62.1 13.6 2.9 4.9 0.0 1.9 2.9 0.0 7.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.0 
Nakuru 61.9 11.9 8.7 2.0 1.1 2.4 2.3 3.3 3.8 1.4 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.2 
Kiambu 61.5 6.6 6.2 4.3 0.8 3.9 3.5 3.1 5.8 2.3 0.0 1.6 0.4 0.0 
Marsabit 60.9 10.3 8.0 0.0 1.1 2.3 4.6 6.9 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 1.1 
Trans Nzoia 60.7 15.0 5.7 2.4 2.8 2.8 2.8 1.6 0.8 2.8 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.8 
Kericho 59.2 11.7 9.7 3.9 1.0 2.9 4.9 2.9 2.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 59.2 14.3 5.2 2.5 3.3 1.8 1.7 5.4 3.7 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.2 
Narok 59.0 8.2 9.2 6.7 0.5 0.5 4.1 2.1 3.1 1.0 2.1 1.5 1.5 0.5 
Siaya 58.9 13.9 6.3 0.0 7.6 1.3 3.2 2.5 1.3 1.9 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.6 
Nyamira 58.3 10.3 6.4 0.6 0.6 3.8 7.7 4.5 1.3 4.5 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.6 
Bomet 58.1 14.0 4.4 5.9 0.0 4.4 6.6 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.7 0.0 
Isiolo 58.1 12.9 3.2 0.0 3.2 3.2 12.9 3.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 58.1 10.8 1.4 1.4 4.1 0.0 6.8 2.7 1.4 9.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 0.0 
Mandera 57.0 29.0 1.1 4.3 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 3.2 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 
Nandi 56.9 15.7 3.9 3.9 4.9 3.9 2.9 1.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 
Migori 55.9 12.1 6.6 1.0 1.4 2.4 4.5 6.2 3.1 2.8 0.7 1.0 2.1 0.3 
Elgeyo Marakwet 55.4 11.6 6.3 0.0 7.1 8.9 0.0 2.7 5.4 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 55.4 16.3 5.8 8.3 0.3 0.3 0.6 4.2 4.8 2.9 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 
Kilifi 54.4 18.4 6.4 3.2 0.8 2.4 7.2 1.6 4.0 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 53.8 20.0 4.6 0.0 6.2 6.2 3.1 0.0 3.1 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 
Kisumu 53.7 16.8 7.4 1.0 6.7 1.7 4.7 2.3 2.7 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.0 1.0 
Taita Taveta 51.5 33.3 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
Samburu 51.4 14.3 2.9 5.7 5.7 2.9 0.0 5.7 0.0 5.7 2.9 0.0 2.9 0.0 



121

121 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of reasons  why some providers of public services engage in corrupt 
practices as reported by members of the public 
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Mombasa 49.4 23.2 4.1 1.5 5.0 3.8 5.0 1.5 3.2 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.3 
Kwale 48.8 26.3 2.5 1.3 3.8 2.5 5.0 2.5 1.3 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Bungoma 45.8 17.7 7.2 2.9 4.3 4.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 4.6 1.2 0.6 0.9 1.2 
Lamu 45.5 15.2 12.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 9.1 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
Busia 45.4 18.6 9.1 2.4 5.0 3.8 1.8 4.1 2.4 3.8 0.9 0.3 0.6 1.8 
Vihiga 40.4 12.4 8.1 5.0 5.0 8.7 7.5 3.7 1.9 1.2 1.2 3.7 1.2 0.0 
Kakamega 32.9 13.7 10.1 4.9 2.0 7.2 7.2 8.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 9.4 1.3 0.3 
Total number of 
counties where 
each of the 11 
leading reasons 
why some 
providers of public 
services engage in 
corrupt practices 
(based on the top 
three highest 
percentages in each 
of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is 
prominent 

47 44 25 8 8 7 7 4 3 3 1    

 

Greed was also highlighted by some key informants as one of the major reasons why some 
providers of public services engaged in corrupt practices. One of the key informants observed 
that:   

“Individualism is a problem – the leaders want everything and a 
whole lot. Selfishness among our leaders -especially those at the top 
are the ones leading in corruption” (KI 8). 

Other key informants observed the following with regard to reasons why some providers of 
public services engage in corrupt practices: 

“It could be lack of motivation in terms of salary and remuneration 
so that is why they engage in corruption” (KI 10). 

“They engage in corruption because of much greed and selfishness 
to get more and become rich” (KI 5).

The above findings further emphasize the need for relevant agencies to address the issue of 
greed (through messages promoting patriotism) and low wages (through improved terms of 
service).  
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County analysis (in percentage) of reasons  why some providers of public services engage in corrupt 
practices as reported by members of the public 
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Mombasa 49.4 23.2 4.1 1.5 5.0 3.8 5.0 1.5 3.2 0.9 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.3 
Kwale 48.8 26.3 2.5 1.3 3.8 2.5 5.0 2.5 1.3 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Bungoma 45.8 17.7 7.2 2.9 4.3 4.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 4.6 1.2 0.6 0.9 1.2 
Lamu 45.5 15.2 12.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 9.1 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 
Busia 45.4 18.6 9.1 2.4 5.0 3.8 1.8 4.1 2.4 3.8 0.9 0.3 0.6 1.8 
Vihiga 40.4 12.4 8.1 5.0 5.0 8.7 7.5 3.7 1.9 1.2 1.2 3.7 1.2 0.0 
Kakamega 32.9 13.7 10.1 4.9 2.0 7.2 7.2 8.1 2.9 0.0 0.0 9.4 1.3 0.3 
Total number of 
counties where 
each of the 11 
leading reasons 
why some 
providers of public 
services engage in 
corrupt practices 
(based on the top 
three highest 
percentages in each 
of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is 
prominent 

47 44 25 8 8 7 7 4 3 3 1    

 

Greed was also highlighted by some key informants as one of the major reasons why some 
providers of public services engaged in corrupt practices. One of the key informants observed 
that:   

“Individualism is a problem – the leaders want everything and a 
whole lot. Selfishness among our leaders -especially those at the top 
are the ones leading in corruption” (KI 8). 

Other key informants observed the following with regard to reasons why some providers of 
public services engage in corrupt practices: 

“It could be lack of motivation in terms of salary and remuneration 
so that is why they engage in corruption” (KI 10). 

“They engage in corruption because of much greed and selfishness 
to get more and become rich” (KI 5).

The above findings further emphasize the need for relevant agencies to address the issue of 
greed (through messages promoting patriotism) and low wages (through improved terms of 
service).  
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3.7 Consequences of Corruption in the Public Service 
A number of major consequences of corruption in the public service were pointed out by the 
respondents. For instance, the main consequences (in order of prominence) listed by at least 1 
out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: delayed and/or poor services 
(mentioned by 39.6% and 18.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); underdevelopment (reported by 36.4% and 36.2% of the members of the public 
and public officials respectively); increased levels of poverty (reported by 29.1% of the 
members of the public and 12.1% of the public officials); loss of jobs (reported by 12.0% of 
the members of the public and 11.9% of the public officials); social inequality (mentioned by 
11.3% and 10.7% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); and loss of 
public resources (according to 10.8% of the public officials). These findings are captured in 
Table 3.56 below.  
 
Table 3.56: Consequences of corruption in the public service 
 
Consequences of corruption in the public 
service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Underdevelopment 2943(36.4%) 559(36.2%) 
Increased levels of poverty 2349(29.1%) 187(12.1%) 
Delayed and/or poor services 1471(18.2%) 611(39.6%) 
Loss of jobs 968(12.0%) 184(11.9%) 
Social inequality 865(10.7%) 175(11.3%) 
Insecurity 522(6.5%) 89(5.8%) 
High cost of living 514(6.4%) 75(4.9%) 
Disunity and/or hatred 495(6.1%) 40(2.6%) 
Injustice 455(5.6%) 109(7.1%) 
Loss of life 358(4.4%) 28(1.8%) 
Loss of public resources 297(3.7%) 166(10.8%) 
Lack of trust in the public office 225(2.8%) 108(7.0%) 
High levels of illiteracy 195(2.4%) 13(4.8%) 
Tainted reputation 99(1.2%) 87(5.6%) 
Political instability 97(1.2%) 16(1.0%) 
Unwarranted charging of services  96(1.2%) 30(1.9%) 
Tribalism 95(1.2%) 15(1.0%) 
Loss of business  94(1.2%) 17(1.1%) 
Increased rate of crime (including corruption 
itself) 

91(1.1%) 18(1.2%) 

Increased levels of immorality and diseases (such 
as high HIV prevalence) 

82(1.0%) 39(2.5%) 

Reduced citizen participation in development 
initiatives 

67(4.8%) 56(3.6%) 

Increase in road accidents 60(4.7%) 7(4.5%) 
Misuse of public office 58(4.7%) 30(1.9%) 
Industrial actions, strikes, demonstrations and 
protests 

51(4.6%) 8(4.5%) 

Low wages 23(0.3%) 13(4.8%) 
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County-specific analysis of responses from members of the public on the basis of the three 
highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties showed that out of the 25 
consequences of corruption in the public service, 9 of them featured prominently and were 
therefore major. The ones that featured in at least a third of the counties were 
underdevelopment (prominent in 46 counties), increased levels of poverty (prominent in 45 
counties) and delayed and/or poor services (prominent in 28 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the 47 analyzed counties, 
underdevelopment featured prominently especially in Wajir (40.7%), Machakos (34.9%), 
Elgeyo Marakwet (33.7%), Nandi (32.6%) and Makueni (31.3%) counties. Increased levels 
of poverty featured prominently in Turkana (33.9%), Bomet (29.6%), Kajiado (29.5%), 
Narok (28.9%), Migori (28.9%) and Nyandarua (27.3%) counties while delayed and/or poor 
services featured prominently in Garissa (23.8%), Murang'a (23.0%), Meru (18.9%), Trans 
Nzoia (18.9%), Mandera (15.9%), Siaya (15.9%) and Busia (15.8%) counties. The detailed 
findings on consequences of corruption in the public service by county are presented in Table 
3.57 below and in Annex 10. 
 
Table 3.57: County analysis of major consequences of corruption in the public service 

reported by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of major consequences  of 
corruption in the public service as reported by members of 
the public 
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Wajir 40.7 11.9 10.2 23.7 0.0 3.4 1.7 1.7 0.0 
Machakos 34.9 20.8 8.4 7.7 6.0 2.9 2.4 3.6 3.1 
Elgeyo Marakwet 33.7 8.4 8.4 7.2 13.3 4.8 4.8 4.2 1.2 
Nandi 32.6 17.8 7.0 6.2 10.1 1.6 6.2 3.9 0.0 
Makueni 31.3 26.0 4.7 6.0 10.0 3.3 1.3 3.3 3.3 
Kiambu 30.8 18.6 14.8 1.2 9.0 6.4 2.9 1.5 2.3 
Uasin Gishu 30.6 18.0 7.2 6.3 12.6 1.8 5.4 1.8 0.9 
Migori 28.6 28.9 6.8 10.8 4.9 3.5 1.1 3.8 1.1 
Mandera 27.8 17.9 15.9 7.3 3.3 4.6 0.0 6.0 0.0 
Murang'a 27.3 14.1 23.0 2.7 12.1 1.2 2.7 2.0 3.1 
Garissa 27.3 8.4 23.8 9.1 3.5 3.5 2.1 7.7 0.0 
Kisii 26.7 26.7 11.6 9.1 9.3 1.5 2.5 2.8 1.3 
Kirinyaga 26.5 22.4 8.2 6.1 8.2 11.2 2.0 7.1 2.0 
Nyandarua 26.4 27.3 3.6 3.6 5.5 11.8 1.8 2.7 1.8 
Nyeri 25.9 22.3 1.4 7.2 2.9 10.1 6.5 4.3 1.4 
Vihiga 25.6 14.2 11.4 9.5 9.0 3.8 1.9 3.8 1.9 
Siaya 25.5 13.2 15.9 8.6 5.5 4.1 0.9 6.4 2.3 
Nairobi 25.3 13.0 12.0 8.4 6.8 3.2 2.1 4.3 2.2 
Nyamira 25.2 24.3 8.1 10.8 10.8 5.0 1.8 1.8 1.4 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of major consequences  of 
corruption in the public service as reported by members of 
the public 
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Nakuru 24.6 15.7 12.2 7.5 6.4 6.1 4.6 2.6 2.6 
Kajiado 24.4 29.5 9.1 8.1 3.2 3.6 2.9 1.9 1.3 
Kisumu 24.3 12.0 12.5 10.6 3.7 3.2 2.0 7.4 3.2 
Kericho 24.3 23.5 15.4 8.1 6.6 2.2 2.9 4.4 1.5 
Kilifi 23.8 16.1 11.3 8.3 4.8 4.8 5.4 4.8 4.2 
Taita Taveta 23.4 25.5 12.8 6.4 8.5 4.3 2.1 0.0 6.4 
Tharaka Nithi 23.2 24.9 12.4 2.6 3.9 1.7 2.6 7.3 3.9 
Bomet 23.1 29.6 14.1 6.5 5.0 3.5 2.0 2.5 1.5 
Narok 22.6 28.9 9.7 4.4 7.2 3.5 2.5 1.3 4.7 
Embu 22.3 13.7 9.4 6.8 7.9 4.3 12.9 1.1 5.8 
Kakamega 22.1 21.9 8.9 9.1 7.8 1.7 1.1 3.9 1.3 
Mombasa 22.0 15.9 10.9 6.1 7.7 3.4 3.4 6.8 4.1 
Homa Bay 21.3 16.4 8.2 10.6 6.3 1.9 1.9 9.2 2.4 
Baringo 20.2 18.0 7.0 10.1 5.3 7.0 7.0 7.0 2.6 
Isiolo 20.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 17.5 2.5 2.5 
Busia 19.7 16.2 15.8 7.0 7.8 3.1 2.5 2.5 3.3 
Meru 19.6 19.3 18.9 5.2 6.6 1.8 4.8 3.6 5.4 
West Pokot 19.0 27.0 6.5 6.0 2.5 3.0 1.0 7.0 6.0 
Kwale 18.9 12.3 14.2 8.5 8.5 5.7 2.8 3.8 5.7 
Samburu 18.2 13.6 10.6 9.1 13.6 1.5 6.1 6.1 0.0 
Lamu 17.4 19.6 4.3 8.7 4.3 6.5 4.3 8.7 4.3 
Bungoma 17.2 17.2 14.9 10.3 6.3 3.2 3.5 2.4 2.4 
Kitui 16.3 14.3 9.8 8.3 9.3 4.5 12.3 3.8 2.0 
Laikipia 15.9 21.5 3.7 8.4 10.3 6.5 5.6 9.3 2.8 
Trans Nzoia 13.9 13.0 18.9 8.3 7.1 4.7 5.6 5.9 1.8 
Tana River 12.8 16.5 12.8 8.3 6.4 11.0 3.7 8.3 2.8 
Turkana 11.4 33.9 3.4 5.1 3.8 5.9 0.4 8.5 14.4 
Marsabit 6.2 17.5 13.4 17.5 5.2 3.1 14.4 7.2 2.1 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 9 major 
consequences  of corruption in 
the public service (based on 
the top three highest 
percentages in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is 
prominent 

46 45 28 11 7 5 4 2 1 
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According to some key informants, corruption leads to socio-economic and political 
consequences. For instance, one key informant was quoted saying: 
 

“Corruption has socio-economic and political impact. Funds that 
could be used for development and critical services are lost, 
including lives. Under-development occurs in roads electricity, poor 
quality services, disputes, lack of transparency, widening the gap 
between the poor and rich thus causing a lot of psychological 
problems. Underdevelopment results after electing people who are 
economic sabotages. There also arises a big gap between the rich 
and the poor. Poor services delivery not meeting expectations is 
another negative consequence” (KI 2).

Other key informants had the following to say about consequences of corruption: 
 

“Corruption results in increased cost of production to bridge the 
gap that has been created, that’s why kickbacks are evident. We 
result in substandard goods and services, incomplete projects due to 
funds not being enough to complete them for instance buildings; the 
result is poor services due to inadequate infrastructure to support 
the same”, KI 8. 

“There is loss of jobs if you are gotten red handed in corruption. 
Corruption also leads to poor image and/or tarnishes the name of 
the Ministry you are working under” (KI 7).

The above findings are consistent with the findings by Transparency International (TI) - 
Kenya that corruption (for example in politics in the form of electoral fraud) affects the 
choice of leaders to govern a country and is the most insidious and harmful to the democratic 
process. One of the grave consequences of political corruption is the loss of lives and 
property like what was witnessed during the 2007/2008 post-election violence in Kenya (TI-
Kenya, 2014). 
 
Studies have established that corruption is a complex global problem that undermines 
democratic institutions, stunts the growth of small businesses, discourages foreign direct 
investment and generally hampers economic progress. The Economic Theory and empirical 
evidence both demonstrate that there is a direct causal link between corruption and economic 
growth. The Economic Model postulates that corruption affects poverty by first impacting 
economic growth factors, which, in turn, impact poverty levels. Consequences of corruption 
therefore impact a country’s economy adversely, both at the macro and micro economic 
levels (Chertwynd, Chetwynd & Spector, 2003). According to Klitgaard (1988) in Nuhu and 
Mpambije (2017), corruption is increasingly recognized as a preeminent problem in the 
developing world and that bribery, extortion, fraud, kickbacks, and collusion have resulted in 
retarded economies, predator elites, and political instability. 
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The implication of the study findings on consequences of corruption is that the continued 
tolerance of the vice will directly and indirectly impact the realization of Kenya Vision 2030 
aspirations in many negative ways and will generally hinder the transformation of Kenya into 
a newly industrialising, middle-income country providing a high quality life to all its citizens 
by the year 2030. There is therefore need for both state and non-state actors to prioritize 
addressing corruption in the country. According to the World Bank (2007), improving 
governance and fighting corruption helps countries to better deliver basic public services and 
to create growth and employment opportunities especially for the benefit of the poor (and the 
youth, by extension) in society.  
 
3.8 Public Response to Corruption in the Public Service 
 
3.8.1 Individual response to corruption in the public service 
 
3.8.1.1 Whether or not individuals report corruption incidents 
Most cases of corruption in the public service go unreported. A whopping 88.6% of the 
members of the public and 83.6% of the public officials said that they and/or their close 
family members who had either witnessed or experienced corruption, did not report the 
corruption incidents. These findings are presented in Figure 15 below. 
 

Figure 15: Responses on whether or not experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are 
reported  
 
A similar pattern of non-reporting of corruption incidents witnessed or experienced by 
members of the public respondents and/or their close family members was observed in all the 
counties with Nandi (97.9%), Murang’a (96.2%), Kiambu (95.5%), Uasin Gishu (95.5%) and 
Machakos (95.3%) counties leading in non-reporting. These findings are shown in detail on 
Table 3.58 below.  
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Table 3.58: County analysis of responses of members of the public on whether or not 
experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are reported   

 

County  

County analysis of responses of members of the public (in 
percentage) on whether or not experienced or witnessed 
corruption incidents are reported 

Yes No 
Kilifi 30.1 69.9 
Kirinyaga 26.9 73.1 
Lamu 21.7 78.3 
Wajir 21.2 78.8 
Isiolo 21.1 78.9 
Tras nzoia 21.0 79.0 
Taita-taveta 20.8 79.2 
Bungoma 19.7 80.3 
Tana River 19.6 80.4 
Meru 19.1 80.9 
Tharaka-nithi 17.5 82.5 
Turkana 16.7 83.3 
Garissa 15.6 84.4 
Vihiga 14.5 85.5 
Kitui 14.4 85.6 
Kakamega 12.8 87.2 
Bomet 12.6 87.4 
Busia 12.6 87.4 
Samburu 12.0 88.0 
West pokot 11.5 88.5 
Kericho 11.4 88.6 
Homa Bay 11.1 88.9 
Mombasa 11.0 89.0 
Mandera 10.2 89.8 
Nyeri 10.1 89.9 
Laikipia 10.0 90.0 
Kwale 9.8 90.2 
Kisumu 9.8 90.2 
Migori 9.8 90.2 
Baringo 9.7 90.3 
Siaya 9.5 90.5 
Elgeyo marakwet 8.8 91.2 
Nairobi 8.6 91.4 
Nakuru 8.4 91.6 
Kisii 8.4 91.6 
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County  

County analysis of responses of members of the public (in 
percentage) on whether or not experienced or witnessed 
corruption incidents are reported 

Yes No 
Nyamira 8.3 91.7 
Nyandarua 8.3 91.7 
Embu 7.7 92.3 
Marsabit 6.2 93.8 
Kajiado 5.7 94.3 
Narok 5.5 94.5 
Makueni 5.1 94.9 
Machakos 4.7 95.3 
Uasin gishu 4.5 95.5 
Kiambu 4.5 95.5 
Murang'a 3.8 96.2 
Nandi 2.1 97.9 
Average 11.4 88.6 

 
Some key informants argued that it was the politicians who normally reported corruption-
related incidents and that the motive and the reason why politicians were the ones who 
mainly reported corruption was suspicious. For instance, a key informant was quoted saying: 

“Major corruption cases are reported by politicians and i have 
never known why……However, generally, most of the corruption 
incidents go unreported and personally i do not understand that 
(laughs)…” (KI 5). 

The above findings of the study suggest that majority of those who witness acts of corruption 
do not report. This means that they do not play their role of reporting acts of corruption. 
There is therefore need to sensitize members of the public on the need to report corruption as 
one of their key roles in fighting the vice. 
 
3.8.1.2 Where experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are reported by 
individuals 
A further question was asked on where witnessed or experienced corruption incidents were 
reported. At least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials reported the 
corruption incidents they and/or their close family members had witnessed or experienced to: 
the National Government Administrative Office, that is, County Commissioner and line 
officers (mentioned by 23.5% of the members of the public); National Police Service 
(mentioned by 22.6% and 22.4% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); Journalists (mentioned by 21.2% of the public officials and 17.7% of the 
members of the public); and unspecified Senior Management Office (according to 20.4% and 
10.6% of the public officials and members of the public respectively). As indicated in Table 
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3.59 below, less than 1.0% of the members of the public and/or public officials reported 
corruption to Non-Governmental Organizations. 
 
Table 3.59: Responses on where experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are 

reported 
 
Where experienced or witnessed 
corruption incidents are reported Members of the public Public officials 
National Government Administrative 
Office (that is, County Commissioner 
and line officers) 23.5% 6.6% 
National Police Service 22.4% 22.6% 
Journalist 17.7% 21.2% 
Unspecified Senior Management Office 10.6% 20.4% 
Unspecified County Government  Office 7.2% 8.0% 
EACC Office 6.1% 8.0% 
Elected/nominated leader 4.2% 2.9% 
Judiciary  3.7% 7.3% 
Ministry of Lands 3.1% 1.5% 
MCA 2.4% 3.6% 
IEBC Office 1.6% 2.2% 
County Education Office 1.6% 0.7% 
Head of Public Service 1.5% 2.2% 
Commission on Administrative Justice 
(Ombudsman) 1.0% 1.5% 
NGO 0.6% 0.0% 

 
A similar pattern with respect to institutions where members of the public and/or their close 
family members reported corruption they had experienced was seen at the county level based 
on the three highest percentages in each of the 45 counties that were analyzed.  Of the 15 
institutions where corruption incidents were reported, 4 of them featured prominently at least 
in a third of the counties. These were the National Government Administrative Office, that is, 
County Commissioner and line officers (prominent in 39 counties), National Police Service 
(prominent in 33 counties), unspecified Senior Management Office (prominent in 29 
counties) and unspecified County Government Office (prominent in 19 counties). 
 
Based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of the public in each of the 
45 analyzed counties, the National Government Administrative Office as an institution where 
experienced corruption incidents are reported featured prominently especially in Lamu 
(80.0%), West Pokot (75.0%), Embu (63.6%), Elgeyo Marakwet (50.0%), Isiolo (50.0%), 
Kericho (50.0%), Kirinyaga (50.0%), Murang'a (50.0%), Turkana (50.0%) and Bomet 
(44.4%) counties. The National Police Service was mainly mentioned in Machakos (62.5%), 
Homa Bay (60.0%), Kisumu (56.3%), Laikipia (50.0%), Isiolo (50.0%) and Trans Nzoia 
(40.0%) counties while unspecified Senior Management Office was resported especially in 
Makueni (50.0%), Garissa (33.3%), Vihiga (27.8%), Tharaka Nithi (27.3%), Marsabit 
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(25.0%) and Samburu (25.0%) counties. Unspecified County Government Office was 
prominently reported especially in Kajiado (33.3%), Wajir (33.3%), Busia (31.6%), 
Nyandarua (25.0%), Mandera (25.0%), Marsabit (25.0%), Kisii (23.1%) and Kitui (21.7%) 
counties. These findings are captured in Table 3.60 below.  
 
Table 3.60: County analysis of institutions where experienced or witnessed corruption 

incidents are reported as indicated by members of public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of institutions where experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are 
reported as indicated by members of the public 
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Lamu 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Embu 63.6 0.0 9.1 0.0 9.1 9.1 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 50.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 50.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 50.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 44.4 11.1 11.1 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 42.9 14.3 14.3 0.0 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 40.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 40.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 37.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 33.3 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 33.3 16.7 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 33.3 20.8 20.8 0.0 4.2 4.2 4.2 0.0 8.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 33.3 22.2 11.1 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wajir 33.3 16.7 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 32.0 30.0 8.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 30.8 30.8 0.0 23.1 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 30.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Migori 27.8 22.2 5.6 11.1 5.6 5.6 0.0 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 
Vihiga 27.8 5.6 27.8 0.0 0.0 16.7 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyamira 25.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 22.9 33.3 4.2 0.0 18.8 4.2 10.4 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 22.7 13.6 27.3 13.6 9.1 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 22.2 37.0 3.7 7.4 3.7 3.7 7.4 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.4 3.7 0.0 
Bungoma 21.4 33.3 9.5 4.8 0.0 4.8 0.0 9.5 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 
Homa Bay 20.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 
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(25.0%) and Samburu (25.0%) counties. Unspecified County Government Office was 
prominently reported especially in Kajiado (33.3%), Wajir (33.3%), Busia (31.6%), 
Nyandarua (25.0%), Mandera (25.0%), Marsabit (25.0%), Kisii (23.1%) and Kitui (21.7%) 
counties. These findings are captured in Table 3.60 below.  
 
Table 3.60: County analysis of institutions where experienced or witnessed corruption 

incidents are reported as indicated by members of public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of institutions where experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are 
reported as indicated by members of the public 
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Lamu 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Embu 63.6 0.0 9.1 0.0 9.1 9.1 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 50.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 50.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 50.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 44.4 11.1 11.1 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 42.9 14.3 14.3 0.0 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 40.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 40.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 37.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 33.3 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 33.3 16.7 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 33.3 20.8 20.8 0.0 4.2 4.2 4.2 0.0 8.3 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 33.3 22.2 11.1 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Wajir 33.3 16.7 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 32.0 30.0 8.0 2.0 6.0 2.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 30.8 30.8 0.0 23.1 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 30.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Migori 27.8 22.2 5.6 11.1 5.6 5.6 0.0 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 
Vihiga 27.8 5.6 27.8 0.0 0.0 16.7 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 25.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyamira 25.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 22.9 33.3 4.2 0.0 18.8 4.2 10.4 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 22.7 13.6 27.3 13.6 9.1 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 22.2 37.0 3.7 7.4 3.7 3.7 7.4 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.4 3.7 0.0 
Bungoma 21.4 33.3 9.5 4.8 0.0 4.8 0.0 9.5 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 
Homa Bay 20.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of institutions where experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are 
reported as indicated by members of the public 
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Mombasa 20.0 10.0 16.7 13.3 10.0 3.3 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 6.7 3.3 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 20.0 40.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 17.6 32.4 2.9 11.8 8.8 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 11.8 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 12.5 56.3 12.5 0.0 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 12.5 62.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 10.5 31.6 5.3 31.6 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 8.7 30.4 13.0 21.7 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 8.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Makueni 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 
Mandera 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each 
of the 15 institutions 
where experienced or 
witnessed corruption 
incidents are reported 
(based on the top 
three highest 
percentages in each 
of the 45 analyzed 
counties) is 
prominent 

39 33 27 19 13 9 9 8 6 5 5 4 3 1 1 

 
The findings showed that although sample respondents reported to have experienced forms of 
corruption in the National Government Administrative Office and the National Police 
Service, some had faith in them and went further to report corruption incidents to these 
institutions. The proximity and presence of these two institutions to service seekers could be 
the reason behind many sample respondents reporting to these institutions. 
 
The above findings also relate with earlier findings which showed that EACC services were 
among the least sought services thus confirming that only a few people interacted with the 
EACC, including on reporting corruption incidents to the institution. Therefore, strategies 
that will enhance the trust of the members of the public on the Commission and improve 
reporting of corruption to the organization are paramount.  
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of institutions where experienced or witnessed corruption incidents are 
reported as indicated by members of the public 
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Mombasa 20.0 10.0 16.7 13.3 10.0 3.3 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 6.7 3.3 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 20.0 40.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 17.6 32.4 2.9 11.8 8.8 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 11.8 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 12.5 56.3 12.5 0.0 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 12.5 62.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 10.5 31.6 5.3 31.6 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 
Kitui 8.7 30.4 13.0 21.7 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 8.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Makueni 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 
Mandera 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each 
of the 15 institutions 
where experienced or 
witnessed corruption 
incidents are reported 
(based on the top 
three highest 
percentages in each 
of the 45 analyzed 
counties) is 
prominent 

39 33 27 19 13 9 9 8 6 5 5 4 3 1 1 

 
The findings showed that although sample respondents reported to have experienced forms of 
corruption in the National Government Administrative Office and the National Police 
Service, some had faith in them and went further to report corruption incidents to these 
institutions. The proximity and presence of these two institutions to service seekers could be 
the reason behind many sample respondents reporting to these institutions. 
 
The above findings also relate with earlier findings which showed that EACC services were 
among the least sought services thus confirming that only a few people interacted with the 
EACC, including on reporting corruption incidents to the institution. Therefore, strategies 
that will enhance the trust of the members of the public on the Commission and improve 
reporting of corruption to the organization are paramount.  
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came out strongly especially in Uasin Gishu (100.0%), Samburu (33.3%), Makueni (33.3%), 
Nairobi (32.1%), Bungoma (29.4%) and Wajir (28.6%) counties while Complaints Register 
and/or Occurrence Book was prominent especially in Wajir (42.9%), Kitui (27.6%), Homa 
Bay (25.0%), Kisumu (22.7%) and Narok (22.2%) counties. Other findings showed that the 
use of telephone calls in reporting experienced corruption was prominent especially in Taita 
Taveta (33.3%), Kakamega (20.0%), Vihiga (19.2%), Mombasa (16.7%) and Nyamira 
(14.3%) counties while the use of official letters in reporting corruption came out strongly 
especially in Kericho (33.3%), Makueni (33.3%), Samburu (33.3%), Nyandarua (25.0%), 
Lamu (25.0%), Kirinyaga (22.2%), Siaya (22.2%), Kitui (17.2%) and Mandera (16.7%) 
counties. A more detailed summary on the mechanisms of reporting experienced or 
witnessed corruption incidents in each of the 47 counties is presented in Table 3.61 below. 
 
Table 3.61: County analysis of mechanisms used for reporting experienced or witnessed 

corruption cases as indicated by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of mechanisms used for reporting 
experienced or witnessed corruption cases as indicated by members of 
the public 
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Elgeyo Marakwet 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nandi 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyamira 85.7 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 77.8 0.0 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 75.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 75.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Machakos 70.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 69.2 7.7 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 
Migori 68.4 0.0 5.3 10.5 0.0 0.0 15.8 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 68.2 11.4 2.3 2.3 6.8 2.3 4.5 2.3 0.0 
Isiolo 66.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Kericho 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 66.7 0.0 11.1 0.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mandera 66.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 66.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 66.7 11.1 5.6 11.1 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Vihiga 65.4 15.4 0.0 19.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 63.3 20.0 6.7 3.3 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kwale 62.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 
Lamu 62.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 62.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of mechanisms used for reporting 
experienced or witnessed corruption cases as indicated by members of 
the public 
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Marsabit 60.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 
Homa Bay 58.3 8.3 25.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 58.1 3.2 12.9 12.9 9.7 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 
Bomet 57.1 14.3 14.3 7.1 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 53.3 20.0 13.3 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 53.3 13.3 4.4 20.0 0.0 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 
Garissa 50.0 25.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 46.2 23.1 7.7 7.7 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 45.5 22.7 22.7 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 44.4 22.2 0.0 11.1 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Embu 42.1 10.5 5.3 10.5 5.3 10.5 15.8 0.0 0.0 
Mombasa 41.7 11.1 5.6 16.7 8.3 2.8 8.3 5.6 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 41.7 8.3 0.0 4.2 8.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 4.2 
Bungoma 35.3 29.4 11.8 7.4 5.9 4.4 2.9 2.9 0.0 
Makueni 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 33.3 17.6 9.8 3.9 7.8 2.0 5.9 19.6 0.0 
Narok 33.3 11.1 22.2 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 
Nairobi 30.8 32.1 14.1 6.4 3.8 5.1 1.3 5.1 1.3 
Kitui 24.1 17.2 27.6 6.9 17.2 0.0 0.0 3.4 3.4 
Wajir 14.3 28.6 42.9 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 8 main 
mechanisms used for 
reporting experienced or 
witnessed corruption 
cases (based on the top 
three highest percentages 
in each of the 47 
analyzed counties) is 
prominent 

45 29 21 18 18 9 7 5  

 

The above findings generally reveal that most of the sample respondents who experienced 
acts of corruption preferred reporting verbally. Hence there is need to accord those who 
report acts of corruption the necessary assistance in order to build their confidence in the 
existing institutions. 
 

3.8.1.4 Actions taken after corruption cases are reported by individuals 
Nearly two-thirds of the members of the public (64.5%) and public officials (63.1%) pointed 
out that no action was taken after reporting corruption incidents they and/or their close family 
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action was taken after they or their close family members reported corruption incidents. 
However, action was duly taken after reporting in the counties of Bungoma (30.8%), Narok 
(28.6%), Nyeri (28.6%), Wajir (28.6%) and Bomet (27.3%). Further, there were cases where 
those reporting corruption incidents were asked for bribes, especially in Nandi (100.0%), 
Nyeri (28.6%) and Makueni (20.0%) counties. These findings are presented in Table 3.62 
below.
 
Table 3.62: County analysis of actions taken after reporting encountered corruption 

incidents as indicated by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions taken after reporting 
encountered corruption incidents as indicated by members of 
the public 
No action was taken/ 
nothing was done 

Action 
was taken 

Was asked to 
give a bribe Dismissal 

Kericho 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mandera 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyamira 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 81.8 18.2 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 80.9 10.6 4.3 4.3 
Isiolo 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisumu 80.0 15.0 0.0 5.0 
Nakuru 78.8 15.2 6.1 0.0 
Baringo 75.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 
Lamu 75.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 
West Pokot 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 72.7 27.3 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 69.6 26.1 4.3 0.0 
Turkana 69.2 23.1 7.7 0.0 
Migori 68.8 25.0 6.3 0.0 
Busia 68.2 27.3 4.5 0.0 
Machakos 66.7 16.7 0.0 16.7 
Samburu 66.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 
Elgeyo Marakwet 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Murang'a 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Tana River 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Bungoma 64.1 30.8 5.1 0.0 
Homa Bay 62.5 37.5 0.0 0.0 
Meru 61.9 31.0 7.1 0.0 
Taita Taveta 60.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 
Kakamega 54.5 36.4 4.5 4.5 
Embu 50.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions taken after reporting 
encountered corruption incidents as indicated by members of 
the public 
No action was taken/ 
nothing was done 

Action 
was taken 

Was asked to 
give a bribe Dismissal 

Kajiado 50.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 
Kwale 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
Laikipia 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 50.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 
Kitui 47.4 36.8 5.3 10.5 
Mombasa 46.7 43.3 3.3 6.7 
Nyeri 42.9 28.6 28.6 0.0 
Wajir 42.9 28.6 14.3 14.3 
Narok 42.9 28.6 0.0 28.6 
Makueni 40.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 
Trans Nzoia 35.7 42.9 7.1 14.3 
Vihiga 31.6 63.2 5.3 0.0 
Kiambu 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 
Nandi 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

 
The finding that no action is taken upon reporting corruption incidents implies that only a 
few perpetrators of the vice are sanctioned. Failure by specific institutions to act on reported 
forms of corruption affects the levels of confidence of the victims and witnesses and works to 
demoralize the parties willing to report acts of corruption. In addition, this affects data on the 
magnitude of the corruption problem as the relevant agencies will not be able to collate all 
corruption-related information to be able to effectively inform the planning, formulation and 
implementation of anti-corruption policies and programmes. Further, failure to act promptly 
against the perpetrators encourages their continued engagement in corruption because they 
are not deterred. 
 
3.8.1.5 Reasons for not reporting corruption cases 
The main reasons reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public 
officials on why experienced or witnessed corruption incidents were not reported were that: 
nothing happens even when you report (reported by 29.5% and 17.0% of the public officials 
and members of the public respectively); there is fear of victimization (reported by 23.9% 
and 21.9% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); some people do 
not know where to report (reported by 15.4% of the members of the public); corruption is 
almost normal, hence no need for reporting (reported by 13.1% and 11.5% of the public 
officials and members of the public respectively); there is no confidence in corruption 
reporting (reported by 12.3% and 10.9% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); and that there is nowhere to report (reported by 11.6% of the members of the 
public). Some of the least reported reasons why corruption incidents were never reported 
were that there are no hot lines and/or proper channels for reporting and that people should 
report the main perpetrators of corruption only. The detailed reasons for non-reporting of 
corruption incidents are summarized in Table 3.63 below. 
 



138

138 

Table 3.63: Reasons for not reporting corruption in public service institutions 
 
Reasons why those who have experienced 
or witnessed corruption did not report 

Members of the public Public officials 

Fear of victimization 21.9% 23.9% 
Nothing happens even when you report 17.0% 29.5% 
Some people do not know where to report 15.4% 7.0% 
Nowhere to report 11.6% 5.8% 
Corruption is almost normal, hence no need 
for reporting 

11.5% 13.1% 

No confidence in corruption reporting 10.9% 12.3% 
Fear of arrest 4.6% 2.4% 
Time constraints 3.8% 9.3% 
Because of being part of corruption 
perpetration 

3.6% 2.4% 

Some people give bribes and still do not get 
posive results 

3.3% 3.0% 

People should report the main perpetrators of 
corruption only 

2.4% 1.4% 

No hot lines and/or proper channels for 
reporting  

0.5% 1.2% 

 
Analysis by county of the reasons given by members of the public on why those who have 
experienced or witnessed corruption do not report showed that 9 out of 12 reasons were 
major, at least based on the three highest percentages of the responses in each of the 47 
analyzed counties. Of the 9 major reasons, the ones that were prominent in at least a third of 
the counties were: fear of victimization (prominent in 43 counties); nothing happens even 
when you report (prominent in 33 counties); some people do not know where to report 
(prominent in 32 counties); no confidence in corruption reporting (prominent in 19 counties); 
nowhere to report (prominent in 18 counties); and corruption is almost normal, hence no 
need for reporting (prominent in 16 counties).  
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the analyzed counties, fear of 
victimization was prominently mentioned especially in Nyandarua (41.3%); Mandera 
(36.0%); Kilifi (35.8%); Nandi (34.4%); and Bungoma (32.8%) counties. The reason that 
nothing happens even when one reports came out strongly especially in Wajir (36.4%), Tana 
River (32.5%), Garissa (30.6%), Narok (30.4%) and Lamu (26.3%) counties while the reason 
that some people do not know where to report was prominent especially in Kiambu (36.8%), 
Murang'a (32.0%), Nyeri (28.8%), Nandi (25.0%) and Elgeyo Marakwet (23.3%) counties. 
The prominence of the other three reasons is as follows: no confidence in corruption 
reporting was especially prominent in Laikipia (25.0%), Nyamira (23.0%), Kwale (18.2%), 
Kisumu (15.9%), Lamu (15.8%) and Trans Nzoia (15.8%) counties; nowhere to report came 
out strongly especially in Tana River (25.0%), Marsabitn (24.6%), Migori (24.3%), Kisii 
(22.7%) and Samburu (17.4%) counties; and the reason that corruption was almost normal, 
hence no need for reporting was prominent especially in Taita Taveta (25.0%), Kajiado 
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(21.1%), Nairobi (20.9%), Kitui (16.3%), Elgeyo Marakwet (16.3%), Tana River (15.0%) 
and West Pokot (15.0%) counties. These findings are shown in Table 3.64 below.  
 
Table 3.64: County analysis of the reasons for not reporting corruption in public service 

institutions as indicated by members of the public 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of the reasons for not reporting corruption in public 
service institutions as indicated by members of the public 
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Nyandarua 41.3 4.8 15.9 3.2 6.3 14.3 4.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 
Mandera 36.0 26.0 10.0 2.0 6.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 35.8 17.9 9.0 13.4 4.5 3.0 7.5 6.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 
Nandi 34.4 9.4 25.0 9.4 0.0 6.3 0.0 3.1 9.4 0.0 3.1 0.0 
Bungoma 32.8 14.7 11.9 6.8 10.2 5.6 5.1 1.1 2.3 6.8 2.3 0.6 
Kirinyaga 32.4 11.8 14.7 2.9 2.9 8.8 11.8 2.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Isiolo 31.3 6.3 18.8 0.0 12.5 6.3 6.3 0.0 6.3 6.3 0.0 6.3 
Kitui 31.1 11.1 10.4 11.1 9.6 16.3 0.7 3.0 3.7 1.5 0.0 1.5 
Turkana 28.8 10.2 8.5 13.6 8.5 8.5 5.1 3.4 1.7 8.5 3.4 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 27.6 14.3 15.3 15.3 10.2 8.2 2.0 2.0 4.1 1.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 27.3 15.6 11.7 12.3 9.1 5.2 3.9 3.2 2.6 1.9 5.8 1.3 
Wajir 27.3 36.4 0.0 13.6 4.5 13.6 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 26.4 15.4 20.1 7.9 5.5 7.9 1.6 2.4 7.5 1.6 2.8 1.2 
Lamu 26.3 26.3 0.0 15.8 5.3 10.5 15.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Makueni 26.2 8.2 19.7 13.1 11.5 4.9 0.0 0.0 4.9 6.6 4.9 0.0 
Samburu 26.1 21.7 13.0 8.7 17.4 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 25.0 8.3 15.0 15.8 2.5 12.5 6.7 3.3 5.0 4.2 0.8 0.8 
Kajiado 23.7 13.2 8.6 4.6 15.1 21.1 2.0 3.9 3.3 2.0 2.6 0.0 
Kakamega 23.7 21.4 9.3 8.8 12.6 8.4 1.4 6.0 2.8 4.2 0.0 1.4 
Mombasa 23.7 11.5 15.4 11.9 7.9 13.0 2.0 5.1 2.8 3.2 3.2 0.4 
Elgeyo Marakwet 23.3 9.3 23.3 7.0 7.0 16.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 0.0 2.3 0.0 
Bomet 22.9 14.3 15.7 8.6 12.9 12.9 1.4 7.1 2.9 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Nyeri 22.7 9.1 28.8 9.1 0.0 9.1 10.6 1.5 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 
Garissa 22.2 30.6 13.9 2.8 13.9 0.0 13.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 
Embu 21.4 7.9 18.3 7.9 12.7 6.3 3.2 4.0 3.2 10.3 4.0 0.8 
Kericho 20.7 6.9 19.0 8.6 6.9 13.8 3.4 3.4 12.1 3.4 1.7 0.0 
Kwale 20.0 12.7 20.0 18.2 7.3 9.1 1.8 3.6 0.0 5.5 1.8 0.0 
Taita Taveta 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 5.0 25.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 19.4 9.7 19.4 9.7 12.9 3.2 12.9 0.0 3.2 6.5 3.2 0.0 
Baringo 18.5 13.0 15.2 8.7 16.3 13.0 4.3 5.4 1.1 2.2 2.2 0.0 
Nairobi 18.5 17.4 6.4 10.0 6.4 20.9 5.9 2.8 3.5 2.2 5.5 0.5 
Vihiga 17.2 28.4 14.7 12.9 6.0 12.1 0.9 2.6 2.6 1.7 0.9 0.0 
Migori 16.7 7.6 13.2 9.7 24.3 13.2 3.5 1.4 2.8 3.5 4.2 0.0 
Marsabit 15.8 14.0 17.5 5.3 24.6 7.0 5.3 5.3 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.8 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of the reasons for not reporting corruption in public 
service institutions as indicated by members of the public 
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Nyamira 14.9 14.9 18.9 23.0 10.8 4.1 4.1 2.7 1.4 1.4 2.7 1.4 
Machakos 14.5 16.8 6.1 14.5 16.8 10.6 2.8 1.1 10.1 5.6 1.1 0.0 
Murang'a 14.4 10.4 32.0 11.2 10.4 6.4 4.0 3.2 3.2 2.4 0.8 1.6 
Homa Bay 14.3 20.8 20.8 7.8 6.5 10.4 5.2 3.9 2.6 3.9 3.9 0.0 
Nakuru 14.1 23.5 13.4 10.5 14.5 7.7 4.2 5.7 3.3 2.6 0.4 0.0 
Kisii 14.0 14.7 21.3 5.3 22.7 8.0 0.7 4.0 2.7 6.0 0.7 0.0 
Siaya 13.3 20.4 14.3 15.3 11.2 11.2 7.1 2.0 1.0 1.0 3.1 0.0 
Kisumu 12.9 15.9 14.7 15.9 7.6 9.4 9.4 4.1 4.1 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 11.8 8.1 36.8 5.9 15.4 5.9 5.1 5.1 0.0 2.2 3.7 0.0 
Laikipia 11.1 16.7 8.3 25.0 13.9 2.8 19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 
Narok 10.4 30.4 13.0 7.0 13.0 7.0 7.0 5.2 3.5 0.9 2.6 0.0 
Tana River 10.0 32.5 10.0 7.5 25.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 10.0 17.5 2.5 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.5 2.5 0.0 2.5 2.5 0.0 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 9 major 
reasons for not reporting 
corruption in public service 
institutions (based on the top 
three highest percentages in 
each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

43 33 32 19 18 16 8 1 1    

 
Fear of victimization was corroborated by findings from a key informant who noted that:  
 

“People fear reporting corruption because of victimization. Most 
don’t report because they fear the consequences. There is also lack 
of clear procedures on how to report” (KI 10). 

Another key informant observed that: 

“I think corruption is not reported because people fear commitment 
to be witnesses in court as this consumes their time and the end 
result, nothing is done. The reporting process is not well stipulated 
and the witness is not well protected by the laws, so they fear. Other 
cases do not have enough evidence to prove if its corruption, for 
example if I bribe you know……..(laughs)…….. There is no 
evidence” (KI 9).
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of the reasons for not reporting corruption in public 
service institutions as indicated by members of the public 
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Nyamira 14.9 14.9 18.9 23.0 10.8 4.1 4.1 2.7 1.4 1.4 2.7 1.4 
Machakos 14.5 16.8 6.1 14.5 16.8 10.6 2.8 1.1 10.1 5.6 1.1 0.0 
Murang'a 14.4 10.4 32.0 11.2 10.4 6.4 4.0 3.2 3.2 2.4 0.8 1.6 
Homa Bay 14.3 20.8 20.8 7.8 6.5 10.4 5.2 3.9 2.6 3.9 3.9 0.0 
Nakuru 14.1 23.5 13.4 10.5 14.5 7.7 4.2 5.7 3.3 2.6 0.4 0.0 
Kisii 14.0 14.7 21.3 5.3 22.7 8.0 0.7 4.0 2.7 6.0 0.7 0.0 
Siaya 13.3 20.4 14.3 15.3 11.2 11.2 7.1 2.0 1.0 1.0 3.1 0.0 
Kisumu 12.9 15.9 14.7 15.9 7.6 9.4 9.4 4.1 4.1 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Kiambu 11.8 8.1 36.8 5.9 15.4 5.9 5.1 5.1 0.0 2.2 3.7 0.0 
Laikipia 11.1 16.7 8.3 25.0 13.9 2.8 19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 
Narok 10.4 30.4 13.0 7.0 13.0 7.0 7.0 5.2 3.5 0.9 2.6 0.0 
Tana River 10.0 32.5 10.0 7.5 25.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 10.0 17.5 2.5 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.5 2.5 0.0 2.5 2.5 0.0 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 9 major 
reasons for not reporting 
corruption in public service 
institutions (based on the top 
three highest percentages in 
each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

43 33 32 19 18 16 8 1 1    

 
Fear of victimization was corroborated by findings from a key informant who noted that:  
 

“People fear reporting corruption because of victimization. Most 
don’t report because they fear the consequences. There is also lack 
of clear procedures on how to report” (KI 10). 

Another key informant observed that: 

“I think corruption is not reported because people fear commitment 
to be witnesses in court as this consumes their time and the end 
result, nothing is done. The reporting process is not well stipulated 
and the witness is not well protected by the laws, so they fear. Other 
cases do not have enough evidence to prove if its corruption, for 
example if I bribe you know……..(laughs)…….. There is no 
evidence” (KI 9).
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Other key informants had the following to say about why people are reluctant to report 
corruption. 
 

“They don’t report – even if you report no action will be taken, the 
cartels intimidate and threaten them, Justice has failed”, (KI 1). 

“There is intimidation from the bosses. Corruption is also executed 
between willing individuals” (KI 4).

The above findings emphasize the need to ensure that witnesses and victims of corruption are 
adequately protected if the fight against corruption is to be successful.  
 
3.8.1.6 Actions individuals ought to take on experienced or witnessed corruption  
The survey sought to understand what actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed 
corruption ought to take to address it. A greater majority of the members of the public 
(66.4%) and public officials (77.6%) indicated that individuals need to report corruption 
cases to relevant authority. Similarly, 11.3% of the members of the public and 10.7% of the 
public officials said that individuals who have experienced or witnessed corruption should 
desist from engaging in corruption while 9.6% of the members of the public argued that 
individuals who have experienced corruption ought to be uncooperative to corrupt public 
officials until they stop being corrupt. As indicated in Table 3.65 below, only a few of the 
members of the public and public officials argued that individuals who have experienced or 
witnessed corruption should advocate for devolution of all government offices/services 
(probably because the Constitution of Kenya has provided for the specific services that can 
be devolved) and demonstrate against corruption (probably because demonstration is usually 
a group undertaking if it is to have impact).     
 
 
Table 3.65: Actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed corruption ought to 

take to address it 
 

 Actions individuals who have 
experienced or witnessed corruption 
ought to take to address it 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Report corruption to relevant authorities  66.4% 77.7% 
Desist from engaging in corruption 11.3% 10.7% 
Be uncooperative to corrupt public 
officials until they stop being corrupt 

9.6% 3.9% 

Sensitization/awareness creation through 
public forums/barazas  

4.8% 4.8% 

Collectively address corruption 3.1% 0.7% 
Encourage transparency and accountability 
in public institutions 

2.4% 2.8% 

Submission of corruption anonymous 
letters to authorities 

2.0% 1.8% 
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 Actions individuals who have 
experienced or witnessed corruption 
ought to take to address it 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Expose corruption through media 1.4% 1.9% 
Seek divine intervention against corruption 1.1% 0.7% 
Demonstrate against corruption 0.5% 0.5% 
Advocate for devolution of all government 
offices/services 

0.4% 0.6% 

 
County-specific analysis of responses from members of the public based on the three highest 
percentages in each county showed that 8 out of 11 actions which individuals who have 
experienced or witnessed corruption ought to take to address it were major. The major ones 
that featured in at least a third of the counties were: report corruption to relevant authorities 
(prominent in all the 47 counties); desist from engaging in corruption (prominent in 42 
counties); and be uncooperative to corrupt public officials until they stop being corrupt 
(prominent in 35 counties). 
 
On the basis of the three highest percentages of responses of members of the public in each 
of the 47 analyzed counties, reporting corruption to relevant authorities as action individuals 
who have experienced or witnessed corruption ought to take to address it came out strongly 
especially in Homa Bay (87.1%), Narok (87.1%), Kajiado (85.5%), Kisii (84.8%) and Siaya 
(81.9%) counties. Desisting from engaging in corruption featured prominently in Nyeri 
(30.9%), Makueni (29.3%), Kirinyaga (27.4%), Mombasa (27.2%) and Marsabit (24.1%) 
counties while being uncooperative to corrupt public officials until they stop being corrupt 
featured prominently in Turkana (21.9%), Laikipia (20.5%), Nakuru (19.1%), Baringo 
(17.8%) and Murang'a (17.7%) counties. The detailed findings on the actions individuals 
who have experienced or witnessed corruption ought to take to address it are presented in 
Table 3.66 below. 
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Table 3.66: County analysis of actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed 
corruption ought to take to address it as reported by members of the public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed 
corruption ought to take to address it as reported by members of the public 
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Homa Bay 87.1 5.0 5.9 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 87.1 1.1 6.2 0.6 2.2 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.6 
Kajiado 85.5 2.9 4.8 1.9 2.9 1.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kisii 84.8 3.6 3.6 2.2 2.7 1.3 0.4 0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 81.9 6.0 6.9 0.9 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 
Wajir 81.8 6.8 2.3 4.5 0.0 2.3 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 79.3 5.6 9.1 0.5 1.5 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 78.6 3.1 7.5 1.9 2.5 0.6 1.9 1.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 78.4 4.5 11.2 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 78.2 11.5 1.3 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 75.8 7.4 11.6 2.1 0.0 2.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 74.8 6.8 7.8 3.9 1.0 2.9 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 74.7 7.7 7.3 3.9 1.3 1.7 1.3 0.4 0.4 0.9 0.4 
Bomet 73.3 5.2 11.9 2.2 0.7 0.7 4.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 
Mandera 73.2 1.4 11.3 8.5 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bungoma 72.6 8.7 4.6 7.6 0.4 1.1 1.1 1.9 0.4 1.5 0.0 
Kisumu 71.2 11.9 4.1 2.7 2.7 1.4 0.9 2.3 1.8 0.5 0.5 
Nyamira 69.9 9.0 7.5 0.8 9.8 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 
Migori 69.5 7.7 6.9 4.3 1.7 4.7 1.3 0.9 1.3 0.4 1.3 
Kitui 69.5 7.0 6.1 4.7 5.6 3.3 0.0 0.5 1.9 0.9 0.5 
Embu 68.6 17.6 6.3 4.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Taita Taveta 67.7 9.7 6.5 9.7 3.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 66.7 16.7 11.1 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 64.5 19.4 0.0 4.8 4.8 3.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 
Tana River 63.2 7.0 0.0 28.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 
Nairobi 62.4 10.6 7.0 5.6 4.6 3.7 1.2 2.5 1.7 0.5 0.1 
Nandi 62.0 9.9 9.9 2.8 4.2 8.5 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Kiambu 60.4 10.2 16.0 4.8 4.8 0.5 0.5 1.1 0.5 0.5 0.5 
West Pokot 59.9 3.4 13.6 6.1 4.8 6.1 1.4 1.4 2.7 0.0 0.7 
Murang'a 58.9 6.5 17.7 5.6 4.0 1.6 2.4 1.6 0.0 0.8 0.8 
Nyandarua 58.5 23.1 0.0 6.2 0.0 1.5 0.0 7.7 1.5 1.5 0.0 
Samburu 56.5 21.7 8.7 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 53.7 24.1 16.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kirinyaga 53.2 27.4 1.6 1.6 0.0 3.2 3.2 6.5 1.6 0.0 1.6 
Kakamega 52.4 14.5 7.4 10.8 2.0 1.7 7.1 2.0 0.7 0.3 1.0 
Laikipia 52.3 13.6 20.5 4.5 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 51.9 16.7 19.1 2.0 4.3 1.0 0.6 2.2 1.8 0.0 0.2 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed 
corruption ought to take to address it as reported by members of the public 
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Baringo 51.7 14.4 17.8 4.2 3.4 0.8 5.1 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.8 
Garissa 51.3 1.3 11.5 10.3 1.3 0.0 24.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 50.7 22.2 14.2 3.1 3.1 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.4 
Lamu 50.0 13.3 3.3 16.7 6.7 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 
Vihiga 49.7 16.3 5.9 10.5 2.0 2.6 7.8 0.7 3.3 1.3 0.0 
Nyeri 49.4 30.9 4.9 2.5 1.2 6.2 1.2 2.5 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Makueni 48.0 29.3 12.0 1.3 5.3 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 37.5 4.7 21.9 7.0 0.8 3.1 14.8 0.8 7.0 1.6 0.8 
Mombasa 29.1 27.2 13.8 10.1 5.6 4.9 3.0 1.9 2.6 0.4 1.5 
Kwale 23.8 22.2 15.9 11.1 12.7 11.1 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each 
of the 8 major actions 
individuals who have 
experienced or 
witnessed corruption 
ought to take to 
address it (based on 
the top three highest 
percentages in each of 
the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

47 42 35 11 5 3 2 2    

 
With regard to actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed corruption ought to 
take to address it, key informants held the following opinions: 
 

“Individuals need to report the corruption incidents to relevant 
authority, do their work professionally and do the right thing as 
expected. They should end the blame game and take responsibility” 
(KI 3). 

“Individuals should demand for the services as per the 
organization’s charter. They should also report the corrupt fellows” 
(KI 7). 

“One needs to report to the authorities concerned and also report 
the corrupt official to his or her senior boss for further action” (KI 
9). 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed 
corruption ought to take to address it as reported by members of the public 
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Baringo 51.7 14.4 17.8 4.2 3.4 0.8 5.1 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.8 
Garissa 51.3 1.3 11.5 10.3 1.3 0.0 24.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Machakos 50.7 22.2 14.2 3.1 3.1 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.4 
Lamu 50.0 13.3 3.3 16.7 6.7 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 
Vihiga 49.7 16.3 5.9 10.5 2.0 2.6 7.8 0.7 3.3 1.3 0.0 
Nyeri 49.4 30.9 4.9 2.5 1.2 6.2 1.2 2.5 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Makueni 48.0 29.3 12.0 1.3 5.3 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 37.5 4.7 21.9 7.0 0.8 3.1 14.8 0.8 7.0 1.6 0.8 
Mombasa 29.1 27.2 13.8 10.1 5.6 4.9 3.0 1.9 2.6 0.4 1.5 
Kwale 23.8 22.2 15.9 11.1 12.7 11.1 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each 
of the 8 major actions 
individuals who have 
experienced or 
witnessed corruption 
ought to take to 
address it (based on 
the top three highest 
percentages in each of 
the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

47 42 35 11 5 3 2 2    

 
With regard to actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed corruption ought to 
take to address it, key informants held the following opinions: 
 

“Individuals need to report the corruption incidents to relevant 
authority, do their work professionally and do the right thing as 
expected. They should end the blame game and take responsibility” 
(KI 3). 

“Individuals should demand for the services as per the 
organization’s charter. They should also report the corrupt fellows” 
(KI 7). 

“One needs to report to the authorities concerned and also report 
the corrupt official to his or her senior boss for further action” (KI 
9). 
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3.8.2 Local community response to corruption in public service institutions 
 
3.8.2.1 Whether or not the local community has taken action to address corruption in 
public service institutions 
A question was posed on whether the local community had taken any action to address 
corruption in public service institutions. According to majority (64.2%) of the members of 
the public and most (36.2%) of the public officials, the local community had not taken action 
to address corruption in public service institutions. As indicated in Figure 18 below, only a 
few members of the public (14.5%) and 30.4% of the public officials reported that the local 
community had taken some action to address corruption in public service institutions.
 

 
Figure 18: Responses on whether the local community had taken any action to address 
corruption in public service institutions 
 
3.8.2.2 Actions taken by the local community to address corruption in public service 
institutions 
The most popular actions taken by the local community to address corruption in public 
service institutions according to at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public 
officials were: public demonstrations against corruption (reported by 34.1% and 25.9%) of 
the public officials and members of the public respectively); reporting corrupt officers to 
relevant authorities (reported by 33.1% and 23.2% of the public officials and members of the 
public respectively); anti-corruption civic education (reported by 20.5% of the members of 
the public and 17.0% of the public officials); and exposing corrupt practices (reported by 
10.4% of the members of the public). As indicated in Figure 19 below, the least reported 
actions included voting out corrupt leaders and arresting corrupt officers.  
 





147

147 

Table 3.67: County analysis of actions taken by the local community to address 
corruption in public service institutions as reported by members of the 
public 

 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions taken by the local community 
to address corruption in public service institutions as reported by 
members of the public 

R
ep

or
tin

g 
co

rr
up

t  
of

fic
er

s t
o 

re
le

va
nt

 
au

th
or

iti
es

 

Pu
bl

ic
 d

em
on

st
ra

tio
ns

 
ag

ai
ns

t c
or

ru
pt

io
n 

A
nt

i-c
or

ru
pt

io
n 

ci
vi

c 
ed

uc
at

io
n 

Ex
po

sin
g 

co
rr

up
tio

n 
pr

ac
tic

es
 

R
ef

us
in

g 
to

 e
ng

ag
e 

in
 

co
rr

up
tio

n 

Ta
ki

ng
 n

o 
ac

tio
n 

A
rr

es
tin

g 
co

rr
up

t  
of

fic
er

s 

D
en

ou
nc

in
g 

co
rr

up
tio

n 
 

in
 m

as
s m

ed
ia

 

V
ot

in
g 

ou
t c

or
ru

pt
  

le
ad

er
s 

Lamu 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Pokot 44.4 33.3 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Trans Nzoia 42.3 7.7 30.8 0.0 7.7 3.8 3.8 3.8 0.0 
Tana River 40.0 30.0 20.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kilifi 38.5 19.2 30.8 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 
Siaya 36.0 16.0 28.0 12.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mandera 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Samburu 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 33.3 33.3 0.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bungoma 31.9 20.8 16.7 6.9 5.6 4.2 1.4 9.7 2.8 
Elgeyo Marakwet 30.8 23.1 0.0 0.0 23.1 15.4 0.0 7.7 0.0 
Kajiado 30.4 13.0 17.4 4.3 4.3 21.7 0.0 8.7 0.0 
Murang'a 30.0 26.7 16.7 13.3 10.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 
Wajir 30.0 20.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 30.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 
Narok 29.6 18.5 25.9 14.8 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 
Kwale 29.4 23.5 23.5 5.9 5.9 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Mombasa 28.8 10.6 22.7 7.6 12.1 7.6 1.5 3.0 6.1 
Vihiga 28.6 14.3 14.3 14.3 21.4 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Homa Bay 25.0 31.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 6.3 6.3 12.5 
Nairobi 23.8 33.3 14.3 8.8 1.4 6.1 3.4 6.1 2.7 
Nakuru 22.9 28.1 16.7 9.4 8.3 1.0 7.3 3.1 3.1 
Busia 22.7 19.7 22.7 1.5 4.5 10.6 9.1 3.0 6.1 
Nyeri 22.6 38.7 3.2 3.2 6.5 3.2 3.2 12.9 6.5 
Nyandarua 20.8 20.8 25.0 20.8 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 
Kirinyaga 20.5 29.5 22.7 13.6 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 
Machakos 20.5 20.5 9.1 13.6 9.1 13.6 9.1 4.5 0.0 
Nyamira 18.5 14.8 18.5 25.9 7.4 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 
Kitui 18.5 37.0 3.7 7.4 3.7 18.5 11.1 0.0 0.0 
Migori 17.8 20.0 31.1 4.4 6.7 4.4 8.9 2.2 4.4 
Taita Taveta 16.7 50.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 16.0 42.0 16.0 6.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions taken by the local community 
to address corruption in public service institutions as reported by 
members of the public 
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Bomet 15.0 20.0 15.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 5.0 0.0 
Kisii 14.3 28.6 47.6 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 14.3 21.4 21.4 21.4 7.1 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 14.3 9.5 42.9 16.7 9.5 4.8 0.0 0.0 2.4 
Kiambu 14.3 40.5 14.3 4.8 2.4 9.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 
Laikipia 12.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 25.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 11.5 30.8 15.4 19.2 7.7 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 
Makueni 10.5 52.6 5.3 10.5 5.3 10.5 5.3 0.0 0.0 
Turkana 10.3 17.9 25.6 17.9 7.7 5.1 0.0 7.7 7.7 
Embu 10.0 40.0 20.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 
Nandi 9.1 18.2 9.1 0.0 27.3 18.2 0.0 0.0 18.2 
Kisumu 8.6 17.1 45.7 20.0 2.9 2.9 0.0 2.9 0.0 
Marsabit 8.3 33.3 16.7 16.7 8.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Garissa 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Isiolo 0.0 0.0 0.0 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of counties 
where each of the 9 actions 
taken by the local 
community to address 
corruption in public service 
institutions (based on the top 
three highest percentages in 
each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

43 41 38 18 18 14 7 4 2 
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A past demonstration by members of the public against corruption in the public service  
 
A key informant in the study observed that some members of the local community were 
responding against corruption. The informant reported that: 
 

“Community is sharing about corruption so as to create awareness 
on corruption. Some members try to go a step further and gather 
evidence for action, disclose some facts on tenders and attempt to 
stop the culture of encouraging the perpetrators” (KI 5).   

Another key informant argued that: 
 

“The local community has done a lot in pointing out corruption 
during their meetings” (KI 2).

Some community members in some counties are active in anti-corruption programmes. For 
instance, members of the public in Nakuru County have partnered with the Ethics and Anti-
Corruption Commission and the National Police Service in an initiative dubbed “Mulika 
Hongo” (in English, ‘highlight bribery’) in the county which is aimed at creating awareness 
among members of the public on corruption-related matters. 
 

Members of the public participating in an anti-corruption activity in Nakuru County 
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3.8.2.3 Actions that ought to be taken by the local community to address corruption in 
public service institutions 
Findings from at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials indicated that 
the actions that the local community ought to take to address corruption in public service 
institutions were: reporting corruption to the relevant authorities (highlighted by 43.1% of the 
public officials and 25.4% of the members of the public); engaging in community 
sensitizations against corruption (reported by 19.4% and 18.4% of the members of the public 
and public officials respectively); uniting and speaking in one voice against corruption 
(highlighted by 17.7% and 10.9% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); and community members desisting from giving bribes (reported by 15.7% of 
the public officials). As shown in Table 3.68 below, the least reported actions that the local 
community ought to take to address corruption in public service institutions included: 
advocating for transfer of corrupt public officials; seeking divine intervention against 
corruption; and advocating for automation of government services. 
 
Table 3.68: Actions local community ought to take to address corruption in public 

service institutions 
 
Actions the local community ought to take to 
address corruption in public service 
institutions 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Report corruption to the relevant authorities 25.4% 43.1% 
Engage in community sensitizations against 
corruption 

19.4% 18.4% 

Unite and speak in one voice against corruption 17.7% 10.9% 
Demonstrate against corruption 7.7% 5.3% 
Community members to desist from giving bribes 7.1% 15.7% 
Not cooperate unless proper structures are put in 
place to address corruption 

6.3% 1.0% 

Participate in community policing and Nyumba 
Kumi Initiative 

5.2% 2.9% 

Elect only leaders with integrity and transparency 
into public positions 

5.1% 4.4% 

Comply with laws of the country 4.5% 3.7% 
Demand the right to public service 2.1% 5.1% 
Cultivate confidence in anti-corruption system 1.6% 1.9% 
Punish corruption offenders 1.4% 1.0% 
Seek divine intervention against corruption 0.8% 0.6% 
Advocate for automation of government services 0.6% 1.3% 
Advocate for transfer of corrupt public officials 0.2% 0.6% 

 
Based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of the public in each of the 
47 analyzed counties on the actions that the local community ought to take to address 
corruption in the public service, 9 out of 15 actions were prominent.  Of the 9, the actions 
that featured in at least a third of the counties were reporting corruption to the relevant 
authorities (prominent in 43 counties), engaging in community sensitizations against 
corruption (prominent in 41 counties) and uniting and speaking in one voice against 
corruption (prominent in 39 counties).  
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Further findings from members of the public were as follows: reporting corruption to the 
relevant authorities as one of the actions that the local community ought to take to address 
corruption in the public service came out strongly especially in Wajir (54.8%), Kericho 
(51.1%), Elgeyo Marakwet (49.4%), Kajiado (48.1%) and Garissa (39.0%) counties; 
engaging in community sensitizations against corruption was prominent especially in Garissa 
(37.8%), Kisii (32.2%), Busia (30.4%), Tana River (30.0%), Tharaka Nithi (28.1%) and 
Kisumu (28.1%) counties; and uniting and speaking in one voice against corruption was 
prominently mentioned especially in the counties of Kwale (26.4%), Siaya (26.0%), 
Murang'a (25.8%), Nakuru (25.3%) and Kiambu (25.2%). These findings are presented in 
Table 3.69 below. 
 
Table 3.69: County analysis of actions the local community ought to take to address 

corruption in public service institutions 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions the local community ought to take to address corruption in public 
service institutions 
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Wajir 54.8 16.7 2.4 9.5 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 51.1 18.1 10.6 5.3 3.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 49.4 6.2 7.4 7.4 1.2 3.7 5.0 7.4 7.4 2.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 48.1 15.8 8.7 8.7 1.1 5.5 4.9 1.1 0.5 1.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.5 
Garissa 39.0 37.8 8.5 3.7 1.2 2.4 1.2 1.2 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 37.1 15.6 9.9 9.9 7.8 2.4 5.5 1.0 4.4 3.1 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.3 
Isiolo 34.8 13.0 8.7 13.0 21.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 33.5 18.0 12.0 5.4 8.0 4.5 3.5 5.6 3.7 2.3 2.1 1.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 
Narok 32.7 6.7 23.3 7.3 5.3 9.3 6.7 0.0 4.0 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Samburu 32.1 7.1 17.9 3.6 7.1 14.3 0.0 7.1 0.0 7.1 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nandi 31.8 3.0 22.7 9.1 3.0 9.1 4.5 4.5 6.1 1.5 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 31.0 15.0 16.8 12.4 4.4 6.2 3.6 7.1 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 31.0 10.3 10.3 8.6 6.9 5.2 6.9 6.9 3.4 3.4 1.7 1.7 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Migori 27.9 21.9 15.5 4.3 5.2 3.4 5.6 6.9 3.9 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.9 1.3 0.0 
Homa Bay 27.4 12.3 22.6 9.4 1.9 0.9 5.6 3.8 8.5 0.9 1.9 0.9 3.8 0.0 0.0 
Bungoma 25.6 26.3 15.9 3.0 9.3 2.2 5.9 3.0 3.3 1.1 1.5 2.2 0.4 0.4 0.0 
Kitui 25.6 14.5 17.4 13.0 8.7 4.3 1.9 0.5 5.8 6.8 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 
Mandera 25.6 26.8 18.3 4.9 2.4 11.0 1.2 1.2 4.9 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Vihiga 24.5 15.0 15.0 4.8 9.5 13.6 4.8 2.0 2.7 3.4 0.7 1.4 1.4 0.7 0.7 
Kisii 24.3 32.2 18.8 6.4 5.0 3.0 2.5 1.5 3.5 1.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 24.0 13.5 26.0 2.9 3.8 1.0 3.8 5.8 8.7 2.9 2.9 1.0 0.0 1.9 1.9 
West Pokot 23.2 11.6 12.5 8.0 1.8 5.4 8.0 9.8 10.7 1.8 3.6 0.9 1.8 0.9 0.0 
Nyamira 22.3 24.1 16.1 6.3 0.9 8.0 7.2 1.8 9.8 0.9 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 
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Further findings from members of the public were as follows: reporting corruption to the 
relevant authorities as one of the actions that the local community ought to take to address 
corruption in the public service came out strongly especially in Wajir (54.8%), Kericho 
(51.1%), Elgeyo Marakwet (49.4%), Kajiado (48.1%) and Garissa (39.0%) counties; 
engaging in community sensitizations against corruption was prominent especially in Garissa 
(37.8%), Kisii (32.2%), Busia (30.4%), Tana River (30.0%), Tharaka Nithi (28.1%) and 
Kisumu (28.1%) counties; and uniting and speaking in one voice against corruption was 
prominently mentioned especially in the counties of Kwale (26.4%), Siaya (26.0%), 
Murang'a (25.8%), Nakuru (25.3%) and Kiambu (25.2%). These findings are presented in 
Table 3.69 below. 
 
Table 3.69: County analysis of actions the local community ought to take to address 

corruption in public service institutions 
 

County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions the local community ought to take to address corruption in public 
service institutions 

R
ep

or
t c

or
ru

pt
io

n 
to

 th
e 

re
le

va
nt

 
au

th
or

iti
es

 

En
ga

ge
 in

 c
om

m
un

ity
 se

ns
iti

za
tio

ns
  

ag
ai

ns
t c

or
ru

pt
io

n 

U
ni

te
 a

nd
 sp

ea
k 

in
 o

ne
 v

oi
ce

  
ag

ai
ns

t c
or

ru
pt

io
n 

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 a
ga

in
st

 c
or

ru
pt

io
n 

C
om

m
un

ity
 m

em
be

rs
 to

 d
es

ist
  

fr
om

 g
iv

in
g 

br
ib

es
 

N
ot

 c
oo

pe
ra

te
 u

nl
es

s p
ro

pe
r 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
  

ar
e 

pu
t i

n 
pl

ac
e 

to
 a

dd
re

ss
 c

or
ru

pt
io

n 

Pa
rt

ic
ip

at
e 

in
 c

om
m

un
ity

 p
ol

ic
in

g 
 

an
d 

N
yu

m
ba

 K
um

i I
ni

tia
tiv

e 

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 la
w

s o
f t

he
 c

ou
nt

ry
 

El
ec

t o
nl

y 
le

ad
er

s w
ith

 in
te

gr
ity

 a
nd

 
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
 in

to
 p

ub
lic

 p
os

iti
on

s 

D
em

an
d 

th
e 

ri
gh

t t
o 

pu
bl

ic
 se

rv
ic

e 

C
ul

tiv
at

e 
co

nf
id

en
ce

 in
  

an
ti-

co
rr

up
tio

n 
sy

st
em

 

Pu
ni

sh
 c

or
ru

pt
io

n 
of

fe
nd

er
s 

Se
ek

 d
iv

in
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n 

 
ag

ai
ns

t c
or

ru
pt

io
n 

A
dv

oc
at

e 
fo

r 
au

to
m

at
io

n 
 

of
 g

ov
er

nm
en

t s
er

vi
ce

s 

A
dv

oc
at

e 
fo

r 
tr

an
sf

er
  

of
 c

or
ru

pt
 p

ub
lic

 o
ffi

ci
al

s 

Wajir 54.8 16.7 2.4 9.5 7.1 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kericho 51.1 18.1 10.6 5.3 3.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 49.4 6.2 7.4 7.4 1.2 3.7 5.0 7.4 7.4 2.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kajiado 48.1 15.8 8.7 8.7 1.1 5.5 4.9 1.1 0.5 1.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.5 
Garissa 39.0 37.8 8.5 3.7 1.2 2.4 1.2 1.2 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Meru 37.1 15.6 9.9 9.9 7.8 2.4 5.5 1.0 4.4 3.1 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.3 
Isiolo 34.8 13.0 8.7 13.0 21.7 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nairobi 33.5 18.0 12.0 5.4 8.0 4.5 3.5 5.6 3.7 2.3 2.1 1.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 
Narok 32.7 6.7 23.3 7.3 5.3 9.3 6.7 0.0 4.0 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 
Samburu 32.1 7.1 17.9 3.6 7.1 14.3 0.0 7.1 0.0 7.1 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Nandi 31.8 3.0 22.7 9.1 3.0 9.1 4.5 4.5 6.1 1.5 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bomet 31.0 15.0 16.8 12.4 4.4 6.2 3.6 7.1 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 
Uasin Gishu 31.0 10.3 10.3 8.6 6.9 5.2 6.9 6.9 3.4 3.4 1.7 1.7 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Migori 27.9 21.9 15.5 4.3 5.2 3.4 5.6 6.9 3.9 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.9 1.3 0.0 
Homa Bay 27.4 12.3 22.6 9.4 1.9 0.9 5.6 3.8 8.5 0.9 1.9 0.9 3.8 0.0 0.0 
Bungoma 25.6 26.3 15.9 3.0 9.3 2.2 5.9 3.0 3.3 1.1 1.5 2.2 0.4 0.4 0.0 
Kitui 25.6 14.5 17.4 13.0 8.7 4.3 1.9 0.5 5.8 6.8 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 
Mandera 25.6 26.8 18.3 4.9 2.4 11.0 1.2 1.2 4.9 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 
Vihiga 24.5 15.0 15.0 4.8 9.5 13.6 4.8 2.0 2.7 3.4 0.7 1.4 1.4 0.7 0.7 
Kisii 24.3 32.2 18.8 6.4 5.0 3.0 2.5 1.5 3.5 1.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Siaya 24.0 13.5 26.0 2.9 3.8 1.0 3.8 5.8 8.7 2.9 2.9 1.0 0.0 1.9 1.9 
West Pokot 23.2 11.6 12.5 8.0 1.8 5.4 8.0 9.8 10.7 1.8 3.6 0.9 1.8 0.9 0.0 
Nyamira 22.3 24.1 16.1 6.3 0.9 8.0 7.2 1.8 9.8 0.9 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 
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County 

County analysis (in percentage) of actions the local community ought to take to address corruption in public 
service institutions 
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Kirinyaga 21.1 15.5 19.7 4.2 11.3 0.0 2.8 4.2 8.5 4.2 1.4 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tharaka Nithi 20.7 28.1 14.0 10.7 18.2 0.8 1.6 1.7 0.8 0.8 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.8 
Machakos 20.6 17.8 19.6 9.8 4.2 11.2 2.8 5.6 5.1 0.5 0.9 1.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 
Kilifi 20.4 25.5 12.2 16.3 6.1 1.0 6.1 2.0 5.1 2.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Kakamega 20.0 25.1 17.5 4.4 6.2 6.9 5.1 4.4 2.9 1.8 0.4 2.2 2.5 0.0 0.7 
Turkana 19.9 22.0 9.9 5.7 1.4 5.0 14.9 6.4 3.5 1.4 0.7 4.3 5.0 0.0 0.0 
Nyandarua 19.4 13.9 22.2 9.7 15.3 6.9 2.8 4.2 4.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Busia 19.0 30.4 14.8 10.1 5.9 3.4 1.6 2.1 5.5 1.7 2.1 2.5 0.0 0.8 0.0 
Murang'a 18.1 11.0 25.8 6.5 4.5 12.3 5.1 2.6 6.5 3.9 3.2 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 
Nyeri 17.9 14.3 15.5 6.0 4.8 2.4 4.8 13.1 3.6 2.4 6.0 7.1 1.2 1.2 0.0 
Embu 17.6 16.2 8.5 12.0 14.8 12.0 6.3 6.3 1.4 0.0 2.1 1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Kisumu 17.1 28.1 17.6 6.2 1.4 5.2 7.1 3.8 6.7 2.9 1.4 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.5 
Kwale 16.7 15.3 26.4 6.9 4.2 2.8 8.4 5.6 8.3 0.0 4.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Marsabit 16.1 10.7 7.1 7.1 26.8 10.7 1.8 3.6 3.6 8.9 0.0 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 
Mombasa 16.1 19.3 21.8 7.9 3.6 5.4 7.8 7.5 5.0 1.4 1.1 0.7 1.1 1.4 0.0 
Kiambu 15.8 8.6 25.2 9.5 12.6 7.7 9.0 1.8 3.2 1.8 2.3 0.0 1.4 0.5 0.9 
Trans Nzoia 13.4 18.8 18.8 2.7 4.5 7.1 4.5 16.1 4.5 3.6 4.5 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 
Makueni 13.0 26.1 21.7 11.6 8.7 7.2 4.3 2.9 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 
Lamu 12.9 19.4 9.7 3.2 0.0 0.0 16.1 16.1 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 9.7 0.0 
Taita Taveta 12.9 12.9 16.1 19.4 3.2 3.2 12.9 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7 3.2 0.0 0.0 
Nakuru 10.8 11.8 25.3 5.8 9.7 12.6 3.8 3.7 9.9 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.4 0.6 0.4 
Tana River 10.0 30.0 18.3 15.0 1.7 5.0 1.7 1.7 10.0 3.3 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Baringo 8.5 16.9 22.0 6.8 10.2 10.2 3.3 6.8 9.3 2.5 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.8 0.8 
Laikipia 2.2 20.0 20.0 6.7 15.6 11.1 13.3 8.9 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total number of 
counties where each of 
the 9 major actions the 
local community ought 
to take to address 
corruption in public 
service institutions 
(based on the top three 
highest percentages in 
each of the 47 analyzed 
counties) is prominent 

43 41 39 10 8 8 4 3 1       
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Table 3.70: County level responses by members of the public on whether they are aware 
of measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to address corruption  

 

County 
County level responses by members of the public (in percentage) on whether 
they are aware of measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to address 
corruption in the public service  

Yes No 
Kirinyaga 69.8 30.2 
Nyeri 49.5 50.5 
Nairobi 45.3 54.7 
Mombasa 44.2 55.8 
Tharaka Nithi 43.4 56.6 
Nyandarua 42.9 57.1 
Samburu 38.7 61.3 
Machakos 37.3 62.7 
Meru 36.2 63.8 
Bungoma 36.1 63.9 
Uasin Gishu 34.7 65.3 
Isiolo 33.3 66.7 
Kericho 29.8 70.2 
Makueni 29.7 70.3 
Kisumu 29.1 70.9 
Busia 29.0 71.0 
Bomet 28.9 71.1 
Wajir 28.6 71.4 
Embu 24.4 75.6 
Kiambu 23.0 77.0 
Kakamega 22.3 77.7 
Nakuru 21.6 78.4 
Baringo 21.5 78.5 
Garissa 20.3 79.7 
Elgeyo Marakwet 20.3 79.7 
Turkana 19.6 80.4 
Murang'a 19.0 81.0 
Trans Nzoia 18.9 81.1 
Homa Bay 18.3 81.7 
Narok 18.1 81.9 
Siaya 17.4 82.6 
Kajiado 17.1 82.9 
Lamu 16.2 83.8 
Kilifi 15.6 84.4 
Marsabit 15.2 84.8 
Tana River 15.0 85.0 
Vihiga 13.7 86.3 
Laikipia 12.7 87.3 
Migori 12.4 87.6 
Nandi 11.9 88.1 
Taita Taveta 11.8 88.2 
Kwale 11.1 88.9 
Mandera 10.3 89.7 
Kitui 8.9 91.1 
West Pokot 8.5 91.5 
Nyamira 7.8 92.2 
Kisii 7.3 92.7 
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The above findings depict a gap in knowledge on the part of the members of the public on the 
initiatives put in place by the state organs in the fight against corruption. Therefore, an 
aggressive public communication on the state organs’ anti-corruption initiatives and 
achievements is inevitable.   
 
3.8.3.2 Awareness on specific state organs addressing corruption in the public service 
Slightly over two-thirds (67.1%) of the members of the public and 65.1% of the public 
officials said they were aware that the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (EACC) was 
one of the state organs addressing corruption in the public service in Kenya. According to 
11.3% of the members of the public, the other major specific state organ addressing 
corruption in the public service was the National Police Service and especially the 
Directorate of Criminal Investigations (DCI). The state organs that were least reported by 
members of the public and public officials as addressing corruption in the public service 
included the National Cohesion and Integration Commission (NCIC), Witness Protection 
Agency, Internal Corruption Committees, Ministry of Environment and Probation and 
Aftercare Services. The full list of the state organs deemed to be addressing corruption in the 
public service is captured in Table 3.71 below.  
  
Table 3.71: Awareness on specific state organs addressing corruption in the public 

service 
 
Specific state organ/office addressing 
corruption in the public service 

Frequency and Percentage 
Members of the 

public 
Public officials 

EACC 1,411(67.1%) 678(65.1%) 
National Police Service (especially DCI) 238(11.3%) 83(8.0%) 
National Government Administrative Office 152(7.2%) 46(4.4%) 
Office of the President 92(4.4%) 26(2.5%) 
Judiciary  86(4.1%) 111(10.7%) 
County Government offices 57(2.7%) 53(5.1%) 
Office of the Auditor General 53(2.5%) 30(2.9%) 
ODPP 43(2.0%) 30(2.9%) 
Kenya National Commission on Human Rights 40(1.9%) 11(1.1%) 
Ministry of Education 39(1.9%) 20(1.9%) 
IPOA 34(1.6%) 11(1.1%) 
Nyumba Kumi  27(1.3%) 4(0.4%) 
Huduma Centre 26(1.2%) 16(1.5%) 
Commission on Administrative Justice 
(Ombudsman) 

20(1.0%) 47(4.5%) 

NTSA 20(1.0%) 2(0.2%) 
National Assembly (including Public Accounts 
Committee) 

14(0.6%) 9(0.9%) 

Ministry of Devolution and the ASALS 12(0.6%) 3(0.3%) 
Hospitals 11(0.5%) 6(0.6%) 
The National Treasury 6(0.3%) 17(1.6%) 
Media 6(0.3%) 4(0.4%) 
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Specific state organ/office addressing 
corruption in the public service 

Frequency and Percentage 
Members of the 

public 
Public officials 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 6(0.3%) 2(0.2%) 
NCRC 5(0.2%) 3(0.3%) 
SRC 4(0.2%) 2(0.2%) 
Cabinet  3(0.1%) 7(0.7%) 
Senate Assembly 3(0.1%) 3(0.3%) 
NACADA 3(0.1%)  
KRA 2(0.1%) 3(0.3%) 
Controller of Budget 2(0.1%) 1(0.1%) 
KPA 1(0.0%) 1(0.1%) 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and 
Irrigation 

- 7(0.7%) 

Probation and Aftercare Services - 5(0.5%) 
Ministry of Environment - 3(0.3%) 
Internal Corruption Committees - 2(0.2%) 
Witness Protection Agency - 1(0.1%) 
NCIC - 1(0.1%) 
 
A county-level analysis based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of 
the public showed that 22 out of 29 specific state organs addressing corruption in the public 
service were the most popular in the 47 analyzed counties. The state organs that were most 
popular in at least a third of the counties were EACC (prominent in 45 counties), the 
National Police Service and especially the DCI (prominent in 31 counties), National 
Government Administrative Office (prominent in 28 counties) and the Judiciary (prominent 
in 16 counties).  
 
Based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of the public in each of the 
47 analyzed counties, EACC was prominently mentioned by most members of the public 
especially in the counties of Samburu (85.7%), Kajiado (80.5%), Kitui (78.3%), Uasin Gishu 
(76.0%) and Narok (75.7%) as one of the state organs addressing corruption in the public 
service while the National Police Service came out strongly especially in Laikipia (25.0%), 
Kirinyaga (22.4%), West Pokot (20.0%), Makueni (19.4%) and Trans Nzoia (16.3%) 
counties. The National Government Administrative Office was especially prominent in Tana 
River (75.0%), Taita Taveta (50.0%), Lamu (40.0%), Kirinyaga (26.5%), Isiolo (25.0%) and 
Wajir (25.0%) counties while the Judiciary was prominently mentioned in Marsabit (11.8%), 
Mandera (11.1%), Garissa (10.0%), Isiolo (8.3%), Busia (7.1%), Nandi (7.1%) and Samburu 
(7.1%) counties. A detailed county-specific analysis of the state organs addressing corruption 
in the public service is presented in Table 3.72 below and Annex 11. 
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On the specific state organs addressing corruption in the public service, a key informant had 
this to say: 
 

“EACC is in place, they are trying. The Ombudsman is in Nairobi 
but we need their complaints reporting boxes at the local levels. We 
now have Corruption Prevention Committees some of which are 
active in the organizations” (KI 10).

The finding that most members of the public are aware of the EACC but do not report 
corruption incidents to it is a wake-up call to the institution to design measures aimed at 
enhancing public trust towards increasing public consumption of EACC-related services. 
  
3.8.3.3 Actual measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to fight corruption in the 
public service 
Sample respondents who had indicated that they were aware of measures/initiatives put in 
place by state organs to address corruption in the public service were asked a follow up 
question on the actual measures and/or initiatives that the state organs had put in place. The 
measures and/or initiatives that were listed by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public 
and/or public officials were: investigation of corruption (mentioned by 30.2% of the 
members of the public and 18.4% of the public officials); civic education/public awareness 
on corruption (reported by 28.5% and 14.4% of the public officials and members of the 
public respectively); arrest of corrupt officials (mentioned by 15.6% of the members of the 
public); management of suggestion boxes (mentioned by 14.3% of the public officials); 
prosecution of corrupt officials (reported by 13.5% and 11.2% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials 
(mentioned by 10.6% of the members of the public); offering of efficient and corruption-free 
services (mentioned by 10.4% of the public officials); and institution-specific/localized anti-
corruption measures (mentioned by 10.0% of the members of the public). As indicated in 
Table 3.73 below, the least popular measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to 
address corruption in the public service included: police resources dedicated to fighting 
corruption; conducting regular audits; research on corruption; and installation of CCTV.  
 
 
Table 3.73: Actual measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to fight corruption 

in the public service 
 
Actual measures/initiatives put in place by 
state organs to fight corruption in the public 
service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Investigation of corruption 30.2% 18.4% 
Arrest of corrupt officials 15.6% 7.1% 
Civic education/public awareness on corruption 14.4% 28.5% 
Prosecution of corrupt officials 11.2% 13.5% 
Exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials 10.6% 9.4% 
Institution-specific/localized anti-corruption 
measures 

10.0% 8.4% 
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Actual measures/initiatives put in place by 
state organs to fight corruption in the public 
service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Offering of efficient and corruption-free 
services 

6.9% 10.4% 

Dismissal of corrupt  officials 3.9% 3.1% 
Management of suggestion boxes 2.9% 14.3% 
Recovery of assets acquired through corruption 2.5% 1.7% 
Curbing of cheating/malpractice in national 
examinations 

1.8% 0.9% 

Holding Police Officers to account 1.7% 2.2% 
Research on corruption 1.5% 1.0% 
Devolution/decentralization of offices/services 1.2% 2.4% 
Installation of CCTV 1.1% 1.7% 
Conducting regular audits 1.1% 1.6% 
Police resources dedicated to fighting 
corruption 

0.6% 0.1% 

 
The measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to fight corruption in the public service 
were further disaggregated by county. Based on the three highest percentages of the 
responses of the members of the public in each of the 47 analyzed counties, at least 15 out of 
17 measures/initiatives came out strongly. The ones that came out strongly in at least a third 
of the counties were investigation of corruption (prominent in 38 counties), civic 
education/public awareness on corruption (prominent in 31 counties), arrest of corrupt 
officials (prominent in 30 counties), exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials (prominent 
in 22 counties) and prosecution of corrupt officials (prominent in 19 counties).  
 
Investigation of corruption was prominently mentioned especially in the counties of Kitui 
(52.0%), Mandera (40.0%), Siaya (40.0%), Nairobi (38.9%); Narok (38.5%) while civic 
education/ public awareness on corruption came out strongly especially in Tana River 
(75.0%), Wajir (61.5%), Kwale (54.5%), Taita Taveta (50.0%) and Lamu (42.9%) counties. 
Further findings showed that: arrest of corrupt officials was more prominent especially in the 
counties of Laikipia (33.3%), Baringo (29.4%), Makueni (29.4%), Tharaka Nithi (25.5%), 
Nyeri (25.5%), Taita Taveta (25.0%), Nandi (25.0%), Meru (20.8%) and Uasin Gishu 
(20.8%); exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials was more prominent especially in 
Lamu (42.9%), Isiolo (40.0%), Marsabit (27.3%), Uasin Gishu (20.8%), Elgeyo Marakwet 
(20.8%) and Samburu (20.0%) counties; and prosecution of corrupt officials was more 
prominent especially in the counties of Nandi (25.0%), Tharaka Nithi (20.4%), Kajiado 
(20.0%), Kitui (20.0%), Narok (19.2%), Meru (18.5%) and Marsabit (18.2%). These findings 
are presented in Table 3.74 below. 
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and that the agencies were doing their work effectively. Other explanations on the 
satisfaction levels by both the members of the public and public officials are summarized in 
Table 3.75 below. 
 
Table 3.75: Explanations for general satisfaction levels in the fight against corruption 
 

Explanations on satisfaction with the 
measures/initiatives put in place to address 
corruption 

Members of the public Public officials 

No serious action taken against corruption 31.6% 34.8% 
Concerned agencies are reliable in their services 
and they do their work effectively 

18.0% 20.8% 

No confidence in the anti-corruption system 9.9% 7.6% 
Inadequate arrests and/or jailing of perpetrators 9.4% 5.9% 
Organs where corruption is reported are  also 
corrupt 

6.2% 4.5% 

Prosecution process takes long while some cases 
are never resolved 

4.7% 6.1% 

Some organs lack sufficient powers to fight 
corruption 

4.5% 6.0% 

Some organs sensitize the community about 
corruption 

3.8% 5.6% 

There is no transparency in the fight against 
corruption 

3.5% 3.9% 

There are no offices  at the village level for 
fighting corruption 

3.3% 2.0% 

There is increased research on corruption and 
work efficiency  

2.6% 1.6% 

Only corrupt junior officers are taken to court 2.1% 2.5% 
There is inadequate investigation of corruption in 
all counties 

1.1% 0.2% 

The fight against corruption is sabotaged 1.1% 1.0% 
There is heightened criticism of those engaging in 
corruption 

1.0% 0.3% 

People are scared of reporting corruption 0.7% 0.6% 
Anti-corruption officials are not easily available  0.6% 0.1% 

 
County-specific analysis of general satisfaction with the measures/initiatives put in place by 
state organs to address corruption in the public service showed that majority of the members 
of the public in at least 40 counties were generally not satisfied with the measures/initiatives. 
This implied that measures put in place by state organs in addressing corruption in 87.2% of 
the 47 counties were generally not satisfactory to most of the members of the public. Further, 
general dissatisfaction with the measures/initiatives came out strongly especially in the 
counties of Garissa (94.4%), Samburu (92.3%), Machakos (91.7%), Tana River (88.9%) and 
Kilifi (88.9%). These findings are summarized in Table 3.76 below. 
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Table 3.76: County analysis of general satisfaction levels with measures put in place by 
state organs to address corruption in the public service as reported by 
members of the public 

 

County Response in percentage 
Satisfied Not satisfied 

Murang'a 64.7 35.3 
Kirinyaga 62.8 37.2 
Kwale 55.6 44.4 
Trans Nzoia 54.3 45.7 
Nyeri 53.3 46.7 
Kiambu 51.9 48.1 
Taita Taveta 50.0 50.0 
Homa Bay 45.0 55.0 
Elgeyo Marakwet 42.1 57.9 
Kisii 42.1 57.9 
Marsabit 41.7 58.3 
Turkana 38.5 61.5 
Wajir 33.3 66.7 
Nyandarua 32.3 67.7 
Kericho 32.1 67.9 
Nyamira 30.8 69.2 
Bomet 30.6 69.4 
Migori 29.7 70.3 
Isiolo 28.6 71.4 
Embu 27.8 72.2 
Uasin Gishu 26.9 73.1 
Mombasa 26.6 73.4 
Kitui 25.0 75.0 
Vihiga 25.0 75.0 
Kakamega 23.8 76.2 
Meru 23.7 76.3 
West Pokot 23.5 76.5 
Mandera 20.0 80.0 
Narok 17.9 82.1 
Nakuru 17.6 82.4 
Lamu 16.7 83.3 
Bungoma 16.5 83.5 
Busia 15.8 84.2 
Siaya 15.8 84.2 
Nairobi 15.5 84.5 
Kisumu 15.2 84.8 
Laikipia 14.3 85.7 
Nandi 14.3 85.7 
Baringo 13.3 86.7 
Makueni 12.9 87.1 
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County Response in percentage 
Satisfied Not satisfied 

Tharaka Nithi 12.5 87.5 
Kajiado 11.8 88.2 
Kilifi 11.1 88.9 
Tana River 11.1 88.9 
Machakos 8.3 91.7 
Samburu 7.7 92.3 
Garissa 5.6 94.4 
Overall index 24.0 76.0 

 
County-specific analysis indicated that 16 out of 17 explanations given by members of the 
public on their satisfaction levels were major, at least based on the three highest percentages 
of the explanations in each of the 47 analyzed counties. Of the 16 major explanations, only 4 
were positive (that is, 25.0%) and therefore in support of general satisfaction levels and the 
rest were negative (that is, 75.0%, which is close to the 76.0% of members of the public who 
had said that they were not satisfied with the measures/initiatives) and therefore in support of 
general dissatisfaction levels. The explanations that featured prominently in at least a third of 
the counties were that: there is no serious action taken against corruption (prominent in 44 
counties); concerned agencies are reliable in their services and they do their work effectively 
(prominent in 37 counties); there is inadequate arrests and/or jailing of perpetrators 
(prominent in 23 counties); there is no confidence in the anti-corruption system (prominent in 
20 counties); and some organs sensitize the community about corruption (prominent in 16 
counties). 
 
With regard to prominence of each of the five major explanations in the counties, the 
findings indicated the following: that there was no serious action taken against corruption 
was prominent especially in Samburu (81.8%), Tana River (77.8%), Marsabit (50.0%), Taita 
Taveta (50.0%), Migori (48.0%) and Kisii (41.7%) counties; that concerned agencies are 
reliable in their services and they do their work effectively came out strongly especially in 
the counties of Kirinyaga (47.8%), Trans Nzoia (46.4%), Nyamira (45.5%), Murang'a 
(44.8%) and Isiolo (33.3%); there is inadequate arrests and/or jailing of perpetrators was 
mentioned prominently especially in Laikipia (50.0%), Siaya (35.3%), Baringo (27.3%), 
Wajir (25.0%) and Narok (20.0%) counties; that there is no confidence in the anti-corruption 
system was most popular among members of the public especially in Lamu (50.0%), 
Machakos (24.3%), Isiolo (20.0%), Vihiga (18.8%) and Nyeri (15.4%) counties; and some 
organs sensitize the community about corruption came out strongly especially in Lamu 
(50.0%), Taita Taveta (25.0%), Homa Bay (18.8%), Elgeyo Marakwet (13.3%), Garissa 
(12.5%) and Kwale (12.5%) counties. The details of these results are captured in Table 3.77 
below. 
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A number of key informants observed that they were not satisfied with measures put in place 
by state organs to address corruption in the public service and said that: 
 

“No, i am not satisfied because corruption is still rampant and every 
political class seems to cherish it” (KI 9). 

“No, i am not satisfied because corruption continues to be very high 
each and every day” (KI 1).

The finding that most sample respondents were not satisfied with the measures put in place 
by state organs to address corruption are consistent with earlier findings which showed that 
the measures were not effective and hence the reason behind the respondents’ reluctance to 
engage in anti-corruption activities such as reporting corruption incidents to the relevant 
agencies. Therefore, the concerned agencies need to take serious action (such as effective 
investigations, arrests and prosecutions) against the perpetrators of corruption in order to gain 
public confidence and support. 
 
3.8.3.4 Perceptions on extent to which state organs have successfully addressed 
corruption in the public service 
Members of the public and public officials were asked of their opinion on the extent to which 
different state organs had successfully addressed corruption in the public service in Kenya. 
 
An overall index, computed as an average of all responses across different state organs, 
showed that 57.6% of the members of the public and 18.9% of the public officials did not 
know the extent to which such state organs were successful in addressing corruption in the 
public service. Of the members of the public who could rate the success of the state organs in 
addressing corruption, most of them reported that all the organs were not successful at all, 
with those leading being the Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts (27.5%), the DCI (25.3%) 
and the EACC (23.7%). On the other hand, most of the public officials thought that the state 
organs had achieved some level of success and hence rated the organs as majorly successful 
to a small extent, with the least performing organs being the EACC (46.4%), Judiciary’s 
Anti-Corruption Courts (43.6%) and the ODPP (43.5%). These findings are captured in 
Table 3.78 below.  
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Table 3.78: Perceptions on extent to which specific state organs have successful 
addressed corruption in the public service 

 
State Organ Responses in percentage 

Members of the public - N=8,658 Public officials - N= 1,795 
Extent to which the state organ has 
been successful in addressing  
corruption in the public service 

Extent to which the state organ 
has been successful in addressing  
corruption in the public service 
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Office of the 
Auditor General  

5.5 10.5 17.1 9.0 57.9 22.1 35.5 12.3 13.4 16.7 

 EACC 4.9 19.0 23.7 7.3 45.1 10.8 46.4 21.8 10.0 10.9 
 DCI  4.6 14.2 25.3 8.6 47.3 9.4 39.1 19.3 15.5 16.7 
Judiciary’s Anti-
Corruption Courts  

3.4 15.7 27.5 7.9 45.5 10.1 43.6 18.2 11.5 16.7 

 ODPP  2.5 11.5 20.4 9.1 56.6 9.8 43.5 16.8 14.1 15.9 
Office of the 
Attorney General 

2.3 11.8 22.6 9.8 53.6 7.5 37.7 18.2 17.7 18.9 

National Anti-
Corruption 
Campaign Steering 
Committee  

2.0 7.2 12.6 8.0 70.3 7.6 28.5 19.6 16.7 27.6 

Internal Audit 
Department/Section 
in Ministries  

1.3 5.9 16.0 8.9 67.9 17.3 34.8 17.3 12.0 18.5 

Internal Corruption 
Prevention 
Committees in 
public institutions  

0.7 3.3 13.1 8.8 74.1 8.0 25.2 22.3 16.7 27.8 

Overall Index (%) 3.0 11.0 19.8 8.6 57.6 11.4 37.1 18.4 14.2 18.9 
 
From the findings in the Table above, most members of the public did not know the extent to 
which the listed state organs were successful in addressing corruption in the public service 
hence demonstrating a knowledge gap on the part of the members of the public on the 
success rates of the measures/initiatives put in place by the organs. This could therefore mean 
that the measures/initiatives put in place by the organs are either not adequately visible 
and/or well understood by this category of respondents. Most public officials could rate the 
success rates of the organs because all public offices in the country have a component of anti-
corruption mainstreaming in their performance contracts and programmes involving most of 
the listed organs. For example, all public offices have an annual external audit exercise 
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conducted by the Office of the Auditor General. As stated earlier, aggressive public 
communication and popularization of the measures/initiatives is necessary. 
 
Considering the results from the sample respondents who could rate the state organs, it was 
clear that most of the organs were rated generally as unsuccessful (that is, successful to a 
small extent and not successful at all all) in addressing corruption. Therefore, all the state 
organs need to review their processes based on an analysis and remedial measures of the 
circumstances and/or factors within their specific institutions on why the government loses 
corruption cases. 
 
Members of the public and public officials were further asked to substantiate their answers 
with regard to the extent the specific state organs had succeeded in addressing corruption in 
the public service. Focusing on each state organ, their feedback is presented and discussed 
below.  
 
Office of the Attorney General 
According to the findings of the study presented in Table 3.79 below, the highest percentages 
on the explanations by members of the public and public officials were to the effect that the 
Office of the Attorney General was not successful at all or was successful to a small extent in 
addressing corruption in the public service. The explanations given by at least 1 out of 10 
members of the public and/or public officials were that the Office: had no impact as 
corruption was still rampant and/or increasing (reported by 32.0% and 27.9% of the members 
of the public and public officials respectively); and was not adequately devolved and well 
known and felt (according to 13.7% of the members of the public). 
 
Table 3.79: Explanations on extent of success of the Office of the Attorney General in 

addressing corruption in the public service 
 
Explanations for the responses on the extent of success 
of the Office of the Attorney General in addressing 
corruption in the public service 

Members of 
the public 

Public 
officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the Office is 
successful to a large extent  

  

 
That the Office: 

  

Has some corruption cases taken to court for prosecution 3.9% 5.3% 
Has cases with sufficient evidence sustaining conviction 3.2% 2.5% 
There is partial positive change in the fight against 
corruption 

3.0% 3.3% 

Makes efforts to follow up corruption cases 2.2% 2.0% 
Had exposed some corrupt public officials 1.4% 1.6% 
Educates people on the importance of living in a corruption-
free country 

0.5% 0.6% 

Explanations in support of responses that the Office is 
not successful at all or is successful to a small extent 
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Explanations for the responses on the extent of success 
of the Office of the Attorney General in addressing 
corruption in the public service 

Members of 
the public 

Public 
officials 

That the Office: 
Has no impact as corruption is still rampant and/or 
increasing 

32.0% 27.9% 

Is not adequately devolved and well known and felt 13.7% 7.1% 
Has a weak mandate and anti-corruption laws are not 
adequately effected 

5.6% 7.8% 

Has some corrupt cases ending up without being mentioned 
in court 

2.6% 3.8% 

Is working but being fought by external forces and 
experiencing political influence 

2.1% 2.5% 

Sabotages corruption evidence useful in the prosecution of 
prominent people 

0.8% 1.6% 

Relies a lot on support from investigating agencies to 
succeed which many a times is not forthcoming 

0.7% 2.4% 

Lacks in implementation of anti-corruption reports 0.5% 1.1% 
Has unresolved cases in court 0.5% 1.4% 
Lacks capacity and resources to effectively deal with 
corruption in the country 

0.3% 0.9% 

Has most of the corruption cases lost or terminated 
prematurely 

0.3% 0.6% 

 
One key informant rated the success of the Office of the Attorney General in addressing 
corruption in the public service in the following words: 
  

“The Office of the Attorney General is not successful in addressing 
corruption in the country, it is just corrupt” (KI 4). 

The above explanations are consistent with the milestones of the Office under the Jubilee 
administration as at June, 2016 on the item of strengthening the Anti-Corruption Architecture 
which included: stepping aside and prosecution of senior government officials; enforcing 
recovery of proceeds of crime/assets; establishment of a Multi-Agency Team to tackle 
corruption; enhanced Mutual Legal Assistance engagements with peer jurisdictions; 
establishment of Specialized Anti-Corruption Courts; resolute action to profile and champion 
an anti-corruption agenda at the highest political level; enhanced adherence to anti-money 
laundering and banking regulations; and placing 360 criminal cases before various anti-
corruption courts. These explanations are also in conformity with challenges of the Office of 
the Attorney General as at June, 2013 which included insufficient action on corruption cases 
and limited capacity of actors (www.statelaw.go.ke).  
 
Office of the Auditor General 
Most of the members of the public (28.6%) and public officials (24.5%) argued that Office of 
the Auditor General had no impact as corruption was still rampant and/or increasing and 
hence was not successful at all or was successful to a small extent in addressing corruption in 
the public service.  About 2 out of 10 members of the public (15.1%) also argued that the 
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Office was not adequately devolved and well known and felt. However, the sample 
respondents who rated the Office as successful to a large extent in addressing corruption in 
the public service argued that the Office: had exposed corrupt public officers (mentioned by 
23.5% and 12.9% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); and had 
performed in curbing the misuse of public funds (mentioned by 15.5% and 13.6% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively). These results are presented in Table 
3.80 below.
 
Table 3.80: Explanations for responses on extent of success of the Office of the Auditor 

General in addressing corruption in the public service 
 
Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Office of the Auditor General in 
addressing corruption in the public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Office is successful to a large extent 

  

Has performed in curbing misuse of public funds 13.6% 15.5% 
Office has exposed corrupt public officers 12.9% 23.5% 
There is partial positive change in the fight against 
corrupion 

3.6% 4.0% 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Office is not successful at all or is successful to 
a small extent 

  

Office has no impact as corruption is still rampant 
and/or increasing 

28.6% 24.5% 

Is not adequately devolved and well known and 
felt 

15.1% 4.1% 

Auditor General's officers are themselves corrupt 7.1% 8.7% 
Office is working but being fought by external 
forces and experiencing political influence 

7.1% 8.2% 

No proper auditing is done 5.5% 3.4% 
There is lack of implementation of the Office's 
reports 

3.6% 5.9% 

Office has a weak mandate 1.5% 4.4% 
Office is only active in the media 1.3% 0.3% 
Office is threatened and has no freedom 0.9% 0.4% 
Office is under-staffed 0.2% 0.1% 

 
On the success rate of the Office of the Auditor General in addressing corruption in the 
public service, a key informant had this to say: 
 

“They try to audit government expenditure; they point out where 
there is misuse of resources” (KI 5). 

While the Office of the Auditor General conducts external audit on all public offices every 
year, identifies systemic weaknesses and/or loopholes and gives recommendations for 
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improvement, corruption continues to be reported in public service institutions. This implies 
that the exercise is either not thorough enough and/or compromise-free to be effective or the 
recommendations given in a particular year to seal identified loopholes are not followed up in 
the successive audits. It is therefore recommended that the external audit process be re-
evaluated and strengthened especially by way of mid-year external audits and an annual 
external audit exercise conducted by a multi-agency team under the leadership of the Office 
of the Auditor General. 
 
Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 
Three explanations in support of responses that the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 
(EACC) was not successful at all or was successful to a small extent in addressing corruption 
in the public service featured prominently at least among 1 out of 10 members of the public 
and/or public officials. These were that the Commission: had done nothing beyond exposing 
corrupt officials and hence corruption was still increasing (mentioned by 36.5% of the 
members of the public and 32.7% of the public officials); had a weak mandate and anti-
corruption laws are not adequately effected (reported by 11.7% of the public officials); and is 
not adequately devolved and well known and felt (mentioned by 11.6% of the members of 
the public). However, explanations in support of responses that the Commission was 
successful to a large extent in addressing corruption in the public service were to the effect 
that the Commission had prosecuted corrupt cases and officials (according to 14.1% and 
11.7% of the public officials and members of the public respectively). The details of all the 
explanations are captured in Table 3.81 below. 
 
Table 3.81: Explanations on extent of success of the EACC in addressing corruption  
 
Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission in addressing corruption in the 
public service  

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Commission is successful to a large extent 

  

 
That the Commission: 

  

Prosecutes corrupt cases and officials 11.7% 14.1% 
Exposes corrupt officials 8.1% 5.7% 
Creates awareness and undertakes sensitizations 
on corruption 

2.9% 4.1% 

Acts promptly when informed of a corruption 
incident 

2.8% 2.1% 

Officers do visit government offices to carry out 
their mandate 

1.8% 2.4% 

Tries to implement anti-corruption compliance 0.2% 0.6% 
 
Explanations in support of responses that the 
Commission is not successful at all or is 
successful to a small extent 
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Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission in addressing corruption in the 
public service  

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

 
That the Commission: 

  

Has done nothing beyond exposing corrupt 
officials and hence corruption is still increasing 

36.5% 32.7% 

Is not adequately devolved and well known and 
felt  

11.6% 4.2% 

Has a weak mandate and anti-corruption laws are 
not adequately effected 

7.5% 11.7% 

Has corrupt officers who are also bribed 7.0% 6.7% 
Gathers evidence but is not effective 4.0% 7.1% 
Is working but is being fought by external forces 3.6% 5.2% 
Lacks implementation of corruption reports 1.9% 2.1% 
Is threatened, lacks freedom and is sabotaged 1.5% 2.3% 
Starts investigations of a case after corruption has 
developed deep-seated roots 

0.6% 0.4% 

Lacks adequate resources 0.2% 1.4% 
 
The above findings relate with the earlier ones which pointed to inadequate public trust 
and/or confidence on the EACC and its measures/initiatives. The results also illustrate a weak 
EACC which needs to be strengthened for example by way of regularly and strictly vetted 
and NIS-monitored EACC Officers and the deployment of anonymous and/or undercover 
EACC Officers especially in the public institutions most susceptible to corruption. A multi-
agency-skilled and fully autonomous EACC institution which is especially political 
influence-free is in a better position to easily crack the modus operandi of corruption 
syndicates in the different public institutions.  
 
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions 
The findings of the study revealed five major explanations reported by at least 1 out of 10 
members of the public and/or public officials in support of responses that the Office of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions was not successful at all or was successful to a small extent 
in addressing corruption in the public service. These were that: the Office had done little 
apart from exposing corrupt officials with corruption still thriving and/or increasing 
(mentioned by 27.3% of the members of the public and 23.1% of the public officials); 
corrupt cases ended up without being mentioned, were lost or terminated prematurely 
(reported by 15.9% and 10.6% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); the Office delayed case processes and prosecution (according to 12.9% of the 
public officials); the Office was not adequately devolved and well known and felt (mentioned 
by 12.8% of the members of the public); and that the Office had corrupt officers who were 
involved in bribery (reported by 10.9% of the members of the public). However, the main 
explanation in support of responses that the Office was successful to a large extent in 
addressing corruption in the public service was that it prosecuted corrupt cases and officials 
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(mentioned by 20.5% of the public officials and 15.6% of the members of the public). The 
details of these explanations are presented in Table 3.82 below. 
 
Table 3.82: Explanations on extent of success of the ODPP in addressing corruption in 

the public service 
 
Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Office of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions in addressing corruption in the 
public service  

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Office is successful to a large extent 

  

 
That the Office: 

  

Prosecutes corrupt cases and officials 15.6% 20.5% 
Makes efforts to follow up corruption cases 5.2% 2.8% 
Corruption cases with sufficient evidence have 
sustained conviction 

4.3% 3.9% 

Handles some corruption cases fast enough 1.9% 1.6% 
Conducts anti-corruption sensitizations 0.1% 0.4% 
 
Explanations in support of responses that the 
Office is not successful at all or is successful to a 
small extent 

  

 
That the Office: 

  

Has done little apart from exposing corrupt officials 
with corruption still thriving and/or increasing 

27.3% 23.1% 

Is not adequately devolved and well known and felt 12.8% 3.8% 
Has corrupt officers who are involved in bribery 10.9% 6.0% 
Corrupt cases end up without being mentioned, are 
lost or terminated prematurely 

10.6% 15.9% 

Delays case processes and prosecution 7.5% 12.9% 
Experiences conflict of interest 3.4% 4.4% 
Faces inadequacy of resources 0.7% 1.7% 
Relies a lot on support from investigating agencies 
to succeed which many a times is not forthcoming 

0.3% 5.5% 

 
The above findings clearly indicate that the ODPP has not been effective in addressing 
corruption in the country. According to the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and OECD 
(2003), some of the strategies for effective prosecution of corruption include: institutional, 
legislative and international remedies (for example: pursuing regional and international 
instruments and networks which provide mechanisms to strengthen and facilitate 
international cooperation; at the national level, barring convicted corrupt officials from re-
entering elected politics; strengthening the independence of law enforcement agencies; and 
fostering of cooperation and loyalty within law enforcement agencies by corresponding 
institutional structures and mechanisms); asset recovery (that is, “following the stolen 
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money” and seizing it); avoiding ambiguous situations (for example, conducting 
interrogations in prison, or calling witnesses whose integrity might be called into question by 
the defense and can constitute a risk and weaken the case); working in teams and sharing 
information among close and like-minded prosecution colleagues; less experienced 
Prosecutors taking advice from very experienced Prosecutors; ensuring that a Prosecutor ’s 
own professional and personal behavior is exemplary; and adopting self-preservation 
strategies (for example by ensuring that severe psychological pressures coming from many 
directions simultaneously are not over-internalized or personalized). 
 
Directorate of Criminal Investigations 
Three explanations given by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
in support of responses that the Directorate of Criminal Investigations was not successful at 
all or was successful to a small extent in addressing corruption in the public service featured 
prominently. These were that the Directorate: conducted shoddy investigations and gathering 
of evidence on corruption and was not effective (according to 33.1% and 25.8% of the public 
officials and members of the public respectively); had corrupt officers who were involved in 
bribery (reported by 27.4% of the members of the public and 21.7% of the public officials); 
and had done little apart from exposing corrupt officials with corruption still thriving and/or 
increasing (according to 14.2% and 13.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively). The main explanation in support of responses that the Directorate was 
successful to a large extent in addressing corruption in the public service was that it acted 
promptly when informed of a corruption incident (according to 10.8% of the members of the 
public). All the explanations of the sample respondents are highlighted in Table 3.83 below.
 
Table 3.83: Explanations on extent of success of the Directorate of Criminal 

Investigations in addressing corruption in the public service  
 
Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Directorate of Criminal 
Investigations in addressing corruption in the 
public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Directorate is successful to a large extent 

  

 
That the Directorate: 

  

Acts promptly when informed of a corruption 
incident 

10.8% 7.0% 

Reports on corruption 5.1% 3.7% 
Arrests culprits/perpetrators 5.0% 5.0% 
Conducts anti-corruption sensitizations/awareness 
creation/capacity building 

1.1% 0.9% 

 
Explanations in support of responses that the 
Directorate is not successful at all or is 
successful to a small extent 
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Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Directorate of Criminal 
Investigations in addressing corruption in the 
public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

That the Directorate: 
Has corrupt officers who are involved in bribery 27.4% 21.7% 
Conducts shoddy investigations and gathering of 
evidence on corruption and is not effective 

25.8% 33.1% 

Has done little apart from exposing corrupt officials 
with corruption still thriving and/or increasing 

13.2% 14.2% 

Officers are not well known in some locations 3.4% 2.9% 
Experiences political influence 2.1% 4.6% 
Officers victimize only the poor 1.5% 2.5% 
Is more reactive than proactive 1.3% 1.3% 
Faces inadequacy of resources 0.9% 2.5% 
Experiences conflict of interest (e.g, they are 
reluctant to arrest fellow corrupt Police Officers) 

0.8% 1.1% 

 
According to GAN Integrity (2017b), half of all Kenyans who have come into contact with 
the police report having paid a bribe and that in December 2016, Kenya’s National Police 
Service Commission fired 127 traffic Police Officers after they found evidence of large 
suspicious money transfers between officers that could not be explained. Therefore, from the 
above findings, the DCI, with the assistance of the NIS and IPOA, needs to prioritize the 
regular vetting, monitoring and removal of corrupt officers from the Directorate. Further, the 
loss of corruption cases in Law Courts could be addressed through improvements in: 
preparation of the charge sheet by preferring the most appropriate charges using the relevant 
sections of the law (for instance, if corruption was in procurement of goods and services, 
procurement laws form the main basis of the charge sheet); and gathering, preservation and 
presentation of evidence. Further, legal amendments to make the DCI more autonomous 
could strengthen and make it more effective.  
   
Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts 
Most of the members of the public (45.0%) and public officials (32.3%) rated Judiciary’s 
Anti-Corruption Courts as not successful at all or are successful to a small extent in 
addressing corruption in the public service because they had done little and corruption was 
still thriving and/or increasing. Delayed case processes and adjudication (reported by 19.8% 
of the public officials) was the other major explanation for the negative rating. However, 
those who rated the Courts as successful to a large extent mainly argued that they (the 
Courts) had adjudicated over corruption cases and sentenced corrupt officials (according to 
11.8% and 11.5% of the members of the public and public officials respectively). The details 
of the explanations are presented in Table 3.84 below. 
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Table 3.84: Explanations on extent of success of the Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts 
in addressing corruption in the public service  

 
Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption 
Courts in addressing corruption in the public 
service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Anti-Corruption Courts are successful to a 
large extent 

  

 
The Anti-Corruption Courts: 

  

Adjudicate over corruption cases and sentence 
corrupt officials 

11.8% 11.5% 

Sustain conviction for corruption cases with 
sufficient evidence  

6.9% 6.1% 

Handle some corruption cases fast enough 3.0% 3.0% 
Expose corrupt officials 1.2% 1.3% 
 
Explanations in support of responses that the 
Anti-Corruption Courts are not successful at 
all or are successful to a small extent 

  

 
The Anti-Corruption Courts: 

  

Have done little and corruption is still thriving 
and/or increasing 

45.0% 32.3% 

Delay case processes and adjudication 9.0% 19.8% 
Corrupt cases end up without being mentioned, 
are lost or terminated prematurely 

7.3% 5.3% 

Have some Judges and Magistrates who are 
themselves corrupt 

5.0% 3.5% 

Have unresolved corruption cases in court 3.9% 6.2% 
Experience political influence 1.8% 3.4% 
Rely a lot on support from other agencies to 
succeed which many a times is not forthcoming 

1.1% 6.0% 

Face the challenge of weak anti-corruption laws 0.8% 1.6% 
 
As an independent referee and arbitrator in the administration of justice, the Judiciary needs 
to put measures in place to eliminate corruption leveled against its officers so as to gain 
confidence from the other arms of government and the public (GAN Integrity, 2017b). 
Without compromising its independence and referee role, and in the interest of effective 
protection of public good, the Judiciary needs to consider highlighting and sharing with other 
stakeholders the areas of weaknesses Judges and Magistrates observe in the investigation and 
prosecution of corruption cases. 
 
Internal Audit Department/Section in Ministries 
Most of the members of the public (47.2%) and public officials (43.6%) were of the view that 
the Internal Audit Department/Section in Ministries had done little and corruption was still 
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and 20.7% of the members of the public); was only active on the media (according to 19.6% 
and 17.4% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); and that it had 
corrupt members (according to 11.4% of the public officials and 11.2% of the members of 
the public). All the explanations provided by the sample respondents are summarized in 
Table 3.85 below.  
 
Table 3.85: Explanations on extent of success of the National Anti-Corruption 

Campaign Steering Committee in addressing corruption in the public 
service 

 

Explanations for the responses on the extent of 
success of the National Anti-Corruption 
Campaign Steering Committee in addressing 
corruption in the public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Explanations in support of responses that the 
Committee is successful to a large extent 

  

That the Committee:   
Exposes corrupt deals 4.7% 4.8% 
Performs its role adequately 2.0% 0.4% 
Explanations in support of responses that the 
Committee is not successful at all or is successful 
to a small extent 

  

That the Committee:   
Is not adequately devolved and well known and felt 
on the ground 

37.9% 32.2% 

Has no impact in the fight against corruption and 
hence not effective 

20.7% 22.7% 

Is only active on the media 17.4% 19.6% 
Has corrupt members 11.2% 11.4% 
Requires a lot of support from the investigating 
agencies to succeed 

3.5% 5.9% 

Colludes with corrupt government officials 1.3% 2.7% 
 
The above findings majorly call for enhanced presence and activities of the National Anti-
Corruption Campaign Steering Committee in all the 47 counties. Therefore, the Committee 
requires adequate financial, human and infrastructural resourcing to be able to deliver on its 
mandate of education and awareness creation, research and advocacy and communication on 
corruption.  
 
The study findings that most state organs have not succeeded in addressing corruption in the 
public service are in agreement with those of Kichwen (2017) presented in Figure 24 below 
which showed that most (37.1%) of the respondents strongly disagreed with the statement 
that institutional framework for fighting corruption in Kenya was effective. 
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Figure 24: Institutional frameworks effectiveness (Source: Kichwen (2017)) 
 
The study findings on ratings of success of the state organs in addressing corruption in the 
public service and the explanations attached to the ratings is generally a ‘vote of no 
confidence’ in the state organs and a pointer to an unsatisfactorily performing anti-corruption 
system in the country. Hence the need to put in place strategies that will improve public 
confidence and re-energize (for instance, through enhanced operational autonomy and 
financial, human and infrastructural resourcing) all the state organs involved in fighting 
corruption, with a special focus on the frontline agencies, that is, the EACC, DCI, ODPP and 
the Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts.
 
3.8.3.5 Rating of public officials based on service delivery values 
Respondents were asked to rate most of the public officials they had interacted with in the 
course of service delivery against a set of 8 selected values. A majority (72.2%) of the 
members of the public and public officials (50.3%) rated their interaction with public 
officials as unsatisfactory. Majority of the members of the public rated all the 8 selected 
service delivery values as unsatisfactory while most of the public officials rated 7 of the 8 
values as unsatisfactory. The service delivery values that were rated by the largest proportion 
of the members of the public as unsatisfactory included honesty and trust (78.0%), 
transparency and accountability (77.3%), prompt service delivery (75.7%) and impartiality 
(74.0%). On the other hand, the service delivery values that were rated by the largest 
proportion of the public officials as unsatisfactory included transparency and accountability 
(58.8%), impartiality (55.4%), honesty and trust (55.3%) and prompt service delivery 
(54.5%). The detailed rating of the selected service delivery values is captured in Table 3.86 
below.
 



184

184 

Table 3.86: Rating of public officials based on selected service delivery values 
 
Selected service 
delivery values 

Rating of values in percentage 
Members of the public  Public officials 

Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory  Not 
Sure  

Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory  Not 
Sure 

Professionalism 26.1 63.1 10.8 59.5 34.3 6.1 
Patriotism 21.6 65.5 12.9 43.2 45.1 11.7 
Integrity 16.9 72.4 10.7 42.5 48.1 9.3 
Good governance 16.3 71.5 12.1 39.0 50.6 10.4 
Prompt service 
delivery 

15.8 75.7 8.5 37.7 54.5 7.8 

Impartiality 14.4 74.0 11.6 31.5 55.4 13.1 
Transparency and 
accountability 

13.7 77.3 9.0 30.7 58.8 10.5 

Honesty and trust 13.4 78.0 8.6 32.3 55.3 12.4 
Overall Index  17.3 72.2 10.5 39.6 50.3 10.2 
 
County-specific analysis on rating of selected service delivery values showed that all the 8 
values were rated unsatisfactorily by members of the public in almost all the 47counties. For 
instance, the findings showed that integrity was rated unsatisfactorily by most members of 
the public in all the 47 counties and by more than 50.0% of the members of the public in 43 
counties, with some of the leading counties being Nyandarua (94.4%), Makueni (92.6%), 
Vihiga (90.3%), Nyeri (89.6%) and Kilifi (89.2%). 
 
Transparency and accountability was rated unsatisfactorily by most members of the public in 
all the 47 counties and by more than 50.0% of the members of the public in 44 counties, with 
some of the leading counties being Nyandarua (95.8%), Nyeri (94.8%), Vihiga (94.2%), 
Siaya (93.7%) and Makueni (93.6%). 
 
Most members of the public in 44 counties and more than 50.0% of the members of the 
public in 39 counties rated professionalism as unsatisfactory. Some of the counties leading in 
unsatisfactory rating included Nyandarua (91.5%), Nyeri (87.5%), Vihiga (82.5%), Tana 
River (81.8%) and Siaya (80.3%). However, it was rated satisfactorily by most of the 
members of the public in the counties of Elgeyo Marakwet (49.6%), Isiolo (46.7%) and 
Turkana (35.5%). 
 
Honesty and trust was rated unsatisfactorily by most members of the public in all the 47 
counties and by more than 50.0% of the members of the public in 44 counties, with some of 
the leading counties being Nyandarua (95.8%), Siaya (95.2%), Makueni (94.7%), Nyeri 
(93.8%) and Vihiga (93.5%). 
 
Patriotism was rated unsatisfactorily by most members of the public in 44 counties and by 
more than 50.0% of the members of the public in 41 counties, with some of the leading 
counties being Nyeri (88.5%), Nyandarua (87.3%), Siaya (86.6%), Homa Bay (86.5%) and 
Vihiga (85.0%). It was however rated as satisfactory by most members of the public in 
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Elgeyo Marakwet (48.4%) and Turkana (40.3%) counties and an equal percentage of 43.3% 
rating it as both satisfactory and unsatisfactory in Isiolo County. 
 
Most members of the public in all the 47 counties and more than 50.0% of the members of 
the public in 44 counties rated prompt service delivery as unsatisfactory. The counties that 
were leading in the rating of prompt service delivery as unsatisfactory included Vihiga 
(96.0%), Nyandarua (95.8%), Siaya (93.7%), Tana River (92.8%) and Homa Bay (92.7%). 
 
On the service delivery value of impartiality, most members of the public in all the 47 
counties and more than 50.0% of the members of the public in 43 counties rated it as 
unsatisfactory. Counties that were leading in the rating of impartiality as unsatisfactory 
included Nyandarua (100.0%), Makueni (94.7%), Nyeri (94.7%), Homa Bay (91.8%), Vihiga 
(90.7%) and Kirinyaga (90.3%).  
 
On good governance, most members of the public in all the 47 counties and more than 50.0% 
of the members of the public in 42 counties rated it as unsatisfactory. Counties that were 
leading in the rating of good governance as unsatisfactory included Nyandarua (98.6%), 
Homa Bay (96.4%), Nyeri (95.8%), Makueni (93.7%), Siaya (93.7%) and Vihiga (92.6%).  
 
The detailed ratings of all the service delivery values in the public service in each of the 47 
counties are captured in Table 3.87 below.
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The above findings indicate that all the service delivery values were unsatisfactory in at least 
39 of the 47 counties. The top four unsatisfactory service delivery values reported by both the 
members of the public and public officials were: honesty and trust; transparency and 
accountability; prompt service delivery; and impartiality. These findings are consistent with 
those of the Public Service Commission (PSC) in Kenya which established that performance 
for the three indicators of good governance, transparency and accountability was below 
average during the year 2015/2016. The Commission further established that six (6) of the 
eleven (11) indicators for improvement in service delivery averaged below 55 percent (PSC, 
2016b). Therefore, deliberate measures must be put in place to secure satisfaction among 
service recipients on all the values but with a special focus on the four values rated as most 
unsatisfactory. 

3.9 Challenges in and Recommendations for Addressing Corruption 
 
3.9.1 Perceptions on why corruption persists despite the presence of anti-corruption 
laws and institutions 
Members of the public and public officials were asked to give their opinions on why 
corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and institutions. 
The major reasons given by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
were: inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ ethical conduct, weak legal 
frameworks and/or compromised and lax law enforcement (reported by 43.4% of the public 
officials and 36.2% of the members of the public); culture of impunity, pro-corruption 
attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public service 
system (mentioned by 26.1% of the members of the public and 18.1% of the public officials); 
citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their inadequate involvement from the grassroots 
level in the fight against corruption (reported by 14.4% and 12.2% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); and inadequate government leadership commitment to 
fight corruption, bad governance and corrupt leadership (reported by 12.5% and 9.9% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively). The least reported reasons included 
inadequate resources for the fight against corruption, poverty and low wages. All the reasons 
provided by the sample respondents are captured in Table 3.88 below.  
 
Table 3.88: Reasons why corruption remains unabated despite the presence of anti-

corruption laws and institutions 
 
Opinions on why corruptions remains unabated 
despite presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ 
ethical conduct, weak legal frameworks and/or 
compromised and lax law enforcement 

36.2% 43.4% 

Culture of impunity, pro-corruption attitude on 
consequences and rationalization of corruption as 
part of the public service system 

26.1% 18.1% 

Citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their 12.2% 14.4% 
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Opinions on why corruptions remains unabated 
despite presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

inadequate involvement from the grassroots level in 
the fight against corruption 
Inadequate government leadership commitment to 
fight corruption, bad governance and corrupt 
leadership 

9.9% 12.5% 

Inadequate autonomy and/or sabotaging of the EACC 
and other institutions in the fight against corruption 

7.7% 9.3% 

Weak witness protection for corruption cases 4.4% 7.0% 
Greed 4.1% 1.2% 
Facilitation of corruption by tribalism 3.5% 2.5% 
Poor communication, bureaucracy in service delivery 
and inadequate automation of public services 

1.3% 3.5% 

Poverty 1.3% 0.7% 
Low wages 0.7% 1.8% 
Inadequate resources for the fight against corruption 0.4% 0.7% 

 
A county-specific analysis based on the three highest percentages of responses from 
members of the public in each of the 47 analyzed counties showed that there were 8 out of 12 
reasons that were major with regard to why corruption remained unabated despite presence 
of anti-corruption laws and institutions. Out of the 8 major reasons, the ones that featured 
prominently in at least a third of the counties were: inadequate close monitoring of public 
officials’ ethical conduct, weak legal frameworks and/or compromised and lax law 
enforcement (prominent in all the 47 counties); culture of impunity, pro-corruption attitude 
on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public service system 
(prominent in all the 47 counties); and citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their 
inadequate involvement from the grassroots level in the fight against corruption (prominent 
in 25 counties). 
 
Further findings of the study showed that: inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ 
ethical conduct, weak legal frameworks and/or compromised and lax law enforcement as a 
reason why corruption remained unabated despite presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions was prominent especially in Tharaka Nithi (52.3%), Trans Nzoia (51.8%), 
Nyandarua (49.2%), Kirinyaga (48.4%) and Laikipia (46.1%) counties; culture of impunity, 
pro-corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public 
service system was prominent especially in Samburu (44.5%), West Pokot (37.0%), 
Machakos (34.9%), Mandera (34.5%) and Migori (32.2%) counties; and citizens’ ignorance, 
lack of confidence and their inadequate involvement from the grassroots level in the fight 
against corruption was prominent especially in the counties of Garissa (22.5%), Samburu 
(16.7%), Turkana (16.7%), Kwale (16.7%), Nyamira (16.2%), Mombasa (15.8%) and 
Marsabit (15.7%). These findings are highlighted in Table 3.89 below.
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3.9.2 Challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service  
The most prominent challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service that were 
reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: 
engagement of top government officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public 
officials and political interference in anti-corruption initiatives (reported by 26.0% and 
21.2% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); lack of commitment 
by county and national government agencies to fight corruption (including failure to declare 
it a national disaster) and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation (reported by 24.8% 
of the public officials and 19.7% of the members of the public); fear of victimization, 
intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption cartels (mentioned by 
16.6% of the members of the public); culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-
corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption in the public service as 
normal (reported by 15.9% and 14.4% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); bureaucracy and lack of professionalism in the public service, inadequate 
automation of public services and poor remuneration (reported by 12.6% of the public 
officials); and public/citizen ignorance, lack of sensitization and awareness about corruption 
(mentioned by 9.6% of the members of the public). As indicated in Table 3.90 below, the 
least reported challenges included inadequate witness protection and security services for 
corruption witnesses/victims and poverty in society. 
 
Table 3.90: Challenges faced in addressing corruption in public service institutions 
 
Challenges faced in addressing corruption in 
public service institutions 

Members of the public Public officials 

Engagement of top government officials in 
corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public 
officials and political interference in anti-
corruption initiatives 

21.2% 26.0% 

Lack of commitment by county and national 
government agencies to fight corruption 
(including failure to declare it a national disaster) 
and/or inadequate law 
enforcement/implementation 

19.7% 24.8% 

Fear of victimization, intimidation, threats, 
assassination and abduction from corruption 
cartels 

16.6% 8.1% 

Culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-
corruption attitude on consequences and 
rationalization of corruption in the public service 
as normal 

14.4% 15.9% 

Public/citizen ignorance, lack of sensitization and 
awareness about corruption  

9.6% 8.4% 

Disunity and inadequate public participation and 
mass action/demonstrations in fighting corruption 

6.9% 7.6% 

Bureaucracy and lack of professionalism in the 
public service, inadequate automation of public 
services and poor remuneration 

6.9% 12.6% 

Weak and/or biased anti-corruption laws 5.2% 5.7% 
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Challenges faced in addressing corruption in 
public service institutions 

Members of the public Public officials 

Facilitation of corruption by 
tribalism/nepotism/favoritism 

5.1% 7.0% 

Inadequate resources for the fight against 
corruption 

3.6% 6.3% 

Dynamic and complex nature of corruption and its 
forms and mode of execution 

3.6% 4.1% 

Poverty in society 2.6% 2.4% 
Inadequate autonomy and/or sabotaging of the 
EACC and other institutions in the fight against 
corruption 

2.1% 3.2% 

Inadequate witness protection and security 
services for corruption witnesses/victims 

2.0% 1.6% 

 
Challenges faced in addressing corruption in public service institutions and reported by 
members of the public were analyzed by county.  Based on the three highest percentages of 
the challenges reported in each of the 47 analyzed counties, 11 out of 14 challenges featured 
prominently. Out of these 11 major challenges, the ones that featured prominently at least in 
a third of the counties were 4 and these were: engagement of top government officials in 
corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public officials and political interference in anti-
corruption initiatives (prominent in 38 counties); lack of commitment by county and national 
government agencies to fight corruption (including failure to declare it a national disaster) 
and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation (prominent in 36 counties); fear of 
victimization, intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption cartels 
(prominent in 26 counties); and culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-corruption 
attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption in the public service as normal 
(prominent in 21 counties). 
 
With regard to the leading counties in each of the 4 major challenges, engagement of top 
government officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public officials and political 
interference in anti-corruption initiatives was prominently reported by members of the public 
especially in Kericho (25.8%), Isiolo (25.1%), Narok (25.0%), Kajiado (24.9%) and Kiambu 
(24.4%) counties while lack of commitment by county and national government agencies to 
fight corruption (including failure to declare it a national disaster) and/or inadequate law 
enforcement/implementation  came out strongly in Nyandarua (35.2%), Taita Taveta 
(31.5%), Nyamira (26.3%), Migori (25.9%) and Nyeri (25.3%) counties. The challenge of 
fear of victimization, intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption 
cartels came out strongly in the counties of Kitui (31.0%), Vihiga (28.3%), Kilifi (26.7%), 
Lamu (25.0%) and Murang'a (24.4%) while that of culture of impunity, selfishness, 
dishonesty, pro-corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption in the 
public service as normal was prominent especially in Kitui (26.8%), Embu (21.9%), Kericho 
(21.4%), Makueni (21.1%) and Nandi (20.3%) counties. These findings are presented in 
detail in Table 3.91 below. 
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Ankamah and Khoda (2017) argue that lack of political will, that is, the demonstrated 
credible intent of political actors (who include elected or appointed leaders, civil society 
watchdogs and stakeholder groups) to attack perceived causes or effects of corruption at a 
systemic level, is a major obstacle to government's anti-corruption efforts. According to 
Kpundeh (1998), unwavering determination to fight corruption is not only a problem for 
leaders and bureaucratic reformers but that the private sector too, may lack the will to 
overcome corrupt systems of governance. 
 
3.9.3 Options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing corruption in public 
service institutions  
There were six (6) major options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing corruption 
in public service institutions that were reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public 
and/or public officials. These options were: strengthening and/or indiscriminately 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws, including the arrest and dismissal of corrupt 
officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets (mentioned by 31.9% and 27.6% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively); undertaking public/citizen 
sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of corruption (reported by 
23.9% and 17.1% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); reforming 
and/or professionalizing the public service (for example through proper recruitment and 
deployment of competent officers, use of technology and automation of services, proper 
remuneration and merger of institutions with similar/related roles) which was reported by 
20.3% of the public officials and 14.5% of the members of the public; whole of government 
commitment in the fight against corruption including non-politicization of anti-corruption 
iniatiatives (reported by 14.3% and 13.7% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity (mentioned by 12.7% of the 
members of the public and 10.3% of the public officials); and enhancing the resourcing and 
strengthening the operations of the EACC and other anti-corruption institutions up to the 
devolved units (according to 9.7% of the public officials). These findings are indicated in 
Table 3.92 below.  
 
Table 3.92: Proposed options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing 

corruption in public service institutions  
 
Proposed options for surmounting challenges 
faced in addressing corruption in public service 
institutions 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

Strengthening and/or indiscriminately 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws 
(including arrest and dismissal of corrupt officials 
and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets) 

27.6% 31.9% 

Undertaking public/citizen sensitization and 
awareness creation about the different aspects of 
corruption 

17.1% 23.9% 

Reforming and/or professionalizing the public 
service (for example through proper recruitment 
and deployment of competent officers, use of 

14.5% 20.3% 
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Proposed options for surmounting challenges 
faced in addressing corruption in public service 
institutions 

Members of the 
public 

Public 
officials 

technology and automation of services, proper 
remuneration and merger of institutions with 
similar/related roles)   
Whole of government commitment in the fight 
against corruption including non-politicization of 
anti-corruption iniatiatives 

13.7% 14.3% 

Appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity 12.7% 10.3% 
Unity, demonstrations and public participation in 
the fight against corruption 

8.1% 4.2% 

Enhancing the resourcing and strengthening the 
operations of the EACC and other anti-corruption 
institutions up to the devolved units 

7.3% 9.7% 

Strengthening witness protection on corruption 
cases 

6.2% 2.5% 

Encouraging culture change and positive attitude 
towards avoiding and fighting corruption 

2.7% 4.9% 

Undertaking equitable distribution of resources and 
poverty alleviation measures in society 

1.7% 2.2% 

Enhancing participation of faith-based and civil 
society organizations in the fight against corruption 

1.4% 1.1% 

Use of a foreign body to fight corruption 0.8% 0.4% 
Controlling population growth 0.5% 0.3% 
Undertaking research on corruption and its 
dynamics 

0.4% 0.5% 

 
County-specific analysis based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of 
the public in each of the 47 counties showed that 9 out of 14 proposed options for 
surmounting challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service were prominent. 
The proposed options that featured prominently in at least a third of the counties were: 
strengthening and/or indiscriminately implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws 
(including arrest and dismissal of corrupt officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets) 
which was prominent in 42 counties; undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness 
creation about corruption (prominent in 28 counties); whole of government commitment  in 
the fight against corruption including non-politicization of anti-corruption iniatiatives 
(prominent in 24 counties); appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity (prominent in 
23 counties); and reforming and/or professionalizing the public service (for example through 
proper recruitment and deployment of competent officers, use of technology and automation 
of services, proper remuneration and merger of institutions with similar/related roles) which 
came out strongly in 19 counties. 
 
Further results of the study on the proposed options for surmounting challenges faced in 
addressing corruption in the public service showed that: strengthening and/or 
indiscriminately implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws (including arrest and dismissal 
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of corrupt officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets) was prominent especially in 
the counties of Meru (42.2%), Tharaka Nithi (39.3%), Murang'a (39.0%), Kiambu (37.2%) 
and Kirinyaga (30.5%); undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about 
the different aspects of corruption came out strongly in Wajir (57.8%), Elgeyo Marakwet 
(40.3%), Kwale (30.6%), Busia (27.3%), Mandera (24.8%) and Makueni (24.0%) counties; 
whole of government commitment in the fight against corruption including non-politicization 
of anti-corruption iniatiatives was prominent especially in Machakos (21.1%), Nyeri 
(19.8%), West Pokot (18.9%), Marsabit (17.7%), Nandi (17.6%) and Trans Nzoia (17.6%) 
counties; appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity came out strongly especially in 
the counties of Isiolo (25.0%), Marsabit (21.0%), Samburu (20.0%), Narok (18.7%) and 
Laikipia (17.2%); and reforming and/or professionalizing the public service (e.g through 
proper recruitment and deployment of competent officers, use of technology and automation 
of services, proper remuneration and merger of institutions with similar/related roles) was 
mentioned prominently especially in Garissa (26.6%), Siaya (20.0%), West Pokot (20.0%), 
Laikipia (18.9%), Kitui (17.3%) and Trans Nzoia (16.8%) counties. These findings are 
presented in Table 3.93 below. 
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The political will to transform both institutions and the political culture of opportunism 
which is responsible for corruption is a key ingredient to addressing the problem of 
corruption in the public service. Kpundeh (1998) asserts that without political will, 
governments' statements to reform civil service, strengthen transparency and accountability 
and reinvent the relationship between government and private industry remain mere rhetoric. 
 
3.9.4 Proposed anti-corruption interventions for the public service 
Members of the public and public officials were asked to propose anti-corruption 
interventions for the public service. Majority of them (53.5% and 52.3% of the members of 
the public and public officials respectively) proposed strengthening and/or 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws and structures (including wealth declaration 
policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and dismissal of corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-
acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of projects and other new anti-corruption 
systems/mechanisms). Other key proposals included: reforming and/or professionalizing the 
public service (for example through staff training/capacity building, service delivery in 
Huduma Centres, proper recruitment and deployment of competent officers with integrity, 
use of technology and automation of services, better terms of service and remuneration) 
which was highlighted by 28.9% of the public officials and 17.4% of the members of the 
public; and undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about the 
different aspects of corruption (mentioned by 20.1% and 14.5% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively). As shown in Table 3.94 below, the least popular 
proposal was that of abolishing the county government system and incorporating anti-
corruption information in the education and/or school curriculum. 
 
Table 3.94: Proposed anti-corruption interventions for the public service 
 

Proposed anti-corruption interventions for the 
public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Strengthening and/or implementing/enforcing anti-
corruption laws and structures (including wealth 
declaration policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and 
dismissal of corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-
acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of 
projects and other new anti-corruption 
systems/mechanisms) 

53.5% 52.3% 

Reforming and/or professionalizing the public 
service (for example through staff training/capacity 
building, service delivery in Huduma Centres, 
proper recruitment and deployment of competent 
officers with integrity, use of technology and 
automation of services, better terms of service and 
remuneration)   

17.4% 28.9% 

Undertaking public/citizen sensitization and 
awareness creation about the different aspects of 
corruption 

14.5% 20.1% 
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Proposed anti-corruption interventions for the 
public service 

Members of the 
public 

Public officials 

Encouraging culture change and positive attitude 
towards avoiding and fighting corruption (including 
public officers upholding honesty and professional 
ethics) 

10.3% 9.1% 

Encouraging enhanced collaboration between 
members of the public and anti-corruption 
government agencies in the fight against corruption 

7.8% 4.4% 

Enhancing the resourcing and strengthening the 
autonomy and operations of the EACC and other 
anti-corruption institutions up to the devolved units  

6.2% 10.3% 

Enhancing economic reforms to control rate of 
inflation and undertaking fair and equitable 
distribution of resources including employment 
opportunities 

3.8% 3.2% 

Strengthening witness protection, whistle blowing 
and the use of anti-corruption hotlines 

1.8% 3.8% 

Enhancing participation of faith-based and civil 
society organizations in the fight against corruption 1.1% 1.4% 

Incorporating anti-corruption information in the 
education and/or school curriculum 0.8% 1.0% 

Abolishing the county government system 0.1% 0.1% 
 
A more or less similar pattern on anti-corruption interventions for the public service 
proposed by members of the public respondents at the national level was replicated in most 
of the counties. Based on the three highest percentages of responses in each of the 47 
analyzed counties, 8 out of 11 proposed anti-corruption interventions featured prominently 
and were therefore major. The ones that featured prominently in at least a third of the 
counties were: strengthening and/or implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws and 
structures (including wealth declaration policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and dismissal of 
corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of projects 
and other new anti-corruption systems/mechanisms) which featured in all the 47 counties; 
reforming and/or professionalizing the public service (for example through staff 
training/capacity building, service delivery in Huduma Centres, proper recruitment and 
deployment of competent officers with integrity, use of technology and automation of 
services, better terms of service and remuneration) which was prominent in 36 counties; and 
undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of 
corruption (prominent in 33 counties). 
 
The county-specific analysis further showed that the counties that were leading in the 
proposed anti-corruption intervention of strengthening and/or implementing/enforcing anti-
corruption laws and structures (including wealth declaration policy, auditing mechanisms, 
arrest and dismissal of corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-acquired assets, monitoring 
and evaluation of projects and other new anti-corruption systems/mechanisms) included Kitui 
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(63.0%), Laikipia (62.1%), Nyandarua (61.2%), Baringo (59.6%) and Garissa (58.5%). 
Counties which had most members of the public propose reforming and/or professionalizing 
the public service (e.g through staff training/capacity building, service delivery in Huduma 
Centres, proper recruitment and deployment of competent officers with integrity, use of 
technology and automation of services, better terms of service and remuneration) as an anti-
corruption intervention included Isiolo (28.5%), Samburu (22.5%), Murang'a (22.5%), Embu 
(21.9%), Kiambu (20.0%) and Kisii (19.4%). Further, the counties leading in the proposal on 
undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of 
corruption included Wajir (53.3%), Kisumu (23.9%), Marsabit (21.7%), Vihiga (20.7%), 
Turkana (20.0%) and West Pokot (20.0%). These findings are presented in Table 3.95 below. 
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of corruptly-acquired assets, monitoring and 
evaluation of projects and other new anti-
corruption  systems/mechanisms) 

Reforming and/or professionalizing the  
public service (for example through staff training/ 
capacity building, service delivery in Huduma 
Centres, proper recruitment and deployment  
of competent officers with integrity, use of  
technology and automation of services, better  
terms of service and remuneration) 
Undertaking public/citizen sensitization  
and awareness creation about the different  
aspects of corruption 

Encouraging culture change and positive  
attitude towards avoiding and fighting  
corruption (including public officers  
upholding honesty and professional  ethics) 

Encouraging enhanced collaboration between  
members of the public and anti-corruption  
government agencies in the fight against  
corruption 
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Members of the public and public officials were further asked, in conclusion, to provide any 
other relevant comments on fighting corruption. The key comments were that: the 
Government needed to be committed in the fight against corruption (reported by 25.8% and 
22.2% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); there was need for 
concerted efforts to fight corruption (reported by 13.1% and 22.0% of the members of the 
public and public officials respectively); continuous sensitization and education of members 
of the public about corruption and its consequences was paramount (reported by 7.8% and 
9.0% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); and public participation 
against corruption should be embraced in line with the constitutional provisions (reported by 
5.6% and 7.6% of the members of the public and public officials respectively). 
 
The above findings on proposed anti-corruption interventions for the public service in Kenya 
have been applied in other jurisdictions. According to the Independent Commission Against 
Corruption (ICAC), some of the corruption prevention strategies prioritized by the New 
South Wales public sector include: identifying and documenting corruption risks; putting in 
place codes of conduct for public staff; formulating gifts and benefits policies and gift 
registers; use of information management and technology; providing information on ethical 
work practices to staff; well laid out audit procedures; protected disclosures; and 
strengthened internal investigation capacity in public service agencies (ICAC, 2003).   
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CHAPTER FOUR: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
4.1 Introduction 
This study on perceptions and experiences of corruption in the public service in Kenya aimed 
at providing critical information relating to, and within the public service. It sought to: 
establish the public perceptions on the common and emerging types of corruption; establish 
the public experiences on the common and emerging types of corruption; identify the 
different perpetrators of corruption; ascertain the root cause of corruption in public service 
institutions; appraise the consequences of corruption; assess public response to corruption; 
and identify the challenges and make appropriate recommendations for addressing corruption 
in the public service.
 
4.2 Summary of Major Findings 
 
4.2.1 Public perceptions on the common and emerging types of corruption in the public 
service 
According to the findings of the study, corruption in the public service was majorly 
perceived as: bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving bribes (according to 23.1% of the 
members of the public and 16.8% of the public officials); embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation ofpublic funds/resources (according to 19.6% of the members of the public 
and 17.4% of the public officials); abuse of power and/or office (according to 14.2% of the 
public officials); dishonesty by public officials (according to 12.8% of the public officials); 
and giving and/or receiving a valuable public resource in exchange for personal favours 
(according to 10.6% of the public officials). A greater proportion (92.6%) of the members of 
the public compared to public officials (85.0%) perceived that there was corruption in public 
service institutions in Kenya with more than 63.0% of the members of the public in each of 
the 47 counties perceiving that corruption existed in these institutions. 
 
Based on the average perceptions of the members of the public and public officials, 
corruption was perceived to exist in all the arms of government, with the highest to the 
lowest ranked arm of government being the National Executive (85.5%), County Executive 
(83.9%), County Assembly (73.5%), Judiciary (71.2%), National Assembly (59.7%) and the 
Senate Assembly (39.2%).  
 
The findings showed that more than 50.0% of the members of the public perceived 
corruption to be high in all the arms of government, with the Executive Arm of National 
Government leading with a percentage of 80.4% followed by the Executive Arm of County 
Government (77.7%), County Assembly (75.5%), National Assembly (68.9%), Judiciary 
(65.5%) and the least being the Senate Assembly at 51.8%. On the other hand, more than 
40.0% of the public officials perceived corruption to be high in all the arms of government 
led by the Executive Arm of County Government (70.7%) followed by the County Assembly 
(69.6%), National Assembly (58.8%), Executive Arm of National Government (51.2%), 
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Judiciary (45.7%) and the least being the Senate Assembly (40.2%). A county-specific 
analysis based only on the proportion of the members of the public who perceived that there 
was high level of corruption showed that more than 50.0% of the members of the public 
perceived corruption to be high: in the National Executive in all the 47 counties; in the 
County Executive in 46 counties; in the County Assembly in 45 counmties; in the Judiciary 
in 42 counties; in the National Assembly in 32 counties; and in the Senate Assembly in 18 
counties. 
 
According to the findings of the study, the specific public service institutions where 
corruption was perceived to be most prevalent were the: National Police Service (NPS), 
particularly the Traffic Police and Police in border areas (according to 38.1% and 56.3% of 
the members of the public and public officials respectively); County Government (reported 
by 17.8% and 16.2% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); Ministry 
of Health (reported by 15.8% of the members of the public); Ministry of Lands and Physical 
Planning (as reported by 15.0% of the public officials); Judiciary/Law Courts (reported by 
14.6% of the public officials); and the Ministry of Interior  and Coordination of National 
Government (reported by 14.4% of the members of the public). Based on the three highest 
percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the counties on where corruption 
was most prevalent, the institutions featuring in at least a third of the counties were the 
National Police Service (in 46 counties), County Government (in 31 counties), Ministry of 
Interior and Coordination of National Government (in 25 counties) and the Ministry of 
Health (in 24 counties). 
 
Further findings showed that the perceived leading common and emerging types of 
corruption in the Executive Arm of the National Government were: bribery (soliciting for 
and/or receiving bribes) which was reported by 50.5% and 30.8% of the members of the 
public and public officials respectively; flouting procurement (reported by 30.9% of the 
public officials); embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported 
by 23.3% and 18.3% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); and 
nepotism in service delivery (reported by 9.5% of the public officials). On the basis of the 
three highest percentages reported by members of the public in each of the counties, the 
common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the counties were 
bribery (prominent in all the 47 counties), embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources (prominent in 39 counties) and nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 16 
counties). 
 
The major perceived common and emerging types of corruption in the Executive Arm of the 
County Government reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public 
officials were found to be: flouting procurement regulations (reported by 33.6% of the public 
officials); bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving bribes (reported by 29.4% and 
20.7% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/ bribes (reported by 28.0% and 
24.7% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); nepotism in service 
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delivery (reported by 16.0% and 15.7% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); and corruption in job recruitments (reported by 14.8% of the public officials). 
The perceived common and emerging types of corruption reported by members of the public 
and featuring in at least a third of the counties (based on the three highest percentages 
reported by members of the public in each of the counties) were bribery (prominent in 41 
counties), embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (prominent in 37 
counties) and nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 33 counties). 
 
The perceived common and emerging type of corruption in the County Assembly were: 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 30.3% and 
20.2% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); bribery, that is, 
soliciting for and/or receiving bribes (reported by 20.8% and 27.4% of the members of the 
public and public officials respectively); flouting procurement regulations (reported by 
17.4% of the public officials); nepotism in service delivery (reported by 16.0% of the 
members of the public); discrimination in service delivery (reported by 15.2% of the 
members of the public); abuse of office (reported by 11.4% of the public officials); and 
passing defective laws (reported by 10.1% of the public officials). On the basis of the three 
highest percentages in each of the analyzed counties reported by members of the public, the 
common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a third of the 45 counties were 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (prominent in 43 counties), 
nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 34 counties), bribery (prominent in 30 counties) 
and discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 28 counties). 
 
The findings of the study showed that the major perceived common and emerging types of 
corruptions in the Judiciary were: bribery, that is soliciting for and/or receiving bribes 
(reported by 71.4% of the members of the public and 54.2% of the public officials); 
influenced cases/unjust verdicts (reported by 16.5% and 24.0% of the members of the public 
and public officials respectively) and delay/dragging of service delivery (reported by 9.8% 
and 17.1% of the members of the public and public officials respectively). County analysis of 
perceptions of members of the public based on the three highest percentages in each of the 
counties showed that the common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at least a 
third of the counties were bribery (prominent in all the 47 counties), influenced cases/unjust 
verdicts (prominent in 41 counties), delay/dragging of service delivery (prominent in 32 
counties) and discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 16 counties). 
 
The common and emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly perceived by at 
least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 36.6% and 18.6% of the members of 
the public and public officials respectively); bribery, that is, soliciting for and/or receiving 
bribes (reported by 19.5% and 31.1% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); abuse of office  (reported by 15.2% of the public officials); passing defective 
(reported by 14.3% of the public officials); nepotism in service delivery (reported by 13.7% 
of the members of the public); and discrimination in service delivery (reported by 12.8% of 
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the members of the public). The common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at 
least a third of the counties (based on the three highest percentages reported by members of 
the public in each of the counties) were embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public 
funds/resources (prominent in 37 counties), bribery (prominent in 23 counties), nepotism in 
service delivery (prominent in 22 counties) and discrimination in service delivery (prominent 
in 21 counties). 
 
The most perceived common and emerging type of corruption in the Senate Assembly were: 
bribery (reported by 33.3% of the members of the public and 32.9% of the public officials); 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 19.6% and 
13.4% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); and abuse of office 
(reported by 13.8% and 17.9% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively). Based on the three highest percentages reported by members of the public in 
each of the analyzed counties, the common and emerging types of corruption featuring in at 
least a third of the 33 counties were bribery (prominent in 23 counties), embezzlement/ 
misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (prominent in 20 counties), abuse of 
office (prominent in 16 counties), nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 14 counties) 
and discrimination in service delivery (prominent in 14 counties). 
 
4.2.2 Public experiences on the common and emerging types of corruption in the public 
service 
Corruption in the public service is experienced majorly in the context of seeking services. 
Nationally, the findings showed that 69.5% of the members of the public and/or their close 
family members and 64.6% of the public officials and/or their close family members had 
sought services from the public service. County-specific analysis also showed that more than 
50.0% of the members of the public and/or their close family members in 45 out of the 47 
counties had sought public services. Nationally, the most sought services that were reported 
by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials were: registration of 
persons services (according to 20.9% and 27.3% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively); hospital/medical-related services (reported by 19.9% of the members 
of the public), lands-related services (reported by 14.3% of the public officials), 
employment/recruitment services (reported by 13.8% of the public officials), police-related 
services (reported by 11.7% of the public officials) and bursary services (reported by 10.1% 
of the members of the public). Based on the three highest percentages recorded from 
members of the public in each of the counties, the services featuring in at least a third of the 
counties were registration of persons services (prominent in 42 counties), hospital/medical-
related services (prominent in 37 counties), bursary services (prominent in 24 counties) and 
employment/recruitment services (prominent in 21 counties). 
 
According to the findings, nationally, majority (71.3%) of the members of the public and 
public officials (55.0%) and/or their close family members had, 12 months prior to the study, 
encountered corruption-related challenges while seeking services from public institutions. 
County-specific analysis showed that at least 50.0% of the members of the public and/or their 
close family members in 44 out of 47 counties had encountered these challenges. With regard 
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to the nature of the corruption-related challenges members of the public and public officials 
and/or their close family members had faced while seeking public services, at least 1 out of 
10 members of the public and/or public officials affirmed that they had faced: bribery, that is, 
soliciting for and/or receiving bribes (reported by 45.2% of the members of the public and 
45.1% of the public officials); delay in delivery of justice and/or services (reported by 18.1% 
and 22.8% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); and poor service 
delivery (reported by 11.3% and 12.5% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively). The findings further showed that the corruption-related challenges featuring in 
at least a third of the 47 counties (based on the three highest percentages recorded from 
members of the public in each of the counties) were bribery (prominent in all the 47 
counties), delay in delivery of justice and/or services (prominent in 38 counties), poor service 
delivery (prominent in 29 counties) and favoritism and/or intimidation (prominent in 16 
counties). 
 
Nationally, majority (58.6%) of the members of the public and about half (49.3%) of the 
public officials confirmed that they and/or their close family members had witnessed 
corruption incidents in the public service 12 months prior to the survey. Nationally, bribery 
was the most common corruption-related incident witnessed by 73.4% of the members of the 
public and 71.9% of the public officials) and/or their close family members. In all the 
counties, at least 2 out of 10 members of the public and/or their close family members had 
witnessed corruption in the public service. However, 33 out of 47 counties had more than 
50.0% of the members of the public and/or their close family members witness corruption 
incidents. County analysis (based on the three highest percentages in each of the counties) of 
the corruption incidents witnessed by members of the public 12 months prior to the survey 
showed that the forms of corruption incidents featuring in at least a third of the  counties 
were bribery (prominent in all the 47 counties), discrimination and/or favoritism and/or 
nepotism in service delivery (prominent in 39 counties), poor service delivery (prominent in 
36 counties) and extortion (prominent in 19 counties). 
 
The results of the study showed that corruption incidents were witnessed by members of the 
public and public officials 12 months prior to the survey majorly within the National Police 
Service (as reported by 52.6% and 46.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively), County Government (as reported by 16.4% and 9.9% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively) and the National Government Administrative Office (as 
reported by 12.7% of the members of the public). On the basis of the three highest 
percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the counties, the institutions 
(where corruption incidents were witnessed) featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties 
were the National Police Service (prominent in 46 counties), National Government 
Administrative Office (prominent in 35 counties) and the county government (prominent in 
30 counties). 
 
The findings of this study established that majority (52.7%) of the members of the public and 
more than a third (36.1%) of the public officials and/or their close family members had 
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experienced acts of corruption in the public service 12 months prior to the survey. In all the 
counties, at least 2 out of 10 members of the public and/or their close family members had 
experienced acts of corruption with majority of them having experienced corruption in at 
least 27 of the 47 counties. 
 
With regard to corruption experiences within the specific arms of government during the 
period 12 months prior to the study, the following was established: majority (75.8%) of the 
members of the public and public officials (74.5%) and/or their close family members had 
experienced corruption in the National Executive arm of government; majority of the 
members of the public (56.1%) and public officials (71.6%) and/or their close family 
members had experienced acts of corruption in the County Executive arm of government; 
majority (55.3%) of the members of the public and more than a quarter (28.7%) of the 
members of the public and/or close members of their families had experienced different acts 
of corruption in the Judiciary; more than a quarter (26.7%) of members of the public and 
about half (47.6%) of the public officials and/or their close family members had experienced 
corruption-related cases in the County Assembly;  about a quarter (24.4%) of the public 
officials and about a tenth (13.3%) of the members of the public and/or their close family 
members had experienced corruption in the National Assembly; and the least proportion of 
members of the public (6.1%) and public officials (11.6%) and/or their close family members 
had experienced corruption in the Senate Assembly. Therefore, in order of ranking of the 
arms of government from the highest to the lowest, corruption was experienced by members 
of the public and public officials and/or their close family members from the National 
Executive arm of government followed by County Executive arm of government, Judiciary, 
County Assembly, National Assembly and the Senate Assembly. Other findings showed that 
larger proportions of public officials and/or their close family members than members of the 
public and/or their close family members had experienced corruption in 5 of the 6 sections of 
the three broad arms of government. 
 
With regard to institutions within the National Executive arm of government where 
corruption was experienced by members of the public and public officials and/or their close 
family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey, the most adversely 
mentioned were the: National Police Service (mentioned by 57.1% and 37.6% of the public 
officials and members of the public respectively); National Government Administrative 
Office (mentioned by 18.2% of the members of the public); National Registration Bureau 
(mentioned by 14.7% and 11.0% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); and the Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning (mentioned by 12.9% of the 
public officials). Bribery was the most common and/or emerging type of corruption 
experienced in the National Executive (according to 75.5% of the members of the public and 
79.6% of the public officials).  
 
Findings of the study from at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
showed that institutions within the County Executive arm of government where members of 
the public and public officials and/or their close family members experienced corruption 



213

213 
	

during the period 12 months prior to the survey were the general County Government 
Executive (reported by 42.4% and 48.4% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively) followed specifically by the Ministry of Health (mentioned by 18.2% of the 
members of public), the Governor’s Office (mentioned by 17.0% of the members of the 
public and 9.5% of the public officials) and the Procurement Department (mentioned by 
12.4% of the public officials). In order of prominence, the common and emerging type of 
corruption most experienced in the County Executive were bribery (reported by majority 
(51.0%) of the members of the public and most (41.5%) of the public officials); flouting of 
procurement regulations (reported by 14.4% of the public officials), nepotism in service 
delivery (reported by 11.6% and 10.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively), corruption in job recruitments (reported by 10.6% of the public officials) and 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 9.9% of the 
members of the public). 
 
Within the Judiciary, the common and/or emerging types of corruption mostly experienced 
by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or the public officials and/or their close 
family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey were: bribery (reported by 
69.7% and 60.8% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); 
delay/dragging of service delivery (reported by 18.3% of the public officials); and influenced 
cases/unjust verdicts (reported by 14.5% and 11.4% of the public officials and members of 
the public respectively). 
 
Other findings of this study reported by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or 
public officials on corruption within the Senate Assembly were that: majority (55.6%) of the 
public officials and more than a third (37.3%) of the members of the public and/or their close 
family members had, during the period 12 months prior to the survey, experienced abuse of 
office; bribery (reported by 30.7% and 22.2% of the members of the public and public 
officials respectively) and embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources 
(reported by 13.7% of the members of the public). 
 
According to the findings, the specific institutions within the National Assembly where 
corruption was experienced by members of the public and/or the public officials and/or their 
close family members during the period 12 months prior to the survey were the Constituency 
Development Fund (CDF) Office (reported by 61.6% and 50.0% of the members of the 
public and public officials respectively) and the Member of Parliament’s Office (reported by 
53.6% of the public officials and 43.5% of the members of the public). The most experienced 
common and emerging types of corruption in the National Assembly were: 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 38.4% of the 
members of the public); bribery (reported by 26.1% and 21.0% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); nepotism in service delivery (reported by 19.2% of the 
members of the public); actual and/or facilitation of implementation of shoddy/ghost /white 
elephant projects (reported by 13.0% of the public officials); abuse of office (reported by 
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11.4% of the members of the public); and discrimination in service delivery (reported by 
10.5% of the members of the public). 
 
Within the County Assembly arm of government, corruption was experienced during the 
period 12 months prior to the survey by majority of the public officials (93.8%) and members 
of the public (90.9%) and/or their close family members in the Ward-level MCA’s Office. 
The leading common and/or emerging types of corruption were: abuse of office (reported by 
28.2% and 19.4% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources (reported by 20.7% of the 
members of the public); discrimination in service delivery (reported by 19.8% and 19.7% of 
the members of the public and public officials respectively); nepotism in service delivery 
(reported by 18.5% of the members of the public); and bribery (reported by 13.7% and 11.8% 
of the public officials and members of the public respectively).  
 
4.2.3 Perpetrators of corruption in the public service 
Results of the study showed that majority of the members of the public (87.8%) and public 
officials (77.4%) agreed with the statement that corruption in the public service was 
perpetrated by a public official partnering with another public official. Further, majority of 
the public officials (77.8%) and members of the public (74.8%) agreed with the statement 
that corruption in the public service was perpetrated by a public official partnering with a 
non-public official. Hence corruption in the public service majorly has the involvement of at 
least two public officials and a non-public official. 
 
The findings of the study showed that the perceived major general perpetrators of corruption 
in the public service singled out by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public 
officials, were public servants in general (according to 41.1% of the public officials and 
24.6% of the members of the public); Police Officers (reported by 35.2% and 22.6% of the 
members of the public and public officials respectively); members of the public (reported by 
18.7% of the public officials); County Government staff (reported by 13.5% of the members 
of the public); and Chiefs (reported by 9.8% of the members of the public). On the basis of 
the three highest percentages in each of the counties, the categories of major general 
perpetrators featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were Police Officers (prominent in 
47 counties), public servants (prominent in 33 counties), County Government staff 
(prominent in 25 counties) and Chiefs (prominent in 16 counties). 
 
The leading public official perpetrators of corruption in the public service with regard to their 
work designations and/or roles and in order of prominence (based on the highest percentage 
reported by either the members of the public or the public officials) were Police Officers 
(31.6%), National Government Administrative Officers (10.7%), procurement staff (9.5%), 
Members of County Assembly (9.2%), Governors (5.5%) and Accountant (5.3%). The main 
categories of public official perpetrators featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties 
(according to the three highest percentages recorded from members of the public) were 
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Police Officers (prominent in 45 counties), National Government Administrative Officers 
(prominent in 33 counties) and Member of County Assembly (prominent in 31 counties).  
 
According to majority (61.0%) of the public officials and most (47.2%) of the members of 
the public, corruption in the public service was also perpetrated by non-public office holders 
with the main ones being business persons (according to 40.1% of the public officials and 
29.9% of the members of the public), the general public (mentioned by 37.2% and 25.5% of 
the members of the public and public officials respectively), other professionals (reported by 
14.2% and 10.3% of the public officials and members of the public respectively) and brokers 
(reported by 11.9% and 10.9% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively). County data from members of the public based on the three highest 
percentages in each of the counties showed that the main categories of non-public office 
holders featuring in at least a third of the 47 counties were business persons (prominent in 47 
counties), general public (prominent in 44 counties), brokers (prominent in 24 counties) and 
other professionals (prominent in 22 counties).  
 
The major roles of the non-public office holders in the perpetration of corruption in the 
public service were: giving bribes to public officials (reported by 55.0% and 44.3% of the 
members of the public and public officials respectively); colluding (including with drug 
peddlers) to influence public offices (reported by 22.4% and 18.4% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); and canvassing for tenders (reported by 13.0% of the 
public officials). The three most prominent responses of the members of the public in each of 
the counties on the roles of non-public office holders in the perpetration of corruption 
showed that the roles that were prominent in at least a third of the counties were giving 
bribes (prominent in all the 47 counties), colluding (including with drug peddlers) to 
influence public office (prominent in all the 40 counties) and canvassing for tenders 
(prominent in all the 23 counties). 
 
With regard to characteristics of public official perpetrators of corruption, the findings 
showed that public official perpetrators of perceived corruption were majorly middle aged, 
that is, 36-50 years old (according to 68.8% and 68.4% of the members of the public and 
public officials respectively) and males (according to 93.1% and 90.7% of the public officials 
and members of the public respectively) who were in the middle to senior cadre level in 
terms of seniority in the public service (according to 87.6% and 79.0% of the public officials 
and members of the public respectively), with most of them being in the senior cadre level 
(according to 57.8% and 46.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively). The findings also showed that public official perpetrators of experienced 
corruption were majorly middle aged, that is, 36-50 years old (according to 72.0% and 69.1% 
of the members of the public and public officials respectively) and males (according to 
90.1% and 86.7% of the public officials and members of the public respectively) who were in 
the middle to senior cadre level in terms of seniority in the public service (according to 
80.2% and 75.6% of the public officials and members of the public respectively), with most 
of them being in the senior cadre level (according to 41.8% of the public officials). 
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4.2.4 Root causes and reasons for engaging in corruption in the public service 
The major root cause of corruption in the public service was greed (reported by 54.4% and 
38.9% of the members of the public and public officials) followed by low wages (reported by 
39.0% and 12.3% of the public officials and members of the public respectively), poverty 
(mentioned by 19.0% and 10.2% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively), poor management (reported by 15.7% and 9.8% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively) and rationalization of corruption (reported by 14.0% of 
the public officials). The root causes of corruption featuring in at least a third of the counties 
(based on the three highest responses recorded from members of the public) were greed 
(prominent in 47 counties), poverty (prominent in 40 counties), low wages (prominent in 22 
counties) and poor management (prominent in 18 counties). 
 
The reasons (in order of prominence) that were identified by at least 1 out of 10 members of 
the public and/or public officials on why some recipients of public services engage in corrupt 
practices were: urgency of needed service (mentioned by 42.7% and 29.7% of the members 
of the public and public officials respectively); greed (reported by 27.1% and 14.0% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively); culture of impunity (reported by 
15.1% of the public officials); limited alternatives for improved livelihood (reported by 
12.6% of the members of the public); and quest for financial freedom (reported by 9.8% of 
the public officials). County-specific analysis of responses from members of the public on 
the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the counties showed that the reasons 
featuring in at least a third of the counties were urgency of needed service (prominent in all 
the 47 counties), greed (prominent in 32 counties) and limited alternatives for improved 
livelihood (prominent in 24 counties). 
 
The main reasons why some providers of public services engaged in corrupt practices in the 
public service were found to be: greed (reported by majority of the members of the public 
(67.3%) and public officials (54.1%); low wages (reported by 27.2% and 15.1% of the public 
officials and members of the public respectively); poor governance systems in the country 
(mentioned by 10.5% of the public officials); and lack of respect for public offices and other 
Kenyans (mentioned by 10.0% of the public officials). Similarly, based on the three highest 
percentages recorded from members of the public in each of the counties, the reasons 
featuring in at least a third of the counties were greed (prominent in all the 47 counties), low 
wages (prominent in 44 counties) and lack of respect for public offices and other Kenyans 
(prominent in 25 counties). 
 
4.2.5 Consequences of corruption in the public service 
The main consequences (in order of prominence) listed by at least 1 out of 10 members of the 
public and/or public officials were: delayed and/or poor services (mentioned by 39.6% and 
18.2% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); underdevelopment 
(reported by 36.4% and 36.2% of the members of the public and public officials 
respectively); increased levels of poverty (reported by 29.1% of the members of the public 
and 12.1% of the public officials); loss of jobs (reported by 12.0% of the members of the 
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public and 11.9% of the public officials); social inequality (mentioned by 11.3% and 10.7% 
of the public officials and members of the public respectively); and loss of public resources 
(according to 10.8% of the public officials). County-specific analysis of responses from 
members of the public on the basis of the three highest percentages in each of the counties 
showed that the consequences featuring in at least a third of the counties were 
underdevelopment (prominent in 46 counties), increased levels of poverty (prominent in 45 
counties) and delayed and/or poor services (prominent in 28 counties). 
  
4.2.6 Public response to corruption in the public service 
The findings of the study showed that majority of the members of the public (88.6%) and 
public officials (83.6%) and/or their close family members who had either witnessed or 
experienced corruption did not report the corruption incidents. A similar pattern of non-
reporting of corruption incidents was observed in all the counties with majority (over 69.0%) 
of the members of the public respondents and/or their close family members who had 
witnessed or experienced corruption incidents in each of the 47 counties not reporting the 
incidents. 
 
The main reasons on why experienced or witnessed corruption incidents were not report were 
that: nothing happens even when you report (reported by 29.5% and 17.0% of the public 
officials and members of the public respectively); there is fear of victimization (reported by 
23.9% and 21.9% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); some 
people do not know where to report (reported by 15.4% of the members of the public); 
corruption is almost normal, hence no need for reporting (reported by 13.1% and 11.5% of 
the public officials and members of the public respectively); there is no confidence in 
corruption reporting (reported by 12.3% and 10.9% of the public officials and members of 
the public respectively); and that there is nowhere to report (reported by 11.6% of the 
members of the public). Based on the three highest percentages of the responses of memers 
of the public in each of the counties, the reasons for not reporting that were prominent in at 
least a third of the counties were: fear of victimization (prominent in 43 counties); nothing 
happens even when you report (prominent in 33 counties); some people do not know where 
to report (prominent in 32 counties); no confidence in corruption reporting (prominent in 19 
counties); nowhere to report (prominent in 18 counties); and corruption is almost normal, 
hence no need for reporting (prominent in 16 counties). 
 
The findings showed that at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
and/or their close family members who had reported the corruption incidents they had 
witnessed or experienced reported to: the National Government Administrative Office, that 
is, County Commissioner and line officers (mentioned by 23.5% of the members of the 
public); National Police Service (mentioned by 22.6% and 22.4% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); Journalists (mentioned by 21.2% of the public officials 
and 17.7% of the members of the public); and unspecified Senior Management Office 
(according to 20.4% and 10.6% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively). Based on the three highest percentages of responses from members of the 
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public in each of the counties, the institutions where corruption incidents were reported and 
that featured at least in a third of the counties were the National Government Administrative 
Office, that is, County Commissioner and line officers (prominent in 39 counties), National 
Police Service (prominent in 33 counties), unspecified Senior Management Office 
(prominent in 29 counties) and unspecified County Government Office (prominent in 19 
counties).  
 
Nationally, the most popular corruption reporting mechanisms used by individuals were: 
verbal reporting (mentioned by majority (61.7%) of the members of the public and most 
(49.3%) of the public officials); Complaints and/or Suggestion Box (mentioned by 25.3% 
and 18.5% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); Complaints 
Register and/or Occurrence Book (mentioned by 11.4% of the members of the public); 
official letter (mentioned by 9.6% of the public officials) and anonymous letter (mentioned 
by 9.6% of the public officials). Based on the three highest percentages in each of the 
counties, the mechanisms featuring prominently in at least a third of the counties were verbal 
reporting (prominent in 45 counties), Complaints and/or Suggestion Box (prominent in 29 
counties), Complaints Register and/or Occurrence Book (prominent in 21 counties), 
telephone call (prominent in 18 counties) and official letter (prominent in 18 counties). 
Further, majority of the members of the public (64.5%) and public officials (63.1%) pointed 
out that no action was taken after reporting corruption incidents they and/or their close family 
members had experienced or witnessed. Absence of action by the relevant agencies against 
the reported witnessed or experienced corruption incidents was also mentioned by more than 
half of the members of the public respondents in 32 out of 47 counties (that is, in 68.1% of 
the counties).  
 
With regard to what actions individuals who have experienced or witnessed corruption ought 
to take to address it, the most popular actions were:  reporting corruption cases to relevant 
authority (mentioned by 66.4% of the members of the public and 77.6% of the public 
officials);  desisting from engaging in corruption (mentioned by 11.3% of the members of the 
public and 10.7% of the public officials); and  being uncooperative to corrupt public officials 
until they stop being corrupt (mentioned by 9.6% of the members of the public ). On the 
basis of the three highest percentages recorded from members of the public in each county, 
the actions that ought to be taken by individuals that featured in at least a third of the counties 
were: reporting corruption to relevant authorities (prominent in all the 47 counties); desisting 
from engaging in corruption (prominent in 42 counties); and being uncooperative to corrupt 
public officials until they stop being corrupt (prominent in 35 counties). 
 
On whether or not the local community had taken action to address corruption in public 
service institutions, majority (64.2%) of the members of the public and most (36.2%) of the 
public officials argued that it had not. However, according to the few who argued that the 
local community had taken some actions, the most popular actions were: public 
demonstrations against corruption (reported by 34.1% and 25.9%) of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); reporting corrupt officers to relevant authorities 
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(reported by 33.1% and 23.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); anti-corruption civic education (reported by 20.5% of the members of the 
public and 17.0% of the public officials); and exposing corrupt practices (reported by 10.4% 
of the members of the public). Based on the three highest percentages in each of the counties, 
the actions that featured in at least a third of the counties were: reporting corrupt officers to 
relevant authorities (prominent in 43 counties); public demonstrations against corruption 
(prominent in 41 counties); anti-corruption civic education (prominent in all the 38 counties); 
exposing corruption practices (prominent in 18 counties); and refusing to engage in 
corruption (prominent in 18 counties). 
 
Findings of the study indicated that the actions that the local community ought to take to 
address corruption in public service institutions were: reporting corruption to the relevant 
authorities (highlighted by 43.1% of the public officials and 25.4% of the members of the 
public); engaging in community sensitizations against corruption (reported by 19.4% and 
18.4% of the members of the public and public officials respectively); uniting and speaking 
in one voice against corruption (highlighted by 17.7% and 10.9% of the members of the 
public and public officials respectively); and community members desisting from giving 
bribes (reported by 15.7% of the public officials). The actions that the local community ought 
to take to address corruption in the public service that featured in at least a third of the 
counties (based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of the public in 
each of the counties) were reporting corruption to the relevant authorities (prominent in 43 
counties), engaging in community sensitizations against corruption (prominent in 41 
counties) and uniting and speaking in one voice against corruption (prominent in 39 
counties).  
 
The results of the study showed that awareness of measures/initiatives put in place by state 
organs to address corruption in the public service was exceptionally high among public 
officials (68.9%) compared to members of the public (25.9%). Further, majority of the 
members of the public (that is, 50.5% or more) in all the counties except in Kirinyaga county 
were not aware of the measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to address corruption 
in the public service. With regard to awareness on specific state organs addressing corruption 
in the public service, the most popular state organs were the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission (mentioned by 67.1% of the members of the public and 65.1% of the public 
officials) and the National Police Service and especially the Directorate of Criminal 
Investigations (according to 11.3% of the members of the public). A county-level analysis 
based on the three highest percentages of responses of members of the public showed that the 
state organs that were most popular in at least a third of the counties were the Ethics and 
Anti-Corruption Commission (prominent in 45 counties), the National Police Service and 
especially the Directorate of Criminal Investigations (prominent in 31 counties), National 
Government Administrative Office (prominent in 28 counties) and the Judiciary (prominent 
in 16 counties). 
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The measures and/or initiatives put in place by state organs to fight corruption in the public 
service that were listed by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
were: investigation of corruption (mentioned by 30.2% of the members of the public and 
18.4% of the public officials); civic education/public awareness on corruption (reported by 
28.5% and 14.4% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); arrest of 
corrupt officials (mentioned by 15.6% of the members of the public); management of 
suggestion boxes (mentioned by 14.3% of the public officials); prosecution of corrupt 
officials (reported by 13.5% and 11.2% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials (mentioned by 10.6% of the 
members of the public); offering of efficient and corruption-free services (mentioned by 
10.4% of the public officials); and institution-specific/localized anti-corruption measures 
(mentioned by 10.0% of the members of the public). Based on the three highest percentages 
of the responses of the members of the public in each of the 47 analyzed counties, the 
measures and/or initiatives that came out strongly in at least a third of the counties were 
investigation of corruption (prominent in 38 counties), civic education/public awareness on 
corruption (prominent in 31 counties), arrest of corrupt officials (prominent in 30 counties), 
exposing/whistle blowing of corrupt officials (prominent in 22 counties) and prosecution of 
corrupt officials (prominent in 19 counties). 
 
Findings of the study showed that majority of the members of the public (76.0%) and public 
officials (71.8%) were generally not satisfied with the measures/initiatives put in place by 
state organs to address corruption in the public service. Overall, most of the sample 
respondents gave negative explanations to emphasize why they were not satisfied with the 
measures, with the most prominent explanations being that there was no serious action taken 
against corruption (according to 31.6% of the members of the public and 34.8% of the public 
officials) and that they had no confidence in the anti-corruption system (reported by 9.9% of 
the members of the public). Only 18.0% of the members of the public and 20.8% of the 
public officials observed that concerned agencies were reliable in their services and that the 
agencies were doing their work effectively. Further, county-specific analysis showed that 
majority of the members of the public in at least 40 counties was generally not satisfied with 
the measures/initiatives. This implied that measures put in place by state organs in addressing 
corruption in 87.2% of the 47 counties were generally not satisfactory to most of the 
members of the public. County-specific analysis based on the three highest percentages of the 
explanations in each of the counties indicated that 12 out of 16 major explanations given by 
members of the public on their satisfaction levels were negative (that is, 75.0%, which is 
close to the 76.0% of members of the public who had said that they were not satisfied with 
the measures/initiatives) and therefore in support of general dissatisfaction levels. The 
negative explanations that featured prominently in at least a third of the counties (based on 
the three highest ercentages of responses of the members of the public in each county) were 
that: there is no serious action taken against corruption (prominent in 44 counties); there is 
inadequate arrests and/or jailing of perpetrators (prominent in 23 counties); and there is no 
confidence in the anti-corruption system (prominent in 20 counties).  
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With regard to the perceptions on the extent to which state organs had successfully addressed 
corruption in the public service, an overall index, computed as an average of all responses 
across different state organs, showed that 57.6% of the members of the public and 18.9% of 
the public officials did not know the extent. However, of the members of the public who 
could rate the success of the state organs in addressing corruption, most of them reported that 
all the state organs were not successful at all, with those leading in being unsuccessful being 
the Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts (27.5%) followed by the DCI (25.3%) and the EACC 
(23.7%). On the other hand, most of the public officials thought that the state organs had 
achieved some marginal level of success and hence rated the organs as majorly successful to 
a small extent, with the least performing organ being the EACC (46.4%) followed by 
Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts (43.6%) and the ODPP (43.5%). 
 
Findings on rating of public officials based on 8 selected service delivery values showed that 
majority (72.2%) of the members of the public and public officials (50.3%) rated their 
interaction with public officials as unsatisfactory. Majority of the members of the public 
rated all the 8 selected service delivery values as unsatisfactory while most of the public 
officials rated 7 of the 8 values as unsatisfactory. The service delivery values that were rated 
by the largest proportion of the members of the public as unsatisfactory included honesty and 
trust (78.0%), transparency and accountability (77.3%), prompt service delivery (75.7%) and 
impartiality (74.0%). On the other hand, the service delivery values that were rated by the 
largest proportion of the public officials as unsatisfactory included transparency and 
accountability (58.8%), impartiality (55.4%), honesty and trust (55.3%) and prompt service 
delivery (54.5%). Therefore, the top four unsatisfactory service delivery values reported by 
both the members of the public and public officials were: honesty and trust; transparency and 
accountability; prompt service delivery; and impartiality. County-specific analysis on rating 
of selected service delivery values showed that all the 8 values were rated unsatisfactorily by 
more than 50.0% of the members of the public in at least 39 of the 47counties.  
 
4.2.7 Challenges in and recommendations for addressing corruption in the public 
service 
The major reasons given by at least 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials 
on why corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions were: inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ ethical conduct, weak legal 
frameworks and/or compromised and lax law enforcement (reported by 43.4% of the public 
officials and 36.2% of the members of the public); culture of impunity, pro-corruption 
attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public service 
system (mentioned by 26.1% of the members of the public and 18.1% of the public officials); 
citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their inadequate involvement from the grassroots 
level in the fight against corruption (reported by 14.4% and 12.2% of the public officials and 
members of the public respectively); and inadequate government leadership commitment to 
fight corruption, bad governance and corrupt leadership (reported by 12.5% and 9.9% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively). Based on the three highest 
percentages of responses from members of the public in each of the counties, the reasons that 
featured prominently in at least a third of the counties were: inadequate close monitoring of 
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public officials’ ethical conduct, weak legal frameworks and/or compromised and lax law 
enforcement (prominent in all the 47 counties); culture of impunity, pro-corruption attitude 
on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public service system 
(prominent in all the 47 counties); and citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their 
inadequate involvement from the grassroots level in the fight against corruption (prominent 
in 25 counties). 
 
The most prominent challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service were: 
engagement of top government officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public 
officials and political interference in anti-corruption initiatives (reported by 26.0% and 
21.2% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); lack of commitment 
by county and national government agencies to fight corruption (including failure to declare 
it a national disaster) and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation (reported by 24.8% 
of the public officials and 19.7% of the members of the public); fear of victimization, 
intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption cartels (mentioned by 
16.6% of the members of the public); culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-
corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption in the public service as 
normal (reported by 15.9% and 14.4% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); bureaucracy and lack of professionalism in the public service, inadequate 
automation of public services and poor remuneration (reported by 12.6% of the public 
officials); and public/citizen ignorance, lack of sensitization and awareness about corruption 
(mentioned by 9.6% of the members of the public). Based on the three highest percentages of 
the challenges reported in each of the counties by members of the public, the challenges that 
featured prominently at least in a third of the counties were: engagement of top government 
officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public officials and political interference 
in anti-corruption initiatives (prominent in 38 counties); lack of commitment by county and 
national government agencies to fight corruption (including failure to declare it a national 
disaster) and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation (prominent in 36 counties); fear 
of victimization, intimidation, threats, assassination and abduction from corruption cartels 
(prominent in 26 counties); and culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-corruption 
attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption in the public service as normal 
(prominent in 21 counties). 
 
The study established six (6) major options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing 
corruption in public service institutions and these were: strengthening and/or indiscriminately 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws, including the arrest and dismissal of corrupt 
officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets (mentioned by 31.9% and 27.6% of the 
public officials and members of the public respectively); undertaking public/citizen 
sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of corruption (reported by 
23.9% and 17.1% of the public officials and members of the public respectively); reforming 
and/or professionalizing the public service (for example through proper recruitment and 
deployment of competent officers, use of technology and automation of services, proper 
remuneration and merger of institutions with similar/related roles) which was reported by 
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20.3% of the public officials and 14.5% of the members of the public; whole of government 
commitment in the fight against corruption including non-politicization of anti-corruption 
iniatiatives (reported by 14.3% and 13.7% of the public officials and members of the public 
respectively); appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity (mentioned by 12.7% of the 
members of the public and 10.3% of the public officials); and enhancing the resourcing and 
strengthening the operations of the EACC and other anti-corruption institutions up to the 
devolved units (according to 9.7% of the public officials). Based on the three highest 
percentages of responses of members of the public in each of the counties, the proposed 
options that featured prominently in at least a third of the counties were: strengthening and/or 
indiscriminately implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws (including arrest and dismissal 
of corrupt officials and recovery of corruptly-acquired assets) which was prominent in 42 
counties; undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation about corruption 
(prominent in 28 counties); whole of government commitment  in the fight against corruption 
including non-politicization of anti-corruption iniatiatives (prominent in 24 counties); 
appointment and/or election of leaders of integrity (prominent in 23 counties); and reforming 
and/or professionalizing the public service (for example, through proper recruitment and 
deployment of competent officers, use of technology and automation of services, proper 
remuneration and merger of institutions with similar/related roles) which came out strongly 
in 19 counties. 
 
The study found out that the major proposed anti-corruption interventions for the public 
service were: strengthening and/or implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws and 
structures (including wealth declaration policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and dismissal of 
corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of projects 
and other new anti-corruption systems/mechanisms) which was proposed by 53.5% and 
52.3% of the members of the public and public officials respectively; reforming and/or 
professionalizing the public service (for example through staff training/capacity building, 
service delivery in Huduma Centres, proper recruitment and deployment of competent 
officers with integrity, use of technology and automation of services, better terms of service 
and remuneration) which was highlighted by 28.9% of the public officials and 17.4% of the 
members of the public; and undertaking public/citizen sensitization and awareness creation 
about the different aspects of corruption (mentioned by 20.1% and 14.5% of the public 
officials and members of the public respectively). Based on the three highest percentages of 
responses of members of the public in each of the counties, the proposed interventions that 
featured prominently in at least a third of the counties were: strengthening and/or 
implementing/enforcing anti-corruption laws and structures (including wealth declaration 
policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and dismissal of corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-
acquired assets, monitoring and evaluation of projects and other new anti-corruption 
systems/mechanisms) which featured in all the 47 counties; reforming and/or 
professionalizing the public service (for example through staff training/capacity building, 
service delivery in Huduma Centres, proper recruitment and deployment of competent 
officers with integrity, use of technology and automation of services, better terms of service 
and remuneration) which was prominent in 36 counties; and undertaking public/citizen 
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sensitization and awareness creation about the different aspects of corruption (prominent in 
33 counties).  
 

4.3 Conclusions 
This study purposed to examine the perceptions and experiences of corruption in the public 
service in Kenya. This was premised on the assertion that corruption was a national security 
threat concern which had also invited mixed reactions on its magnitude and impact on 
Kenya’s socio-economic and political development. Further, the complexity of corruption at 
the national and county level appeared to be unclear and to frustrate and confound both the 
top political and professional leadership (whether elected, nominated, appointed or ordained) 
especially with regard to its negative effects on the provisions of the Kenya Constitution 
2010 in general and the realization of Kenya Vision 2030 aspirations, the ‘Big Four’ agenda 
and the 2018- 2022 Medium Term Plan (MTP) III in particular.  
 
Although the findings of the study showed that the popularly held view of high levels of 
corruption in the country was majorly a perception as opposed to a reality issue (judging by 
the lower levels of corruption experiences compared to the higher levels of perceptions), it 
was confirmed that corruption existed in real terms in public service institutions falling under 
all the arms of government at the national and county level. It is against this background that 
addressing corruption in the country will require well thought-out strategic approaches 
targeted on the key issues established by the study, with a special focus on the: public 
services and institutions most prone to corruption; most prevalent common and/or emerging 
types of corruption; public and non-public office holder perpetrators of corruption and their 
roles; root causes of corruption and the reasons why public service providers and recipients 
engage in the vice; challenges faced in addressing corruption and the reasons why corruption 
remains unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and institutions; negative 
consequences of corruption; gaps in public response to corruption; and the gaps in anti-
corruption interventions/measures spearheaded by state organs responsible for addressing 
corruption in the country.	
 
4.4 Recommendations 
 
4.4. 1 Key Policy Recommendations 
Based on the findings, this study makes the following recommendations: 
1. There is need for corruption prevention to form a deliberate standing agenda 

among all heads of the arms of government and the heads of Ministries, 
Departments and Agencies (MDAs) especially those responsible for the National 
Police Service, National Government Administrative Office, National Registration 
Bureau, Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning, County Government, Ministry 
of Health, Governor’s Office, Members of Parliament Office, CDF Office, Ward-
level Member of County Assembly Office, County Assembly’s Office and the 
Judiciary as part of raising vigilance against the vice. 
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Findings of the study showed that: corruption was majorly perceived to exist and to be 
high in all the arms of the government;  and that corruption was mainly witnessed or 
experienced in all arms of the government and especially within the National Police 
Service, National Government Administrative Office, National Registration Bureau, 
Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning, County Government, Ministry of Health, 
Governor’s Office, Members of Parliament Office, CDF Office, Ward-level Member of 
County Assembly Office, County Assembly’s Office and the Judiciary. The major 
challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service included: the engagement 
of top government officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public officials and 
political interference in anti-corruption initiatives; and lack of commitment by county and 
national government agencies to fight corruption (including failure to declare it a national 
disaster) and/or inadequate law enforcement/implementation. One of the major reasons 
why corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions was inadequate government leadership commitment to fight corruption, bad 
governance and corrupt leadership. Whole of government commitment in the fight 
against corruption including non-politicization of anti-corruption initiatives was proposed 
as one of the major options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing corruption.  It 
is therefore recommended that corruption prevention forms a deliberate standing agenda 
among all heads of the arms of government and the heads of Ministries, Departments and 
Agencies (MDAs) especially responsible for the National Police Service, National 
Government Administrative Office, National Registration Bureau, Ministry of Lands and 
Physical Planning, County Government, Ministry of Health, Governor’s Office, Members 
of Parliament Office, CDF Office, Ward-level Member of County Assembly Office, 
County Assembly’s Office and the Judiciary as part of raising vigilance against the vice. 
 

2. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, in partnership with the Central 
Bank of Kenya, Kenya Bankers Association, Kenya Institute of Bankers and the 
Kenya Revenue Authority, needs to prioritize disruption of professional enablers of 
corruption by undertaking regular vetting and impromptu internal and external 
monetary, unaccounted wealth accumulation and lifestyle audit and trail of all 
public officials (and especially the middle to senior cadre level male officials aged 
36-50 years working as Police Officers, National Government Administrative 
Officers, procurement staff, Member of County Assembly, Governor and 
Accountant)  

 
According to the findings, corruption was majorly perpetrated by a public official 
partnering with another public official. The most prominent general perpetrators of 
corruption in the public service were found to be Police Officers, general public servants, 
general County Government staff and Chiefs. The main category of public official 
perpetrators of corruption by work designations and/or roles were again the Police 
Officers, National Government Administrative Officer, procurement staff, Member of 
County Assembly, Governor and Accountant. Some providers of public services were 
reported to engage in corrupt practices because of poor governance systems in the 
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country. Poor management was also identified as one of the major root causes of 
corruption. Inadequate close monitoring of public officials’ ethical conduct, weak legal 
frameworks and/or compromised and lax law enforcement was a major reason why 
corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and institution. 
Engagement of top government officials in corruption, inadequate vetting of senior public 
officials and political interference in anti-corruption initiatives was a major challenge 
faced in addressing corruption in public service institutions. Good governance among 
public officials was rated unsatisfactorily by more than 50.0% of the members of the 
public and public officials. Strengthening and/or implementing/enforcing anti-corruption 
laws and structures (including wealth declaration policy, auditing mechanisms, arrest and 
dismissal of corrupt officials, recovery of corruptly-acquired assets, monitoring and 
evaluation of projects and other new anti-corruption systems/mechanisms) was a major 
anti-corruption intervention for the public. Other findings indicated that public officials 
perpetrating corruption were mainly middle aged, that is, 36-50 years old male officials 
who were in the middle to senior cadre level in terms of seniority in the public service 
(with most of them being the senior cadre). Therefore, the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission, in partnership with the Central Bank of Kenya, Kenya Bankers Association, 
Kenya Institute of Bankers and the Kenya Revenue Authority, needs to prioritize 
disruption of professional enablers of corruption by undertaking regular vetting and 
monetary, unaccounted wealth accumulation and lifestyle audit and trail of all public 
officials (and especially the middle to senior cadre level male officials aged 36-50 years 
working as Police Officers, National Government Administrative Officer, procurement 
staff, Member of County Assembly, Governor and Accountant). 
  

3. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission needs to partner with the National 
Intelligence Service, Directorate of Criminal Investigations, Central Bank of 
Kenya, Kenya Bankers Association, Kenya Institute of Bankers, Kenya Revenue 
Authority and the Registrar of Companies to sanitize records of companies doing 
business with the government (especially with regard to location of the 
companies/business entities, their financial transactions and true identities of their 
directors/owners) and undertake identification, profiling, audit and trailing of 
wealth accumulation (including by way of wealth declaration), investment/business 
portfolios and lifestyles of non-public official disguised perpetrators of corruption 

 
Findings of the study showed that the general members of the public were perceived to be 
perpetrators of corruption in the public service and that corruption was perpetrated by a 
public official partnering with a non-public official. The main non-public officials 
perpetrating corruption in the public service were the general public and business 
persons, brokers and other professionals. The major roles played by the non-public 
officials in perpetrating corruption was giving bribes, colluding (including with drug 
peddlers) to influence public office and canvassing for tenders. Therefore, the Ethics and 
Anti-Corruption Commission needs to partner with the National Intelligence Service, 
Directorate of Criminal Investigations, Central Bank of Kenya, Kenya Bankers 
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Association, Kenya Institute of Bankers, Kenya Revenue Authority and the Registrar of 
Companies to sanitize records of companies doing business with the government  
(especially with regard to location of the companies/business entities, their financial 
transactions and true identities of their directors/owners) and undertake identification, 
profiling, audit and trailing of wealth accumulation (including by way of wealth 
declaration), investment/business portfolios and lifestyles of non-public official disguised 
perpetrators of corruption. 

 
4. Public service institutions need to prioritize development and/or implementation of 

innovative service delivery models premised on transparent, quality and timely 
services anchored in the enhanced utilization of the Huduma Centres’ framework, 
technology-supported integrated public services through the Huduma Namba 
platform, e-Citizen platform and cashless payment systems for all public services 
and especially those most susceptible to corruption 

 
Corruption in the public service takes place in the context of the services sought. The 
findings showed that the most sought services were registration of persons’ services, 
hospital/medical-related services, bursary services, employment/recruitment services, 
police-related services and lands-related services. Other findings showed that at least 1 
out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials and/or their close family members 
had experienced corruption especially within the institutions offering the said services. 
The major reason why some recipients of public services engaged in corrupt practices 
was found to be the urgency of needed services. Bureaucracy and lack of professionalism 
in the public service, inadequate automation of public services and poor remuneration 
was one of the major challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public service 
institutions. The service delivery value of professionalism of public officials was rated by 
most of the members of the public as unsatisfactory while more than 50.0% of the 
members of the public and public officials rated prompt service delivery as 
unsatisfactory. Reforming and/or professionalizing the public service (for example 
through use of technology and automation of services and merger of institutions with 
similar/related roles) was one of the most popular options for surmounting challenges 
faced in addressing corruption. Reforming and/or professionalizing the public service (for 
example through service delivery in Huduma Centres and use of technology and 
automation of services) was also proposed as one of the most popular anti-corruption 
intervention for the public service. There is therefore need for public service institutions 
to prioritize development and/or implementation of innovative service delivery models 
premised on transparent, quality and timely services anchored in the enhanced utilization 
of the Huduma Centres’ framework, technology-supported integrated public services 
through the Huduma Namba platform, e-Citizen platform and cashless payment systems 
for all public services and especially those most susceptible to corruption. 

 
5. There is need for Parliament to enact and the Kenya Revenue Authority, the Ethics 

and Anti-Corruption Commission and other relevant state and non-state actors to 
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implement a comprehensive harmonized law covering lifestyle audit, income, tax 
and wealth declaration (that for example requires all Kenyans to file income 
sources and amounts, expenditure of income, tax and wealth declaration returns 
together) in order to tame both public and private sector corruption majorly 
perpetrated through unexplained wealth accumulation and investments, disguised 
investments and tax evasion by disguised public and non-public official 
perpetrators 

 
Findings of the study showed that non-public office holders perpetrated corruption in the 
public service in ways such as giving bribes to public officials, canvassing for tenders 
and supplying substandard goods and services. This implied that private sector corruption 
had a strong influence on and/or link to public sector corruption. This may be the case 
where perpetrators do not declare and/or declare low taxable incomes (sometimes 
through facilitation by public officials) and/or move significant amounts of monies as 
sales proceeds without evidence of purchase transactions and/or huge investments (such 
as in commercial and residential buildings and construction materials’ hardware outlets) 
without corresponding funding sources. This study therefore recommends that Parliament 
enacts and the Kenya Revenue Authority, the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 
and other relevant state and non-state actors a comprehensive harmonized law covering 
lifestyle audit, income, tax and wealth declaration (that for example requires all Kenyans 
to file tax and wealth declaration returns together) in order to tame both public and 
private sector corruption majorly perpetrated through unexplained wealth accumulation 
and investments, disguised investments and tax evasion by disguised public and non-
public official perpetrators. 

 
6. The national and county legislature to institute stringent and stiff anti-corruption 

laws to be implemented by the Judiciary and the Executive which will require the 
burden of proof to be on the defence/accused (rather than the prosecution) and the 
relative value of the benefits of corruption to be lower than the imposed sanctions 
which will include the recovery of 100% corruptly-acquired assets and embezzled 
public funds and/or resources and the barring of all those who fail the leadership 
and integrity test from holding public office and doing business with any public 
service institution  

 
Weak legal frameworks were cited as one of the major reasons why corruption remained 
unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and institutions and that 
strengthening anti-corruption laws was the key option for surmounting challenges faced 
in addressing corruption and the major anti-corruption intervention. The culture of 
impunity was found to be: one of the major reasons why some recipients of public 
services engaged in corrupt practices; one of the major reasons why corruption remained 
unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and institutions; and one of the 
major challenges faced in addressing corruption in public service institutions. Corruption 
in the public service was responsible for a number of serious negative consequences, the 
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major ones being underdevelopment, increased levels of poverty, delayed and/or poor 
services, loss of jobs, social inequality and loss of public resources. In order to mitigate 
against these consequences and prevent further corruption, this study recommends that 
the national and county legislature institute stringent and stiff anti-corruption laws to be 
implemented by the Judiciary and the Executive which will require the burden of proof to 
be on the defence/accused (rather than the prosecution) and the relative value of the 
benefits of corruption to be lower than the imposed sanctions which will include the 
recovery of 100% corruptly-acquired assets and embezzled public funds and/or resources 
and the barring of all those who fail the leadership and integrity test from holding public 
office and doing business with any public service institution. This will also serve as 
deterrence to those bent on perpetrating corruption and/or have embraced a culture of 
corruption tolerance. 

 
7. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, in partnership with the Commission 

on Administrative Justice (Ombudsman), needs to put in place innovative 
corruption reporting mechanisms such as locating clearly-marked EACC-managed 
reporting facilities (for example mail boxes and/or toll-free telephone booths and 
lines) in strategic yet convenient, confidential and security-friendly environments 
such as public play grounds, Huduma Centres, Post Offices, banking institutions, 
premises of religious institutions and on the streets for citizens to freely and 
confidently report corruption incidents   

 
The findings of this study showed that majority of the members of the public and most of 
the public officials had witnessed corruption incidents in the public service while 
majority of the members of the public and at least 4 out of 10 public officials had 
experienced corruption incidents in the public service. Although management of 
suggestion boxes was one of the key measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to 
fight corruption, majority of the members of the public and public officials did not report 
the witnessed and/or experienced corruption majorly because: of fear of victimization; 
nothing happens even when you report; some people do not know where to report; there 
is no place to report; and some people have no confidence in corruption reporting. Again, 
only a minority of individuals and local community members reported corruption majorly 
by way of verbal reporting and use of Complaints and/or Suggestion Boxes. This implied 
that the mechanisms and measures/initiatives put in place for reporting corruption were 
not effective.  Further findings emphasized the need for individuals and the local 
community to report corruption to the relevant agencies if corruption was to be 
addressed. To encourage reporting of corruption, ensure anonymity in reporting and 
address the challenge of fear of victimization, this study recommends that the Ethics and 
Anti-Corruption Commission, in partnership with the Commission on Administrative 
Justice (Ombudsman), puts in place innovative corruption reporting mechanisms such as 
locating clearly-marked EACC-managed reporting facilities (for example mail boxes 
and/or toll-free telephone booths and lines) in strategic yet convenient, confidential and 
security-friendly environments such as public play grounds, Huduma Centres, Post 



230

230 

Offices, banking institutions, premises of religious institutions and on the streets for 
citizens to freely and confidently report corruption incidents. 

 
8. Concerted efforts of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, Directorate of 

Criminal Investigations, National Intelligence Service, Office of the Director of 
Public Prosecutions and the Office of the Auditor General are needed with regard 
to intelligence sharing on corruption, multi-layered oversight of public service 
institutional financial transactions and innovative identification, detection, 
investigation and free-from-influence prosecution mechanisms appropriate for 
each of the specific most prevalent types of corruption with a special focus on 
bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) and 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources  

 
The main common and/or emerging types of corruption experienced by members of the 
public and/or public officials and/or their close family members in all the arms of the 
government were bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes), nepotism in service 
delivery, embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources, corruption in 
job recruitments, flouting procurement regulations, abuse of office, nepotism in service 
delivery, discrimination in service delivery, actual and/or facilitation of implementation 
of shoddy/ghost /white elephant projects, influenced cases/unjust verdicts and 
delay/dragging of service delivery. The service delivery value of transparency and 
accountability of public officials was rated by more than 50.0% of the members of the 
public and public officials as unsatisfactory.  Despite there being key measures/initiatives 
such as investigation, arrest and prosecution of corrupt officials superintended over by 
key state organs such as the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, the National Police 
Service (especially the Directorate of Criminal Investigations) and the Judiciary to fight 
corruption in the public service, corruption had continued to be witnessed or experienced 
in the public service. This partly explained why most members of the public and public 
officials were not satisfied with the measures. They also held perceptions that the Ethics 
and Anti-Corruption Commission, Directorate of Criminal Investigations, Judiciary’s 
Anti-Corruption Courts, Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, Office of the 
Attorney General, National Anti-Corruption Campaign Steering Committee, Internal 
Audit Department/Section in Ministries and Internal Corruption Prevention Committees 
in public institutions were not successful at all or were only successful to a small extent 
in addressing corruption majorly because corruption was still rampant and rising in 
magnitude. As a national security threat, addressing corruption therefore requires the 
concerted efforts of the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, Directorate of Criminal 
Investigations, National Intelligence Service, Office of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions and the Office of the Auditor General with regard to intelligence sharing on 
corruption, multi-layered oversight of public service institutional financial transactions 
and innovative identification, detection, investigation and free-from-influence 
prosecution mechanisms appropriate for each of the specific most prevalent types of 



231

231 

corruption with a special focus on bribery (soliciting for and/or receiving bribes) and 
embezzlement/misuse/misappropriation of public funds/resources. 

 
9. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and the National Anti-Corruption 

Campaign Steering Committee, in partnership with other relevant state and non-
state actors (especially faith-based organizations and the mass media), need to 
prioritize the use of anti-corruption socio-cultural messaging approaches that 
sensitize and create awareness on different aspects of corruption, leadership and 
integrity and inculcate (for example through religious and learning institutions) a 
culture of legitimate hard work, upholding and practicing moral principles (such as 
kindness, honesty and tolerance and respect for others), patriotism and social 
justice (such as access, equity, citizens’ rights and participation in public services 
and/or opportunities)  

 
The results of the study showed that corruption was mainly a socio-cultural and 
specifically a morality, behavior, attitude and culture problem. According to the findings, 
some of the major root causes of corruption were greed and rationalization of corruption. 
One of the major reasons why some recipients of public services engaged in corrupt 
practices was greed. Some of the main reasons why some providers of public services 
engaged in corrupt practices were greed and lack of respect for public offices and other. 
According to 1 out of 10 members of the public and/or public officials, corruption was 
almost normal and hence there was no need for reporting it. The culture of impunity, pro-
corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption as part of the public 
service was a reason why corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-
corruption laws and institutions. Public/citizen ignorance, lack of sensitization and 
awareness about corruption and the culture of impunity, selfishness, dishonesty, pro-
corruption attitude on consequences and rationalization of corruption in the public service 
as normal were found to be challenges faced in addressing corruption in the public 
service. The service delivery values of patriotism, integrity, impartiality and honesty and 
trust of public officials were rated by most of the members of the public and public 
officials as unsatisfactory.  
 
Although most of the members of the public and public officials had a general 
understanding of what corruption was, undertaking public/citizen sensitization and 
awareness creation about the different aspects of corruption was proposed by respondents 
as one of the key options for surmounting challenges faced in addressing corruption in 
public service institutions. It was also suggested as one of the key proposed anti-
corruption interventions for the public service. Encouraging culture change and positive 
attitude towards avoiding and fighting corruption was also cited as one of the key anti-
corruption interventions for the public service. This study therefore recommends that the 
Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and the National Anti-Corruption Campaign 
Steering Committee, in partnership with other relevant state and non-state actors 
(especially faith-based organizations and the mass media), prioritize the use of anti-
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corruption socio-cultural messaging approaches that sensitize and create awareness on 
different aspects of corruption, leadership and integrity and inculcate (for example 
through religious and learning institutions) a culture of legitimate hard work, upholding 
and practicing moral principles (such as kindness, honesty and tolerance and respect for 
others), patriotism and social justice (such as access, equity, citizens’ rights and 
participation in public services and/or opportunities). 

 

10. There is need for Parliament and the National Treasury, with the support of 
development partners, to increase the operational capacity of the Ethics and Anti-
Corruption Commission and other anti-corruption institutions up to the devolved 
units through strengthening of their autonomy and enhanced financial, human and 
infrastructural resourcing  

 
Most of the state organs involved in addressing corruption in the public service were 
generally rated as not successful at all or were successful to a small extent. Enhancing the 
resourcing and strengthening the autonomy and operations of the EACC and other anti-
corruption institutions up to the devolved units was reported to be a major option for 
surmounting challenges faced in addressing corruption and was also said to be an anti-
corruption intervention for the public service. Strengthening anti-corruption structures 
and systems/mechanisms was identified as a key anti-corruption intervention for the 
public service. Therefore, this study recommends that Parliament and the National 
Treasury, with the support of development partners, increase the operational capacity of 
the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and other anti-corruption institutions up to 
the devolved units through strengthening of their autonomy and enhanced financial, 
human and infrastructural resourcing. 

 
11. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and the National Anti-Corruption 

Campaign Steering Committee to prioritize putting in place innovative anti-
corruption public participation in governance, decision making and access to 
information strategies through forums such as public open-air outreach and 
vernacular radio and television programmes which will also boost citizens’ 
awareness of the efforts state organs have put in place to stamp out corruption 

 
Citizens’ ignorance, lack of confidence and their inadequate involvement from the 
grassroots level in the fight against corruption was cited as one of the reasons why 
corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws and 
institutions. County-specific findings of the study showed that the key actions that 
individuals (who had experienced or witnessed corruption) and the local community 
ought to take to address corruption in the public service was reporting corruption to the 
relevant authorities, engaging in community sensitizations against corruption and uniting 
and speaking in one voice against corruption. Other findings showed that individuals 
(who had witnessed and/or experienced corruption) and/or the local community had made 
some efforts to address corruption majorly by engaging in actions such as public 
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demonstrations against corruption, reporting corrupt officers and anti-corruption civic 
education. However, to effectively encourage public participation against corruption, this 
study recommends that the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission and the National 
Anti-Corruption Campaign Steering Committee put in place innovative anti-corruption 
public participation in governance, decision making and access to information strategies 
through forums such as public open-air outreach and vernacular radio and television 
programmes which will also boost citizens’ awareness of the efforts state organs have put 
in place to stamp out corruption. 

 
12. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission to undertake county-specific 

mapping of public service institutions in all the arms of government where 
corruption is most prevalent and put in place anti-corruption strategies that seal 
corruption loopholes specific to the institutions’ mode of service delivery   

 
The results showed that members of the public and/or public officials mainly perceived 
corruption to be most prevalent in most public offices but prominently within the 
National Police Service (especially Traffic Police and Police in border areas), County 
Government, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Interior and Coordination of National 
Government, Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning and the Judiciary/ Law Courts. 
Corruption was also witnessed especially within the National Police Service, County 
Government and the National Government Administrative Office.  Further, corruption 
was majorly experienced especially within the National Police Service, National 
Government Administrative Office, National Registration Bureau, Ministry of Lands and 
Physical Planning, most County Government Offices, Ministry of Health, Governor’s 
Office, Procurement Department, the Judiciary/Law Courts, Senate Assembly Office, 
MP’s Office, CDF Office, Ward-level MCA’s Office and County Assembly’s Office. 
Since different public service institutions may have unique ways of delivering their 
services to the general public, this study recommends that the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission undertakes county-specific mapping of public service institutions in all the 
arms of government where corruption is most prevalent and puts in place anti-corruption 
strategies that seal corruption loopholes specific to the institutions’ mode of service 
delivery. 

 
13. The Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission needs to leverage on public 

trust/confidence on the National Police Service and the National Government 
Administrative Office especially with regard to reporting of corruption witnessed 
and/or experienced outside these two institutions, and the three institutions to 
nurture this trust/confidence  

 
The findings of the study showed that corruption in the National Executive was majorly 
witnessed and/or experienced within the National Police Service, National Government 
Administrative Office, National Registration Bureau and the Ministry of Lands and 
Physical Planning. Interestingly, those who had witnessed and/or experienced corruption 
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in any public service institution reported it to the National Police Service and the 
National Government Administrative Office (and not to the Ethics and Anti-Corruption 
Commission) thus pointing to some level of public trust/confidence on the two 
institutions, which the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission could take advantage of. 
This study therefore recommends that the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 
leverages on public trust on the National Police Service and the National Government 
Administrative Office especially with regard to reporting of corruption witnessed and/or 
experienced outside these two institutions and the three institutions to nurture this 
trust/confidence.   

 
14. The Government, through all relevant ministries, needs to prioritize fighting 

corruption through the approach dubbed ‘skills and tool box for youth in technical 
and vocational training centres’ which has the potential to create employment 
opportunities and improve livelihoods for the general public and the youth in 
particular and eventually minimize the drivers of their involvement in public sector 
corruption  

 
Some of the major reasons why some recipients of public services engaged in corrupt 
practices included limited alternatives for improved livelihood and quest for financial 
freedom. The major root causes of corruption in the public service included poverty and 
unemployment. Corruption itself has key negative consequences such as 
underdevelopment, increased levels of poverty and loss of jobs. Youth form the bulk of 
the country’s population and have a share in the perpetration of corruption as they seek 
for livelihoods. Hence their potential needs to be harnessed through technical and 
vocational skills. However, releasing trained and skilled youth from technical and 
vocational training centres without tools of work negates the efforts, time and other 
resources spent on them. Therefore, this study recommends that the Government, through 
all relevant ministries, prioritizes fighting corruption through the approach dubbed ‘skills 
and tool box for youth in technical and vocational training centres’ which has the 
potential to create employment opportunities and improve livelihoods for the general 
public and the youth in particular which in turn can have the ripple effect of addressing 
corruption in the country. 

 
15. There is need for the Witness Protection Agency, in collaboration with the Ethics 

and Anti-Corruption Commission, the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions 
and the Judiciary to put in place an effective witness protection programme for key 
corruption cases 

 
The study established that the major reason why reporting of corruption was shunned by 
those who had witnessed or experienced corruption was the fear of victimization. This 
may be a contributor to the culture of impunity which was identified as a significant 
reason why corruption remained unabated despite the presence of anti-corruption laws 
and institutions and was also a key challenge faced in addressing corruption in public 
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service institutions. Since witnesses and their safety are paramount in the effective 
prosecution of corruption cases, the Witness Protection Agency, in collaboration with the 
Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, the Office of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions and the Judiciary, needs to put in place an effective witness protection 
programme for key corruption cases. 

 
16. The Government needs to undertake performance management reforms premised 

on proper staff recruitment, deployment and capacity building practices, objective 
job evaluation, harmonized and improved terms of service across the public service 
with a special focus on departments in the mainstream Civil Service Ministries with 
a view of minimizing corruption incidents arising from public staff performance 
and employment-related factors 

 
Corruption was reported variably across the different public service institutions with 
departments in the mainstream Civil Service Ministries being the most affected. Low 
wages were identified as one of the major root causes of corruption in the public service. 
Low wages were also cited as one of the major reasons why providers of public service 
engaged in corrupt practices. Reforming the public service (for example through proper 
recruitment, deployment of competent officers, staff training/capacity building and 
proper remuneration) was one of the most popular options for surmounting challenges 
faced in addressing corruption. Public service reform in the way of better terms of service 
and remuneration for public officials was cited as a major anti-corruption intervention. It 
is therefore recommended that the Government undertakes performance management 
reforms premised on proper staff recruitment, deployment and capacity building 
practices, objective job evaluation, harmonized (to address pay disparities towards equal 
pay for equal work done) and improved terms of service across the public service with a 
special focus on departments in the mainstream Civil Service Ministries with a view of 
minimizing corruption incidents arising from public staff performance and employment-
related factors. 

 
4.4. 2 Recommendations for Further Research 
The factors that predispose the executive arm of the National Government to corruption were 
not the core subject matter of this study and may therefore require a further research. A 
further research on the underlying factors behind a lesser claim of corruption at the Senate 
Assembly compared with the other arms of government aimed at unpacking the hypothesis 
that there is an association between the amount of resources controlled by public service 
institutions, the service delivery interaction levels with members of the public and the level 
of corruption may also be necessary. Again, the quantified economic and/or financial cost 
and/or burden of public service corruption crime in the country was not covered in the 
current study and may therefore be an area of interest for further studies. Last but not least, a 
detailed study on the inter-play between private and public sector corruption is 
recommended.     
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APPENDICES 
 

NATIONAL CRIME RESEARCH CENTRE 
 

A STUDY ON PERCEPTIONS AND EXPERIENCES OF CORRUPTION IN THE 
PUBLIC SERVICE IN KENYA 

 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire/Interview Schedule for Members of Public Sample 
                       Respondents (to be answered by household head or spouse or most aged 
                       Offspring/child) 
County: ___________________________________________________________________ 

Constituency _______________________________________________________________ 

Ward: ____________________________________________________________________ 

Date of interview: ___________________________________________________________ 

Time of interview: Start Time:…………...End Time:…………..Time taken:…………….  

 

Introduction 

How are you today? My name is…………………………………………..and I am collecting 
data for the National Crime Research Centre (NCRC), a State Corporation established by the 
National Crime Research Centre Act (CAP, 62 L.o.K). The survey is on “ A Study on 
Perceptions and Experiences of Corruption in the Public Service in Kenya”. The 
findings of the study are aimed at informing policies and programmes towards addressing the 
problem of corruption in the country. We would therefore like to ask you some questions 
related to the subject. All the information you give will be treated in utmost confidence and 
your identity will not be revealed. We would highly appreciate if you spared some time to 
respond to the following questions. 

Thank you in advance. 

Signature of interviewer___________________ Date _________________________ 

 

[  ] RESPONDENT AGREES TO BE INTERVIEWED 

[  ] RESPONDENT DOES NOT AGREE TO BE INTERVIEWED                END 
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Section A: Background Information 

1. Status in the Head hold 
1. Head of household 
2. 1st wife/Spouse  
3. Additional wife 
4. Son or daughter (Tick one) 
5. Son/daughter in-law (Tick one) 
6. Grandson/daughter (Tick one) 
7. Mother or father of Head of household (Tick one) 
8. Father/mother in-law of Head of household (Tick one) 
9. Brother or sister of Head of household (Tick one) 
10. Other relatives (Specify)______________________  
11. Adopted child 

 
2. Gender  

1) Male     
2) Female  

    
3. Age of respondents in years 

1) 18 – 25 
2) 26 – 33 
3) 34 – 41 
4) 42 – 49 
5) 50 – 57 
6) 58 – 65 
7) 66 – 73 
8) 74+ 

 
4. Marital status: 

1) Single/Never Married 
2) Married 
3) Divorced 
4) Separated 
5) Widowed 

 
5. Highest level of education: 

1) None 
2) Primary  
3) Secondary 
4) Middle Level College 
5) University 
6) Adult literacy 
7) Other (Specify) 

 
6. Religion: 

1. Traditional 
2. Christian 
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3. Islam 
4. Other (Specify) ______________ 

 
7. Main occupation 

1) Farmer 
2) Business 
3) Formal Employment 

i. Public Sector (a) Permanent 
                       (b) Temporary (Casual/Contract) 

ii. Private Sector  (a) Permanent 
                         (b) Temporary (Casual/Contract) 

4) Other (including House wife, student/pupil, unemployed, retiree, volunteer, intern) –
Specify______________________________________________________________ 

 
Section B: Public perceptions on common and emerging types of corruption 
                   in the public service 
 
8. In your own understanding, what is corruption?_________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

9. (a) (i) Generally, would you say that there is corruption in public service institutions in 
this County? 1. Yes  2. No  3. I don’t know 

(ii) If Yes in Q9 (a) (i), in your opinion, in which specific public service institution (s) 
is corruption most prevalent?_______________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 (b) Would you say that there is corruption in the following Arms of Government in this 
county and what is the level?  

No.  Arm of Government Is there 
corruption? (Tick 
one option) 

If Yes, what would you say is the level 
of corruption? (Tick one option) 

Yes 
(1) 

No 
(2) 

I 
don’t 
know 
(3) 

High 
(1) 

Middle 
(2) 

Low 
(3) 

Not 
Sure 
(4) 

I 
don’t 
know 
(5) 

1. Executive Arm of 
National Government 

        

2. Executive Arm of County 
Government 

        

3. Judiciary         
4. Senate Assembly 

Legislature (Applicable to 
Nairobi County only) 

        

5. National Assembly 
Legislature(Applicable to 
Nairobi County only) 

        

6. County Assembly 
Legislature 
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10. If Yes in Q 9 (a) (i), what do you think are the common and emerging types of corruption 
in the following Arms of Government in this county? 
 

No. Arm of Government Common and emerging types of corruption 
1. Executive Arm of 

National Government 
 
 
 

2. Executive Arm of 
County Government 

 
 
 

3. Judiciary  
 
 

4. Senate Assembly 
Legislature 
(Applicable to 
Nairobi County only) 

 
 
 

5. National Assembly 
Legislature(Applicable 
to Nairobi County 
only) 

 
 
 

6. County Assembly 
Legislature 

 
 
 

 
Section C: Public experiences on common and emerging types of corruption 
                   in the public service 
 
11. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you or a close member of your family sought 

any service (s) from any public service institution (s) in this county? 1. Yes  2. No 
  

(b) If Yes, which service (s)?________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

12. (a) If Yes in Q11 (a), did you encounter any challenges (in receiving the public services 
you sought or attempted to seek) which you can attribute to corruption in the concerned 
public service institution (s) in this county? 1. Yes 2. No 
 

     (b) If Yes in Q12 (a), please explain___________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

13. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you or a close member of your family 
witnessed any corruption incident (s) in a public service institution (s) in this county?  
1. Yes  2. No 
 



246

246 

(b) If Yes in Q13 (a), what was the corruption incident (s) that you or a close member of 
your family witnessed?_____________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

(c) If Yes in Q13 (a), in which specific public service institution (s)/office was it?_____ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________    

 
14. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you or a close member of your family 

experienced any act (s) of corruption in any public service institution in this county?  
1. Yes  2. No 
  
(b) If Yes in Q 14 (a), please respond to the following questions with regard to 
experience of acts of corruption in this county.  
 

No. Arm of 
Government 

Whether you or a 
close member of 
your family has 
experienced any 
act of corruption 
in this county 
(Tick your 
choice) 

If Yes, specify the 
institution/office 

If Yes, list the 
common and/or 
emerging type of 
corruption 

Yes (1) No (2) 
1. Executive Arm 

of National 
Government 

   
 
 
 

 

2. Executive Arm 
of County 
Government 

   
 
 
 

 

3. Judiciary    
 
 
 

 

4. Senate 
Assembly 
Legislature 
(Applicable to 
Nairobi 
County only) 

   
 
 
 
 

 

5. National 
Assembly 
Legislature 
(Applicable to 
Nairobi 
County only) 
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No. Arm of 
Government 

Whether you or a 
close member of 
your family has 
experienced any 
act of corruption 
in this county 
(Tick your 
choice) 

If Yes, specify the 
institution/office 

If Yes, list the 
common and/or 
emerging type of 
corruption 

Yes (1) No (2) 
6. County 

Assembly 
Legislature 

   
 
 
 

 

 
Section D: Perpetrators of corruption in the public service 

15. (a) In your opinion, who mainly commit corruption in the public service in this county 
(that is, main perpetrators)?_________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
(b) Among public officials in this county, and on the basis of their designations or roles, 
who are the main perpetrators of corruption?____________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

       
      (c) Would you say that non-public service office holders perpetrate corruption in the 

public service in the county? 1. Yes 2. No  3. I don’t know 
      (d) If Yes in Q15 (c), please list the non-public service office holder 

perpetrators____________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
(e) If Yes in Q15 (c), in your opinion, what role have they played in the perpetration of 

corruption in the public service in the county?_______________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
(f) Indicate your response with regard to the following statements on perpetrators of 

corruption in the public service in this county (Tick your choice). 
 

No. Statement Response 
Agree (1) Disagree (2) Not sure/ 

decided (3) 
1. Corruption is perpetrated by a 

public official operating alone (as an 
individual) 

   

2.  Corruption is perpetrated by a 
public official partnering with 
another public official  
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No. Statement Response 
Agree (1) Disagree (2) Not sure/ 

decided (3) 
3.  Corruption is perpetrated by a 

public official partnering with a 
non- public official  

   

4.  Corruption is perpetrated by a non-
public official partnering with 
another non- public official to 
commit corruption in the public 
service 

   

 
16. (a) In your opinion, and based on the following characteristics, who would you say 

mainly commit corruption in public service institutions in this county? (Tick one choice 
from each category) 
 

Category Characteristic Code Tick inside 

Gender Male public officials 1  
Female Public Officials 2  

Age Young public officials (35 years of age and 
below) 

1  

Middle Age public officials (36-50 years old) 2  
Advanced Age public officials (Over 50 years 
old) 

3  

Seniority 
in the 
public 
service 

Low cadre public officials 1  
Middle cadre public officials 2  
Senior cadre public officials 3  

 
(b) If Yes in Q 14 (a) (that is, you or a close member of your family experienced any act 
(s) of corruption in any public service institution in this county during the LAST 12 
MONTHS), classify the perpetrator (s) based on the following characteristics: (Tick all 
that apply) 
 

Category Characteristic Code Tick inside 

Gender Male public official 1  
Female public official 2  

Age Young public official (35 years of age and 
below) 

1  

Middle Age public official (36-50 years old) 2  
Advanced Age public official (Over 50 years 
old) 

3  

Seniority 
in the 
public 
service 

Low cadre public Official 1  
Middle cadre public Official 2  
Senior cadre public Official 3  
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Section E: Root causes of corruption in the public service 
 

17. (a) Based on your experience and/or knowledge, what are the root causes of corruption in 
the public service (that is, public service corruption) in this county?_________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 (b) Based on your experience and/or knowledge, why do some recipients of public 
services in this county engage in corrupt practices?_______________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(c) Based on your experience and/or knowledge, why do some providers of public 
services in this county engage in corrupt practices?_______________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section F: Consequences of corruption 
 
18. What are the consequences of the public service corruption in this county?___________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section G: Public response to corruption 
Section G (1): Individual response to corruption 
 
19. (a) If your answer is Yes in Q13 (a) and/or Q14 (a) (that is, if you or a close member of 

your family have experienced or witnessed corruption in public service institutions in this 
county during the LAST 12 MONTHS), did you report? 1. Yes 2. No 
 
(b) If Yes in Q19 (a), to whom did you report?__________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

       (c) If Yes in Q19 (a), what ways (mechanisms) of reporting did you use? (Tick all that 
apply) 
1. Verbal report 
2. Complaints/Suggestion Box 
3. Complaints Register/Occurrence Book (OB) 
4. Open email 
5. Anonymous letter 
6. Official letter 
7. Telephone Call 
8. Web-based Corruption Reporting 
9. Customer satisfaction feedback 
10. Any other (specify)_________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
  

       (d) If you reported, what action was taken?____________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 

(e) If No in Q19 (a), why did you not report?___________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

20. What action does an individual who has experienced or witnessed corruption in public 
service institutions in this county needs to take to address the vice?__________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section G (2): Local community response to corruption 
21. (a) Has the local community taken any action to address corruption in public service 

institutions in this county?1. Yes 2. No 3. I don’t know 
 
(b) If Yes, what action (s) has the local community taken?_________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

    (c) What action does the local community need to take to address corruption in public 
service institutions in this county?____________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

Section G (3): State Organs’ response to corruption 
22. (i) (a) Do you know of any measure (s)/initiative (s) put in place by any state organ to 

address public service corruption in this county? 1. Yes 2. No 
 
(b) If Yes in Q22 (i) (a), specify the state organ/office___________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________  
 
(c) If Yes in Q22 (i) (a), list the measure (s)/initiative (s)__________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(ii) If Yes in Q22 (i) (a), generally speaking, how satisfied are you with the 
measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to address corruption in the public 
service in this county? 1. Satisfied 2. Not satisfied 
 
Please explain your answer__________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

23.  (a) In your opinion, to what extent has the Office of the Attorney General been 
successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
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Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
(b) In your opinion, to what extent has the Office of the Auditor General been successful 
in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(c) In your opinion, to what extent has the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 
(EACC) been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(d) In your opinion, to what extent has the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions 
been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(e) In your opinion, to what extent has the Directorate of Criminal Investigations been 
successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(f) In your opinion, to what extent have Law Courts (Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts) 
been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(g) In your opinion, to what extent has the Internal Audit Department/Section in 
Ministries been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(h) In your opinion, to what extent have Internal Corruption Prevention Committess in 
public institutions been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this 
county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(i) In your opinion, to what extent has the National Anti-Corruption Campaign Steering 
Committee been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

24. Generally, rate most of the public officials you have interacted with in the course of 
service delivery in the values listed below.  

 
Values Scale 

Satisfactory (1) Unsatisfactory (2) Not Sure (3) 
Integrity    
Transparency and 
accountability 

   

Professionalism    
Honesty and Trust    
Patriotism    

Prompt service delivery    

Impartiality    

Good governance    

 
Section H: Challenges and recommendations in addressing corruption 
 
25. Kenya has operational anti-corruption laws and institutions but corruption continues to be 

reported. What do you have to say?___________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
  

26. (a) What do you think are the challenges faced in addressing corruption in public service 
institutions in this county?__________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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(b) How can the challenges be addressed?______________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

       (c) What anti-corruption interventions do you propose for the public service in this 
county?______________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

27. Please give any other relevant comments____________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Thank you for your cooperation and stay well. 
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NATIONAL CRIME RESEARCH CENTRE 
 

A STUDY ON PERCEPTIONS AND EXPERIENCES OF CORRUPTION IN THE 
PUBLIC SERVICE IN KENYA 

 
Appendix 2: Questionnaire/Interview Schedule for Public Officials Sample 
                       Respondents

 

County: ___________________________________________________________________ 

Constituency _______________________________________________________________ 

Ward: ____________________________________________________________________ 

Name of Public Service Institution where Respondent works (see annexure):__________ 

Specify whether Respondent is working for National Government or County 
Government:_______________________________________________________________ 

Date of interview: ___________________________________________________________ 

Time of interview: __________________________________________________________ 

INTRODUCTION 

How are you today? My name is…………………………………………..and I am collecting 
data for the National Crime Research Centre (NCRC), a State Corporation established by the 
National Crime Research Centre Act (CAP, 62 L.o.K). The survey is on “ A Study on 
Perceptions and Experiences of Corruption in the Public Service in Kenya”. The 
findings of the study are aimed at informing policies and programmes towards addressing the 
problem of corruption in the country. We would therefore like to ask you some questions 
related to the subject. All the information you give will be treated in utmost confidence and 
your identity will not be revealed. We would highly appreciate if you spared some time to 
respond to the following questions. 

Thank you in advance. 

Signature of interviewer___________________ Date _________________________ 

 

[  ] RESPONDENT AGREES TO BE INTERVIEWED 

[  ] RESPONDENT DOES NOT AGREE TO BE INTERVIEWED  END 
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Section A: Background Information 
1. Designation in the public service 

          1. Senator 
          2. Member of Parliament 
          3. Member of County Assembly 
          4. Judge 
          5. Magistrate 
          6. Supply Chain Management Officer 
          7. Accountant 
          8. Human Resource Management Officer 
          9. Internal Auditor 
         10. Other Technical Officer in a Ministry/Department (specify)___________________ 
 

Section B: Public perceptions on common and emerging types of corruption  
                   in the public service 
 

2. In your own understanding, what is corruption?____________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

3. (a) (i) Generally, would you say that there is corruption in public service institutions in this 
county? 1. Yes  2. No  3. I don’t know 
 
(ii) If Yes in Q3 (a) (i), in your opinion, in which specific public service institution (s) is 

corruption most prevalent?_______________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 (b) Would you say that there is corruption in the following Arms of Government in this 
county and what is the level?  

No.  Arm of Government Is there 
corruption? (Tick 
one option) 

If Yes, what would you say is the level 
of corruption? (Tick one option) 

Yes 
(1) 

No 
(2) 

I 
don’t 
know 
(3) 

High 
(1) 

Middle 
(2) 

Low 
(3) 

Not 
Sure 
(4) 

I 
don’t 
know 
(5) 

1. Executive Arm of 
National Government 

        

2. Executive Arm of County 
Government 

        

3. Judiciary         
4. Senate Assembly 

Legislature (Applicable to 
Nairobi County only) 

        

5. National Assembly 
Legislature(Applicable to 
Nairobi County only) 

        

6. County Assembly 
Legislature 
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4. What do you think are the common and emerging types of corruption in the following Arms 
of Government in this county? 

 
No. Arm of Government Common and emerging types of corruption 
1. Executive Arm of 

National Government 
 
 
 

2. Executive Arm of 
County Government 

 
 
 

3. Judiciary  
 
 

4. Senate Assembly 
Legislature 
(Applicable to 
Nairobi County only) 

 
 
 

5. National Assembly 
Legislature(Applicable 
to Nairobi County 
only) 

 
 
 

6. County Assembly 
Legislature 

 
 
 

 
Section C: Public experiences on common and emerging types of corruption 
                   in the public service 
 

5. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you or a close member of your family sought any 
service (s) from any public service institution (s) in this county? 1. Yes  2. No 

  
(b) If Yes, which service (s)?___________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
6. (a) If Yes in Q5 (a), did you encounter any challenges (in receiving the public services you 

sought or attempted to seek) which you can attribute to corruption in the concerned public 
service institution (s) in this county? 1. Yes 2. No 

 
 (b) If Yes in Q6 (a), please explain______________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
7. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you or a close member of your family witnessed 

any corruption incident (s) in a public service institution (s) in this county?  
1. Yes  2. No 
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(b) If Yes in Q7 (a), what was the corruption incident (s) that you or a close member of your 
family witnessed?_____________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

(c) If Yes in Q7 (a), in which specific public service institution (s)/office was it?_____ 
________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________    

 
8. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you or a close member of your family experienced 

any act (s) of corruption in any public service institution in this county?  
1. Yes  2. No 
 

(b) If Yes in Q 8 (a), please respond to the following questions with regard to experience of 
acts of corruption in this county.  

 
No. Arm of 

Government 
Whether you or a 
close member of 
your family has 
experienced any 
act of corruption 
in this county 
(Tick your 
choice) 

If Yes, specify the 
institution/office 

If Yes, list the 
common and/or 
emerging type of 
corruption 

Yes (1) No (2) 
1. Executive Arm 

of National 
Government 

   
 
 
 

 

2. Executive Arm 
of County 
Government 

   
 
 
 

 

3. Judiciary    
 
 
 

 

4. Senate 
Assembly 
Legislature 
(Applicable to 
Nairobi 
County only) 

   
 
 
 
 

 

5. National 
Assembly 
Legislature 
(Applicable to 
Nairobi 
County only) 
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No. Arm of 
Government 

Whether you or a 
close member of 
your family has 
experienced any 
act of corruption 
in this county 
(Tick your 
choice) 

If Yes, specify the 
institution/office 

If Yes, list the 
common and/or 
emerging type of 
corruption 

Yes (1) No (2) 
6. County 

Assembly 
Legislature 

   
 
 
 

 

 
Section D: Perpetrators of corruption in the public service 

9. (a) In your opinion, who mainly commit corruption in the public service in this county (that 
is, main perpetrators)?_________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
(b) Among public officials in this county, and on the basis of their designations or roles, who 
are the main perpetrators of corruption?___________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
       
(c) Would you say that non-public service office holders perpetrate corruption in the public 
service in the county? 1. Yes 2. No  3. I don’t know 
 
(d) If Yes in Q9 (c), please list the non-public service office holder 
perpetrators_________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(e) If Yes in Q9 (c), in your opinion, what role have they played in the perpetration of 

corruption in the public service in the county?_______________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
(f) Indicate your response with regard to the following statements on perpetrators of 

corruption in the public service in this county (Tick your choice). 
 

No. Statement Response 
Agree (1) Disagree (2) Not sure/ 

decided (3) 
1. Corruption is perpetrated by a 

public official operating alone (as an 
individual) 

   

2.  Corruption is perpetrated by a 
public official partnering with 
another public official  
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No. Statement Response 
Agree (1) Disagree (2) Not sure/ 

decided (3) 
3.  Corruption is perpetrated by a 

public official partnering with a 
non- public official  

   

4.  Corruption is perpetrated by a non-
public official partnering with 
another non- public official to 
commit corruption in the public 
service 

   

 
10. (a) In your opinion, and based on the following characteristics, who would you say mainly 

commit corruption in public service institutions in this county? (Tick one choice from each 
category) 

 
 

Category Characteristic Code Tick inside 

Gender Male public officials 1  
Female Public Officials 2  

Age Young public officials (35 years of age and 
below) 

1  

Middle Age public officials (36-50 years old) 2  
Advanced Age public officials (Over 50 years 
old) 

3  

Seniority 
in the 
public 
service 

Low cadre public officials 1  
Middle cadre public officials 2  
Senior cadre public officials 3  

 
(b) If Yes in Q 8 (a) (that is, you or a close member of your family experienced any act (s) of 

corruption in any public service institution in this county during the LAST 12 
MONTHS), classify the perpetrator (s) based on the following characteristics: (Tick all 
that apply) 
 

Category Characteristic Code Tick inside 

Gender Male public official 1  
Female public official 2  

Age Young public official (35 years of age and 
below) 

1  

Middle Age public official (36-50 years old) 2  
Advanced Age public official (Over 50 years 
old) 

3  

Seniority 
in the 
public 
service 

Low cadre public Official 1  
Middle cadre public Official 2  
Senior cadre public Official 3  
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Section E: Root causes of corruption in the public service 
 

11. (a) Based on your experience and/or knowledge, what are the root causes of corruption in the 
public service (that is, public service corruption) in this county?____________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 (b) Based on your experience and/or knowledge, why do some recipients of public services 
in this county engage in corrupt practices?_____________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
(c) Based on your experience and/or knowledge, why do some providers of public services in 

this county engage in corrupt practices?________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section F: Consequences of corruption 
 

12. What are the consequences of the public service corruption in this county?_______________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section G: Public response to corruption 
Section G (1): Individual response to corruption 
 

13. (a) If your answer is Yes in Q7 (a) and/or Q8 (a) (that is, if you or a close member of your 
family have experienced or witnessed corruption in public service institutions in this 
county during the LAST 12 MONTHS), did you report? 1. Yes 2. No 
 

(b) If Yes in Q13 (a), to whom did you report?_____________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
(c) If Yes in Q13 (a), what ways (mechanisms) of reporting did you use? (Tick all that 

apply) 
1. Verbal report 
2. Complaints/Suggestion Box 
3. Complaints Register/Occurrence Book (OB) 
4. Open email 
5. Anonymous letter 
6. Official letter 
7. Telephone Call 
8. Web-based Corruption Reporting 
9. Customer satisfaction feedback 
10. Any other (specify)___________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________ 
  

       (d) If you reported, what action was taken?____________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 

(e) If No in Q13 (a), why did you not report?___________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

14. What action does an individual who has experienced or witnessed corruption in public 
service institutions in this county needs to take to address the vice?_____________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section G (2): Local community response to corruption 
 

15. (a) Has the local community taken any action to address corruption in public service 
institutions in this county?1. Yes 2. No 3. I don’t know 
 

(b) If Yes, what action (s) has the local community taken?____________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
(c) What action does the local community need to take to address corruption in public service 

institutions in this county?__________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Section G (3): State Organs’ response to corruption 
 

16. (i) (a) Do you know of any measure (s)/initiative (s) put in place by any state organ to 
address public service corruption in this county? 1. Yes 2. No 
 
(b) If Yes in Q16 (i) (a), specify the state organ/office___________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________  
 
(c) If Yes in Q16 (i) (a), list the measure (s)/initiative (s)__________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(ii) If Yes in Q16 (i) (a), generally speaking, how satisfied are you with the 
measures/initiatives put in place by state organs to address corruption in the public 
service in this county? 1. Satisfied 2. Not satisfied 

 
Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

17.  (a) In your opinion, to what extent has the Office of the Attorney General been successful in 
addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 
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      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
(b) In your opinion, to what extent has the Office of the Auditor General been successful in 

addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 
      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(c) In your opinion, to what extent has the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (EACC) 
been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(d) In your opinion, to what extent has the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions been 
successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(e) In your opinion, to what extent has the Directorate of Criminal Investigations been 
successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(f) In your opinion, to what extent have Law Courts (Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts) 
been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(g) In your opinion, to what extent has the Internal Audit Department/Section in Ministries 
been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       



263

263 

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(h) In your opinion, to what extent have Internal Corruption Prevention Committess in public 
institutions been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

(i) In your opinion, to what extent has the National Anti-Corruption Campaign Steering 
Committee been successful in addressing corruption in the public service in this county? 

      1. Large 2. Small 3. Not at all 4. I am not sure 5. I don’t know 
       

Please explain your answer_________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

18. Generally, rate most of the public officials you have interacted with in the course of service 
delivery in the values listed below.  

 
Values Scale 

Satisfactory (1) Unsatisfactory (2) Not Sure (3) 
Integrity    
Transparency and 
accountability 

   

Professionalism    
Honesty and Trust    
Patriotism    

Prompt service delivery    

Impartiality    

Good governance    

 
Section H: Challenges and recommendations in addressing corruption 
 

19. Kenya has operational anti-corruption laws and institutions but corruption continues to be 
reported. What do you have to say?______________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 

  
20. (a) What do you think are the challenges faced in addressing corruption in public service 

institutions in this county?_____________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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(b) How can the challenges be addressed?_________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
(c) What anti-corruption interventions do you propose for the public service in this 

county?________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
21. Please give any other relevant comments__________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Thank you for your cooperation and stay well. 
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 Annexure for Appendix 2: Public Service Institutions 
 

(a) Ministry Departments 
1. Agriculture 
2. Arts and Culture 
3. Basic Education 
4. Broadcasting & Telecommunications 
5. Cooperatives 
6. Correctional Services 
7. Defence 
8. Devolution 
9. EAC Integration 
10. Energy 
11. Environment 
12. Fisheries 
13. Interior 
14. Youth and Public Service 
15. Health 
16. Housing & Urban Development 
17. ICT & Innovation 
18. Industry & Enterprise Development 
19. Infrastructure 
20. Foreign Affairs 
21. International Trade 
22. Irrigation 
23. Labour 
24. Lands 
25. Livestock 
26. Maritime Commerce 
27. Mining 
28. National Treasury 
29. National Water Services 
30. Natural Resources 
31. Petroleum 
32. Planning & Statistics 
33. Public Works 
34. Social Security & Services 
35. Special Programmes 
36. Sports Development 
37. Tourism 
38. Transport 
39. University (Higher) Education 
40. Vocational & Technical Training 
41. Gender Affairs 

 
(b) State Corporation (specify which one)__________________________________ 

(c) Commissions and Independent Offices (specify which Commission or Independent 
Office)_____________________________________________________________ 
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(d) Judiciary 

(e) Legislature (specify using categories below) 

(i) National Assembly 

(ii) The Senate 

(iii) County Assemblies 
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NATIONAL CRIME RESEARCH CENTRE 
 

A STUDY ON PERCEPTIONS AND EXPERIENCES OF CORRUPTION IN THE 
PUBLIC SERVICE IN KENYA 

 
Appendix 3: Key Informant Guide 

 

County: ___________________________________________________________________ 

Constituency _______________________________________________________________ 

Ward: ____________________________________________________________________ 

Name of Public Service Institution where Respondent works (see annexure):__________ 

Specify whether Respondent is working for National Government or County 
Government:_______________________________________________________________ 

Date of interview: ___________________________________________________________ 

Time of interview: __________________________________________________________ 

INTRODUCTION 

How are you today? My name is…………………………………………..and I am collecting 
data for the National Crime Research Centre (NCRC), a State Corporation established by the 
National Crime Research Centre Act (CAP, 62 L.o.K). The survey is on “ A Study on 
Perceptions and Experiences of Corruption in the Public Service in Kenya”. The 
findings of the study are aimed at informing policies and programmes towards addressing the 
problem of corruption in the country. We would therefore like to ask you some questions 
related to the subject. All the information you give will be treated in utmost confidence and 
your identity will not be revealed. We would highly appreciate if you spared some time to 
respond to the following questions. 

Thank you in advance. 

Signature of interviewer___________________ Date _________________________ 

 

[  ] RESPONDENT AGREES TO BE INTERVIEWED 

[  ] RESPONDENT DOES NOT AGREE TO BE INTERVIEWED  END 
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Section A: Background Information 
 
1. Gender      1. Male        
                        2. Female 

Section B: Public perceptions on common and emerging forms/types of corruption 
                   in the Public Service 
 
As we begin our discussion, let me first know what you understand by corruption.  

2. In your own understanding, what is corruption? 
 

Next, I would like to discuss with you about corruption in the public service. 

3. (i) In your opinion, is there real corruption in public service institutions or it is just a 
perception? Please elaborate. 

     (ii) In your opinion, in which specific public service institution (s)/offices is corruption 
           most prevalent? 
 
I am also interested in knowing your views on corruption and its level in the three Arms of 
Government. 

4. (a) Please comment about corruption and its level in the: 
(i) Executive of National Government 
(ii)  Executive of County Government 
(iii) Judiciary 

      (iv) National Assembly Legislature 
      (v) Senate Assembly Legislature 
      (vi) County Assembly Legislature 

 
5. What do you think are the common and emerging types of corruption in the: 

 (i) Executive of National Government 
(ii)  Executive of County Government 
(iii) Judiciary 

      (iv) National Assembly Legislature 
       (v) Senate Assembly Legislature 

(vi) County Assembly Legislature 
 
Section C: Public experiences on common and emerging types of corruption 
                   in the public service 
 
I now wish to capture information on experiences on common and emerging types of 
corruption in the public service. 

6. (a) During the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you witnessed or experienced any corruption 
incident in a public service institution (s)? Please explain 

    
Section D: Perpetrators of corruption in the Public Service 

Next in this discussion are the perpetrators of corruption in the public service. 
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7. (a) Who would you say commit corruption in public service institutions? 
 

     (b) Please comment about public officials who are perpetrators of corruption in the public 
service with regard to their gender, age and cadre level (low, middle or senior cadre). 

 
Section E: Root causes of corruption in the public service 
 
I now wish to focus our discussion on the root causes of corruption in the public service  
 
8. (a) What would you say are the root causes of corruption in public service institutions? 

(b) Why do some recipients of public services engage in corrupt practices? 
(c) Why do some providers of public services engage in corrupt practices? 

 
Section F: Consequences of corruption 
 
We acknowledge that all crimes have consequences in society. 
 
9. Kindly discuss the consequences of public service corruption. 
 
Section G: Public response to corruption 
 
One of the key ingredients to tackling corruption in the public service is proactive action 
from individuals, community and state organs. Kindly provide your views on the following 
issues. 
 
10. (i) (a) Please explain whether or not most individuals who have been experiencing or 

witnessing corruption in public service institutions during the LAST 12 MONTHS, have 
been reporting the vice.  
(b) I am also interested with: to whom they report, what mechanism (s) of reporting they 
use and what action is taken after reporting. 
(c) If they don’t report, what are the possible reasons? 
(d) What action (s) an individual who has experienced or witnessed corruption in the    
public service institutions needs to take to address the vice? 

 
(ii). Please highlight what action (s) the local community has taken and what action the local 
community needs to take to address corruption in public service institutions. 
 
(iii) (a) Please comment about measures/initiatives that have been put in place by state organs 
to address corruption in the public service. Kindly mention the specific state organs.  
       (b) Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with the measures/initiatives that have 
been put in place by state organs to address corruption in the public service? Please explain 

 
11. (a) In your opinion, to what extent have the following state organs been successful in 

addressing corruption in the public service in this county? Please explain your answer.  
1. Office of the Attorney General 
2. Office of the Auditor General 
3. Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (EACC) 
4. Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions 
5. Directorate of Criminal Investigations 
6. Judiciary’s Anti-Corruption Courts 
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7. Internal Audit Department/Section in Ministries 
8. Internal Corruption Prevention Committees in public institutions 

 
12. Generally, rate most of the public officials you have interacted with in the course of 

service delivery in the values listed below.  
Values Scale 

Satisfactory (1) Unsatisfactory (2) Not Sure (3) 
Integrity    
Transparency and 
accountability 

   

Professionalism    
Honesty and Trust    
Patriotism    

Prompt service delivery    

Impartiality    

Good governance    

 
Section H: Challenges and recommendations in addressing corruption 
 
Finally, I wish to understand from you about challenges and recommendations in the control 
of corruption. 
 
13. (a) Kenya has operational anti-corruption laws and institutions but corruption continues 

to be reported. What do you have to say? 
(b) What do you think are the challenges faced in the control of corruption in public 
service institutions and how can they be addressed?  
(c) What anti-corruption interventions do you propose for the public service? 
 

14. Please give any other relevant comments. 
 

Thank you for your cooperation and stay well.
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National Police Service (especiallty Traffic  
Police and Police in border areas) 

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination of  
National Government 

Ministry of Education 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

National Registration Bureau 

All Public Offices 

Judiciary/ Law Courts 

Constituency Development Funds Office 

Member of County Assembly Office 

Governor's Office 

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

National Government 

Office of the President 

Department of Immigration 

Parliament 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Ministry of Water 

Public Service Commission 

The National Treasury and Planning 

Kenya Revenue Authority 

National Youth Service 

Ministry of Devolution and and the ASALS 

Kenya Power and Lighting Company 

Teachers Service Commission 

Kenya Defence Forces 

Regional Ministries Offices 

Huduma Centre 

Kenya Wildlife Service 

National Transport and Safety Authority 

Independent Electoral and Boundaries  
Commission 

Office of the Deputy President 

Ministry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 

Kenya Forest Service 

Pensions Department 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Mumias Sugar Company 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 

Kenya Ports Authority 

National Cereals and Produce Board  

National Disaster Management Authority  

Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 

Higher Education Loans Board  

Women Representative’s Office 

Kenya Maritime Authority 

Nairobi 

29.4 

10.6 

7.7 

5.7 

3.7 

2.1 

2.5 

11.4 

5.3 

0.2 

0.7 

0.3 

0.5 

2.5 

2.8 

3.9 

1.9 

0.8 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

1.4 

1.6 

1.8 

1.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nakuru 

36.7 

7.2 

12.9 

9.7 

7.0 

4.8 

1.4 

2.2 

3.6 

1.8 

2.5 

0.6 

0.3 

1.1 

1.1 

0.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.4 

1.0 

0.6 

0.1 

0.6 

0.7 

0.7 

0.1 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Meru 

14.7 

9.4 

6.8 

12.0 

4.5 

18.2 

6.2 

1.9 

4.1 

4.7 

3.1 

0.5 

1.0 

1.0 

0.8 

0.5 

4.5 

1.8 

0.6 

0.8 

0.2 

1.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kisii 

19.0 

17.6 

13.2 

9.2 

5.1 

2.7 

3.8 

0.7 

2.9 

3.6 

6.3 

1.6 

2.0 

1.8 

1.8 

2.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.6 

0.0 

2.7 

0.2 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Mombasa 

29.0 

9.0 

16.1 

6.6 

3.6 

4.1 

4.5 

1.1 

5.2 

2.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.9 

1.8 

0.7 

2.0 

1.6 

1.4 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

1.6 

0.9 

1.1 

0.7 

0.2 

0.5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

Bungoma 

24.7 

12.5 

8.1 

5.5 

8.8 

3.2 

3.9 

4.4 

6.9 

4.8 

1.2 

0.9 

2.3 

0.2 

1.6 

0.5 

0.0 

0.2 

4.2 

0.2 

1.6 

0.5 

0.9 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.7 

0.5 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

Migori 

22.1 

13.3 

18.2 

8.5 

6.3 

2.9 

2.4 

1.7 

2.9 

3.2 

2.2 

3.4 

1.9 

0.5 

1.5 

1.7 

0.7 

0.5 

1.5 

0.2 

1.2 

1.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Busia 

23.7 

14.1 

7.7 

9.6 

6.9 

5.9 

3.5 

2.7 

4.9 

3.5 

3.0 

1.7 

0.5 

1.5 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

1.7 

1.0 

0.7 

0.5 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kiambu 

24.9 

6.2 

11.2 

10.4 

4.7 

6.0 

7.0 

0.7 

4.2 

0.7 

4.0 

1.5 

2.2 

2.2 

1.7 

2.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.5 

0.5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.2 

1.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.7 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kajiado 

33.5 

11.5 

16.2 

9.9 

11.5 

3.3 

3.8 

0.8 

1.4 

0.5 

0.8 

1.1 

0.0 

0.8 

1.9 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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National Police Service (especiallty Traffic  
Police and Police in border areas) 

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination of  
National Government 

Ministry of Education 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

National Registration Bureau 

All Public Offices 

Judiciary/ Law Courts 

Constituency Development Funds Office 

Member of County Assembly Office 

Governor's Office 

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

National Government 

Office of the President 

Department of Immigration 

Parliament 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Ministry of Water 

Public Service Commission 

The National Treasury and Planning 

Kenya Revenue Authority 

National Youth Service 

Ministry of Devolution and and the ASALS 

Kenya Power and Lighting Company 

Teachers Service Commission 

Kenya Defence Forces 

Regional Ministries Offices 

Huduma Centre 

Kenya Wildlife Service 

National Transport and Safety Authority 

Independent Electoral and Boundaries  
Commission 

Office of the Deputy President 

Ministry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 

Kenya Forest Service 

Pensions Department 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Mumias Sugar Company 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 

Kenya Ports Authority 

National Cereals and Produce Board  

National Disaster Management Authority  

Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 

Higher Education Loans Board  

Women Representative’s Office 

Kenya Maritime Authority 

Kakamega 

16.9 

9.5 

8.6 

10.0 

6.3 

3.4 

1.7 

3.4 

4.0 

12.9 

3.4 

1.1 

1.7 

1.1 

1.1 

0.6 

2.3 

0.9 

1.1 

0.6 

1.7 

1.7 

0.0 

0.9 

0.6 

0.9 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Narok 

22.4 

11.8 

19.0 

10.9 

11.2 

0.9 

2.3 

0.3 

1.4 

1.4 

2.9 

4.9 

0.3 

2.3 

1.1 

0.6 

0.0 

0.9 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.9 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kitui 

30.7 

21.6 

6.7 

17.8 

1.8 

1.5 

0.9 

2.0 

3.2 

1.8 

2.6 

1.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.9 

0.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

1.2 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

2.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Machakos 

25.5 

9.8 

7.7 

16.0 

2.7 

0.9 

5.6 

15.7 

3.3 

1.2 

0.6 

2.1 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

1.2 

0.6 

0.3 

0.0 

0.9 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kisumu 

25.2 

12.7 

11.8 

8.5 

5.8 

3.9 

3.6 

4.5 

1.8 

0.9 

1.2 

5.5 

0.9 

2.1 

0.6 

2.4 

1.8 

0.6 

0.6 

0.9 

0.6 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Murang'a 

21.1 

8.6 

12.1 

11.2 

4.5 

8.3 

6.1 

0.3 

5.4 

1.3 

3.2 

2.6 

2.9 

1.9 

0.6 

1.0 

0.0 

2.9 

3.2 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tharaka Nithi 

20.1 

17.1 

5.4 

12.0 

1.7 

9.0 

3.7 

0.7 

4.0 

5.0 

11.0 

1.0 

0.3 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.7 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.7 

0.7 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Embu 

28.8 

14.4 

9.1 

7.4 

6.0 

7.7 

4.2 

1.1 

3.5 

2.1 

1.4 

1.8 

1.4 

1.1 

3.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.1 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

1.1 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Trans Nzoia 

17.6 

6.5 

14.2 

21.8 

5.0 

1.5 

5.7 

1.1 

1.5 

6.9 

3.4 

5.4 

3.1 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.8 

1.1 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

Nyamira 

16.8 

21.2 

14.6 

6.2 

5.8 

0.9 

1.8 

2.2 

1.3 

2.2 

2.7 

2.7 

3.1 

3.5 

2.2 

2.2 

0.9 

0.9 

2.7 

0.0 

0.9 

1.3 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Vihiga 

12.2 

11.2 

10.2 

12.2 

8.1 

3.0 

0.5 

1.0 

5.1 

11.2 

2.0 

1.0 

7.1 

0.5 

2.0 

0.0 

5.1 

0.5 

0.0 

1.5 

1.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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National Police Service (especiallty Traffic  
Police and Police in border areas) 

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination of  
National Government 

Ministry of Education 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

National Registration Bureau 

All Public Offices 

Judiciary/ Law Courts 

Constituency Development Funds Office 

Member of County Assembly Office 

Governor's Office 

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

National Government 

Office of the President 

Department of Immigration 

Parliament 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Ministry of Water 

Public Service Commission 

The National Treasury and Planning 

Kenya Revenue Authority 

National Youth Service 

Ministry of Devolution and and the ASALS 

Kenya Power and Lighting Company 

Teachers Service Commission 

Kenya Defence Forces 

Regional Ministries Offices 

Huduma Centre 

Kenya Wildlife Service 

National Transport and Safety Authority 

Independent Electoral and Boundaries  
Commission 

Office of the Deputy President 

Ministry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 

Kenya Forest Service 

Pensions Department 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Mumias Sugar Company 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 

Kenya Ports Authority 

National Cereals and Produce Board  

National Disaster Management Authority  

Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 

Higher Education Loans Board  

Women Representative’s Office 

Kenya Maritime Authority 

Bomet 

35.2 

8.2 

14.3 

11.2 

12.8 

1.5 

2.6 

1.0 

1.5 

2.6 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Siaya 

17.7 

19.9 

12.4 

5.4 

9.7 

3.8 

2.7 

2.7 

3.8 

3.2 

1.6 

1.1 

2.2 

4.8 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

2.2 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Baringo 

38.0 

8.0 

13.5 

9.8 

4.9 

3.1 

0.6 

0.6 

3.7 

1.2 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

1.8 

0.6 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kilifi 

22.6 

17.0 

11.3 

5.0 

6.3 

2.5 

1.9 

1.3 

3.8 

6.9 

2.5 

1.9 

2.5 

3.1 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

1.9 

3.1 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Homa Bay 

22.7 

27.3 

14.7 

4.0 

5.3 

3.3 

2.7 

2.0 

1.3 

0.7 

1.3 

0.0 

0.7 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

4.0 

2.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

Turkana 

27.3 

18.7 

3.6 

5.0 

3.6 

2.2 

2.2 

5.0 

0.7 

4.3 

2.2 

0.7 

6.5 

0.0 

0.7 

1.4 

0.0 

0.7 

1.4 

0.7 

1.4 

3.6 

0.7 

2.9 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

Elgeyo Marakwet 

36.5 

13.1 

1.5 

3.6 

2.2 

2.9 

6.6 

9.5 

5.1 

7.3 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.7 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

1.5 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

Kericho 

33.3 

8.1 

16.3 

11.9 

11.9 

0.7 

3.0 

0.7 

3.7 

1.5 

1.5 

0.7 

0.0 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.7 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kwale 

22.4 

0.7 

26.1 

9.7 

4.5 

7.5 

5.2 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

2.2 

2.2 

1.5 

1.5 

0.7 

0.7 

3.7 

1.5 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

West Pokot 

33.8 

16.2 

2.3 

14.6 

4.6 

0.0 

1.5 

7.7 

0.0 

2.3 

2.3 

3.1 

1.5 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Mandera 

26.4 

12.0 

8.8 

4.8 

8.0 

2.4 

19.2 

1.6 

4.0 

1.6 

0.0 

3.2 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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National Police Service (especiallty Traffic  
Police and Police in border areas) 

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination of  
National Government 

Ministry of Education 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

National Registration Bureau 

All Public Offices 

Judiciary/ Law Courts 

Constituency Development Funds Office 

Member of County Assembly Office 

Governor's Office 

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

National Government 

Office of the President 

Department of Immigration 

Parliament 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Ministry of Water 

Public Service Commission 

The National Treasury and Planning 

Kenya Revenue Authority 

National Youth Service 

Ministry of Devolution and and the ASALS 

Kenya Power and Lighting Company 

Teachers Service Commission 

Kenya Defence Forces 

Regional Ministries Offices 

Huduma Centre 

Kenya Wildlife Service 

National Transport and Safety Authority 

Independent Electoral and Boundaries  
Commission 

Office of the Deputy President 

Ministry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 

Kenya Forest Service 

Pensions Department 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Mumias Sugar Company 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 

Kenya Ports Authority 

National Cereals and Produce Board  

National Disaster Management Authority  

Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 

Higher Education Loans Board  

Women Representative’s Office 

Kenya Maritime Authority 

Makueni 

29.5 

5.7 

5.7 

23.8 

4.1 

1.6 

0.8 

17.2 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

3.3 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Garissa 

39.2 

10.8 

4.2 

7.5 

5.0 

0.8 

13.3 

1.7 

5.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

0.8 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Uasin Gishu 

34.5 

7.8 

1.7 

6.9 

1.7 

5.2 

7.8 

7.8 

4.3 

4.3 

4.3 

0.9 

2.6 

0.0 

0.9 

0.9 

2.6 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nyeri 

16.8 

16.8 

5.3 

8.0 

8.0 

4.4 

1.8 

5.3 

4.4 

13.3 

0.9 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

1.8 

2.7 

0.9 

0.0 

1.8 

1.8 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nandi 

22.5 

11.7 

9.0 

15.3 

4.5 

1.8 

3.6 

10.8 

2.7 

0.9 

0.9 

0.9 

2.7 

1.8 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

1.8 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tana River 

4.1 

7.1 

10.2 

5.1 

7.1 

1.0 

5.1 

4.1 

2.0 

10.2 

4.1 

4.1 

2.0 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

18.4 

2.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.1 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Marsabit 

33.0 

12.5 

5.7 

11.4 

1.1 

3.4 

13.6 

0.0 

2.3 

1.1 

0.0 

4.5 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nyandarua 

20.7 

17.1 

7.3 

7.3 

3.7 

6.1 

1.2 

15.9 

0.0 

4.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

8.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kirinyaga 

28.0 

9.3 

5.3 

9.3 

8.0 

5.3 

1.3 

4.0 

9.3 

5.3 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

2.7 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Laikipia 

41.3 

4.8 

11.1 

11.1 

9.5 

3.2 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

3.2 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

3.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Wajir 

41.5 

20.8 

1.9 

3.8 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

11.3 

7.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 



275

27
5 

County 

C
ou

nt
y 

an
al

ys
is 

(in
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
 o

f p
ub

lic
 se

rv
ic

e 
in

st
itu

tio
ns

 w
he

re
 c

or
ru

pt
io

n 
is 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
to

 b
e 

m
os

t p
re

va
le

nt
 

National Police Service (especiallty Traffic  
Police and Police in border areas) 

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination of  
National Government 

Ministry of Education 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

National Registration Bureau 

All Public Offices 

Judiciary/ Law Courts 

Constituency Development Funds Office 

Member of County Assembly Office 

Governor's Office 

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

National Government 

Office of the President 

Department of Immigration 

Parliament 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Ministry of Water 

Public Service Commission 

The National Treasury and Planning 

Kenya Revenue Authority 

National Youth Service 

Ministry of Devolution and and the ASALS 

Kenya Power and Lighting Company 

Teachers Service Commission 

Kenya Defence Forces 

Regional Ministries Offices 

Huduma Centre 

Kenya Wildlife Service 

National Transport and Safety Authority 

Independent Electoral and Boundaries  
Commission 

Office of the Deputy President 

Ministry of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives 

Kenya Forest Service 

Pensions Department 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Mumias Sugar Company 

Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission 

Kenya Ports Authority 

National Cereals and Produce Board  

National Disaster Management Authority  

Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife 

Higher Education Loans Board  

Women Representative’s Office 

Kenya Maritime Authority 

Samburu 

29.2 

4.2 

6.3 

6.3 

14.6 

2.1 

2.1 

2.1 

4.2 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

6.3 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Taita Taveta 

10.9 

4.3 

15.2 

4.3 

6.5 

8.7 

0.0 

2.2 

2.2 

6.5 

0.0 

0.0 

8.7 

0.0 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.5 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

6.5 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Lamu 

27.9 

27.9 

4.7 

9.3 

4.7 

2.3 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

4.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Isiolo 

34.6 

26.9 

3.8 

7.7 

3.8 

0.0 

3.8 

3.8 

7.7 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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C
ou

nt
y 

C
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y 
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is 
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f c
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Bribery (soliciting for and/or  
receiving bribes) 

Embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation  
of public funds/resources 

Tribalism in service delivery 

Nepotism in service delivery 

Abuse of office 

Discrimination in service delivery 

Flouting procurement regulations 

Fraud/forgery 

Theft Scandals/looting 

Extortion 

Unequal distribution of public  
resources 

Denial of entitled resources/ 
services 

Corruption in job recruitments 

Facilitation of and/or  
Actual land grabbing 

Harassment of service seekers 

Exaggeration of prices of  
goods and services 

Laxity 

Actual and/or facilitation of 
implementation of shoddy/ghost / 
white elephant projects 

Interference by other arms of  
government in the discharge of  
mandate 

Delay/dragging of service delivery 

Incompetency in provision  
of public funds 

Unjustified withholding of  
vital documents  

Influenced cases/unjust verdicts 

Money laundering 

Absenteeism in public offices 

Implementing defective laws 

Soliciting for sexual favors  

Conflict of interest 

Smuggling of goods 

Cyber/online theft of public  
resources 

W
aj

ir 

56.8 

0.0 

2.7 

13.5 

0.0 

0.0 

21.6 

0.0 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
ik

ip
ia

 

56.3 

16.7 

4.2 

2.1 

0.0 

8.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
an

de
ra

 

55.0 

15.0 

1.3 

7.5 

2.5 

1.3 

1.3 

5.0 

2.5 

2.5 

0.0 

1.3 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

El
ge

yo
 

M
ar

ak
w

et
 

54.7 

13.2 

3.8 

6.6 

0.0 

2.8 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

3.8 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

3.7 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
an

di
 

52.7 

13.2 

6.6 

7.7 

3.3 

5.5 

0.0 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

W
es

t P
ok

ot
 

52.4 

9.7 

7.3 

5.6 

2.4 

2.4 

3.2 

2.4 

1.6 

1.6 

2.4 

0.8 

0.0 

2.4 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

2.4 

0.0 

K
ak

am
eg

a 

51.9 

11.0 

3.5 

4.4 

2.8 

4.1 

0.9 

0.0 

1.6 

2.5 

1.3 

3.1 

1.6 

0.3 

1.3 

2.2 

1.3 

0.9 

0.6 

1.6 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

0.3 

0.9 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
om

et
 

50.3 

13.6 

0.0 

2.0 

2.0 

4.8 

9.5 

12.9 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
er

u 

49.4 

8.9 

7.6 

9.1 

2.5 

3.5 

3.5 

3.3 

0.0 

2.5 

0.8 

1.0 

1.8 

1.3 

0.5 

0.0 

0.3 

1.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.3 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

Th
ar

ak
a 

N
ith

i 

47.9 

10.9 

7.9 

11.5 

2.4 

3.6 

3.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.6 

0.6 

1.2 

0.0 

1.8 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

3.0 

0.0 

1.8 

1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tr
an

s N
zo

ia
 

47.6 

9.3 

6.9 

3.2 

8.9 

8.1 

0.0 

0.8 

0.4 

2.4 

0.8 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.4 

2.8 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
aj

ia
do

 

44.6 

25.0 

0.4 

4.2 

3.8 

3.5 

1.5 

13.8 

1.5 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G
ar

is
sa

 

46.6 

17.5 

1.9 

5.8 

5.8 

3.9 

4.9 

2.9 

1.0 

1.0 

1.9 

0.0 

2.9 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Em
bu

 

46.6 

16.7 

0.5 

4.1 

4.5 

3.2 

5.0 

1.4 

0.9 

2.3 

0.9 

0.5 

2.7 

1.8 

1.4 

0.5 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.9 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ia

m
bu

 

45.4 

9.7 

1.4 

3.7 

6.9 

2.8 

1.9 

0.0 

4.2 

4.6 

1.4 

4.6 

0.9 

1.4 

4.6 

1.9 

0.5 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.5 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 
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Bribery (soliciting for and/or  
receiving bribes) 

Embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation  
of public funds/resources 

Tribalism in service delivery 

Nepotism in service delivery 

Abuse of office 

Discrimination in service delivery 

Flouting procurement regulations 

Fraud/forgery 

Theft Scandals/looting 

Extortion 

Unequal distribution of public  
resources 

Denial of entitled resources/ 
services 

Corruption in job recruitments 

Facilitation of and/or  
Actual land grabbing 

Harassment of service seekers 

Exaggeration of prices of  
goods and services 

Laxity 

Actual and/or facilitation of 
implementation of shoddy/ghost / 
white elephant projects 

Interference by other arms of  
government in the discharge of  
mandate 

Delay/dragging of service delivery 

Incompetency in provision  
of public funds 

Unjustified withholding of  
vital documents  

Influenced cases/unjust verdicts 

Money laundering 

Absenteeism in public offices 

Implementing defective laws 

Soliciting for sexual favors  

Conflict of interest 

Smuggling of goods 

Cyber/online theft of public  
resources 

K
er

ic
ho

 

45.2 

26.0 

1.0 

4.8 

6.7 

0.0 

5.8 

5.8 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ye

ri 

44.9 

24.7 

3.4 

1.1 

9.0 

1.1 

4.5 

3.4 

4.5 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ig

or
i 

44.9 

19.5 

7.9 

5.1 

3.8 

5.8 

0.3 

0.3 

2.4 

2.7 

2.1 

1.0 

0.7 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ur

an
g'

a 

44.8 

4.9 

0.6 

2.5 

4.3 

4.9 

0.6 

0.0 

4.3 

3.7 

1.2 

9.2 

0.6 

0.6 

6.1 

1.2 

3.1 

3.0 

0.6 

1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ar

ok
 

42.9 

17.7 

0.0 

2.2 

3.9 

3.5 

0.4 

19.9 

2.6 

1.3 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
itu

i 

42.2 

6.6 

11.1 

8.7 

4.5 

3.1 

1.0 

0.0 

12.5 

2.1 

3.8 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.3 

0.0 

0.7 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

U
as

in
 G

is
hu

 

41.9 

9.5 

6.8 

8.1 

1.4 

1.4 

6.8 

2.7 

1.4 

1.4 

2.7 

5.4 

4.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

M
ar

sa
bi

t 

40.8 

11.3 

12.7 

4.2 

7.0 

4.2 

1.4 

4.2 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

2.8 

4.2 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
us

ia
 

40.5 

9.7 

10.0 

10.4 

2.6 

4.8 

3.3 

1.1 

0.7 

1.9 

2.6 

2.2 

2.6 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.7 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

V
ih

ig
a 

40.1 

12.2 

0.7 

7.5 

2.0 

8.2 

0.7 

0.0 

1.4 

12.9 

1.4 

4.1 

1.4 

0.0 

0.7 

1.4 

0.0 

2.0 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Sa
m

bu
ru

 

40.0 

8.6 

11.4 

5.7 

0.0 

14.3 

5.7 

2.9 

0.0 

0.0 

5.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.9 

2.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tu
rk

an
a 

39.4 

15.6 

6.4 

6.4 

1.8 

3.7 

8.3 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

4.6 

3.7 

2.8 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

2.7 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

nd
ar

ua
 

39.0 

32.5 

0.0 

5.2 

2.6 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

2.6 

2.6 

1.3 

1.3 

0.0 

3.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

M
om

ba
sa

 

38.9 

18.1 

2.8 

4.0 

6.2 

4.0 

2.8 

0.9 

2.5 

3.4 

1.9 

2.8 

1.9 

0.6 

1.9 

0.9 

1.2 

3.1 

0.6 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

K
is

ii 

38.4 

18.4 

13.8 

0.6 

5.9 

4.4 

0.9 

1.6 

3.8 

1.3 

1.3 

1.9 

1.3 

0.6 

0.6 

0.3 

1.9 

1.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

m
ira

 

37.3 

20.1 

8.9 

3.6 

4.1 

8.3 

0.6 

0.6 

2.4 

1.8 

1.8 

1.8 

2.4 

0.6 

0.6 

1.8 

0.0 

1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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Bribery (soliciting for and/or  
receiving bribes) 

Embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation  
of public funds/resources 

Tribalism in service delivery 

Nepotism in service delivery 

Abuse of office 

Discrimination in service delivery 

Flouting procurement regulations 

Fraud/forgery 

Theft Scandals/looting 

Extortion 

Unequal distribution of public  
resources 

Denial of entitled resources/ 
services 

Corruption in job recruitments 

Facilitation of and/or  
Actual land grabbing 

Harassment of service seekers 

Exaggeration of prices of  
goods and services 

Laxity 

Actual and/or facilitation of 
implementation of shoddy/ghost / 
white elephant projects 

Interference by other arms of  
government in the discharge of  
mandate 

Delay/dragging of service delivery 

Incompetency in provision  
of public funds 

Unjustified withholding of  
vital documents  

Influenced cases/unjust verdicts 

Money laundering 

Absenteeism in public offices 

Implementing defective laws 

Soliciting for sexual favors  

Conflict of interest 

Smuggling of goods 

Cyber/online theft of public  
resources 

M
ac

ha
ko

s 

35.9 

33.7 

8.6 

4.3 

2.5 

2.1 

1.5 

0.6 

2.8 

0.6 

2.1 

0.3 

1.5 

0.3 

0.0 

0.9 

0.3 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Is
io

lo
 

34.3 

20.0 

2.9 

5.7 

17.1 

5.7 

0.0 

2.9 

2.9 

0.0 

5.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ak

ur
u 

32.3 

28.4 

5.1 

7.3 

3.6 

4.9 

2.2 

1.0 

2.4 

1.4 

1.0 

2.4 

1.2 

2.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.5 

0.7 

0.5 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

M
ak

ue
ni

 

31.0 

35.4 

13.3 

3.5 

3.5 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

1.8 

0.9 

3.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
w

al
e 

30.4 

15.2 

2.5 

3.8 

6.3 

12.7 

0.0 

2.5 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

2.5 

1.3 

3.8 

1.3 

2.5 

1.3 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

3.8 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

Ta
ita

 T
av

et
a 

30.0 

10.0 

10.0 

13.3 

20.0 

6.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
m

u 

30.0 

5.0 

17.5 

2.5 

15.0 

7.5 

0.0 

7.5 

0.0 

7.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
iri

ny
ag

a 

29.9 

28.4 

4.5 

6.0 

9.0 

1.5 

3.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

3.0 

6.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
ar

in
go

 

28.4 

29.1 

5.0 

3.5 

1.4 

12.1 

2.8 

0.7 

0.0 

0.7 

3.5 

2.1 

0.7 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

0.7 

1.4 

0.0 

0.7 

2.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
un

go
m

a 

27.8 

13.3 

6.7 

9.0 

3.1 

4.7 

5.5 

2.0 

2.7 

3.1 

3.9 

0.4 

4.7 

1.2 

0.4 

2.4 

1.2 

3.2 

2.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ai

ro
bi

 

27.5 

24.4 

12.9 

5.2 

5.2 

1.5 

6.8 

1.8 

1.4 

0.5 

0.9 

0.1 

1.4 

2.4 

0.2 

1.1 

0.5 

1.3 

3.2 

0.1 

0.7 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

Ta
na

 R
iv

er
 

25.7 

8.1 

10.8 

6.8 

10.8 

9.5 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

4.1 

2.7 

9.5 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Si
ay

a 

24.4 

17.6 

9.9 

12.2 

4.6 

4.6 

3.1 

0.8 

4.6 

2.3 

5.3 

0.8 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.8 

1.6 

0.8 

0.8 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
is

um
u 

23.7 

22.0 

4.7 

11.6 

3.9 

4.3 

6.9 

1.7 

2.6 

2.6 

2.2 

0.0 

1.7 

0.0 

0.4 

3.4 

0.4 

3.0 

0.0 

1.3 

1.3 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H
om

a 
B

ay
 

22.5 

25.0 

14.2 

5.0 

0.0 

5.0 

5.8 

5.8 

1.7 

0.8 

3.3 

0.8 

0.0 

1.7 

1.7 

0.0 

2.5 

1.7 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ili

fi 

21.2 

16.1 

9.3 

9.3 

11.9 

3.4 

5.9 

0.0 

1.7 

5.1 

5.1 

3.4 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

2.5 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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  C
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Bribery (soliciting for  
and/or receiving bribes) 

Embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 
Nepotism in service  
delivery 

Discrimination in s 
ervice delivery 

Tribalism in service  
delivery 

Abuse of office 

Flouting procurement  
regulations 

Actual and/or facilitation  
of implementation of shoddy/ 
ghost /white elephant projects 

Fraud/forgery and/or  
money laundering 

Unequal distribution of  
public resources 

Corruption in job recruitments  

Extortion 

Harassment of service seekers 

Lack of professionalism 

Incompetency in provision of 
public funds 

Laxity 

Impunity 
Cyber/online theft of public 
resources 

Soliciting for sexual favors  

Rigging during elections 

Interference by other arms of 
government in the discharge of 
mandate 

K
ak

am
eg

a 
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Bribery (soliciting for  
and/or receiving bribes) 

Embezzlement/misuse/ 
misappropriation of public 
funds/resources 
Nepotism in service  
delivery 

Discrimination in s 
ervice delivery 

Tribalism in service  
delivery 

Abuse of office 

Flouting procurement  
regulations 

Actual and/or facilitation  
of implementation of shoddy/ 
ghost /white elephant projects 

Fraud/forgery and/or  
money laundering 

Unequal distribution of  
public resources 

Corruption in job recruitments  

Extortion 

Harassment of service seekers 

Lack of professionalism 

Incompetency in provision of 
public funds 

Laxity 

Impunity 
Cyber/online theft of public 
resources 

Soliciting for sexual favors  

Rigging during elections 

Interference by other arms of 
government in the discharge of 
mandate 
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Registration of persons services 

Hospital/medical-related  
services 

Bursary services 

Employment/recruitment 

Police-related services 

Lands-related services 

National Government  
Administrative Office services 

Education -related services 

Judiciary/Law Court services 

County Government services 

Labour and Social  
Protection services 

Immigration-related services 

Trade-related services 
(e.g,  Business Permit) 

Youth empowerment-related  
services 

CDF services 

Huduma Centre services 

Renew of license 

Agriculture-related services 

KRA services 

Water-related services 

NHIF services 

Ministry of Energy-related  
services 

IEBC services 

KNEC services 

Procurement services 

Transport-related services  

Judicial Service Commission  
services 

HELB services 

KMTC services 

KFS services 

Postal services 

Finance-related services 

EACC services 

Tourism-related services 
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0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

U
as

in
 G

is
hu

 

35.2 

7.4 

7.4 

14.8 

5.6 

5.6 

1.9 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

Sa
m

bu
ru

 

32.0 

16.0 

4.0 

20.0 

8.0 

4.0 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.0 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

W
aj

ir 

29.6 

0.0 

0.0 

37.0 

11.1 

3.7 

3.7 

0.0 

3.7 

3.7 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ia

m
bu

 

29.5 

16.8 

2.0 

2.0 

8.6 

10.2 

5.3 

3.3 

3.7 

1.2 

4.1 

0.8 

5.3 

0.8 

1.2 

0.4 

1.6 

0.4 

0.4 

0.4 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ta
na

 R
iv

er
 

29.2 

12.5 

22.9 

12.5 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

8.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
an

di
 

28.6 

19.6 

8.9 

1.8 

0.0 

19.6 

5.4 

3.6 

0.0 

1.8 

1.8 

1.8 

0.0 

3.6 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
ik

ip
ia

 

26.5 

32.4 

2.9 

5.9 

17.6 

5.9 

2.9 

0.0 

5.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ak

ur
u 

25.6 

16.9 

6.4 

6.6 

7.8 

8.0 

4.7 

1.2 

2.4 

2.6 

2.4 

2.1 

2.8 

1.2 

1.2 

0.7 

0.0 

1.2 

0.5 

1.4 

0.2 

0.9 

2.4 

0.2 

0.5 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Em
bu

 

25.5 

14.8 

6.7 

5.4 

7.4 

12.1 

4.7 

3.4 

2.0 

2.7 

0.7 

0.7 

2.0 

0.7 

2.0 

2.0 

1.3 

1.3 

0.7 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ur

an
g'

a 

25.3 

21.8 

4.0 

0.6 

6.9 

13.2 

6.3 

3.4 

3.4 

1.1 

2.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

1.7 

1.1 

1.7 

1.7 

0.6 

1.7 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
is

um
u 

23.8 

16.9 

11.5 

12.3 

4.6 

6.2 

3.8 

2.3 

3.1 

2.3 

1.5 

3.1 

0.0 

0.8 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Si
ay

a 

23.5 

22.2 

13.6 

9.9 

2.5 

4.9 

4.9 

1.2 

0.0 

3.7 

0.0 

2.5 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 



282

28
2 

C
ou

nt
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

an
al

ys
is 

(in
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
 o

f s
er

vi
ce

s s
ou

gh
t f

ro
m

 p
ub

lic
 se

rv
ic

e 
in

st
itu

tio
ns

 1
2 

m
on

th
s p

ri
or

 to
 th

e 
su

rv
ey

 a
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or

te
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by
 m
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rs
 o
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 p
ub

lic
 

Registration of persons services 

Hospital/medical-related  
services 

Bursary services 

Employment/recruitment 

Police-related services 

Lands-related services 

National Government  
Administrative Office services 

Education -related services 

Judiciary/Law Court services 

County Government services 

Labour and Social  
Protection services 

Immigration-related services 

Trade-related services 
(e.g,  Business Permit) 

Youth empowerment-related  
services 

CDF services 

Huduma Centre services 

Renew of license 

Agriculture-related services 

KRA services 

Water-related services 

NHIF services 

Ministry of Energy-related  
services 

IEBC services 

KNEC services 

Procurement services 

Transport-related services  

Judicial Service Commission  
services 

HELB services 

KMTC services 

KFS services 

Postal services 

Finance-related services 

EACC services 

Tourism-related services 

Tr
an

s N
zo

ia
 

23.4 

22.2 

13.8 

6.0 

6.0 

1.8 

3.0 

5.4 

2.4 

1.8 

3.6 

0.0 

1.2 

2.4 

1.2 

0.0 

1.2 

1.8 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
us

ia
 

23.4 

8.3 

9.8 

15.6 

7.8 

7.8 

2.9 

2.9 

3.4 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

2.4 

0.5 

0.5 

3.9 

2.4 

2.0 

0.5 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
ar

in
go

 

22.7 

22.7 

5.7 

9.1 

6.8 

5.7 

8.0 

1.1 

1.1 

3.4 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

3.4 

2.3 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
om

et
 

22.2 

32.4 

3.7 

8.3 

3.7 

8.3 

1.9 

4.6 

0.0 

2.8 

4.6 

0.0 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

W
es

t P
ok

ot
 

21.2 

24.7 

4.7 

5.9 

4.7 

2.4 

7.1 

10.6 

1.2 

2.4 

2.4 

2.4 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

5.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ai

ro
bi

 

20.8 

13.0 

5.7 

7.7 

7.3 

2.5 

0.8 

5.7 

2.5 

1.8 

1.5 

13.5 

2.0 

0.7 

0.7 

2.0 

4.0 

0.0 

2.8 

0.7 

1.3 

0.2 

1.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

V
ih

ig
a 

20.8 

9.2 

15.4 

6.2 

3.1 

4.6 

3.1 

5.4 

4.6 

1.5 

10.0 

1.5 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

1.5 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
om

ba
sa

 

20.4 

21.1 

10.4 

2.9 

6.5 

2.9 

3.6 

1.8 

4.7 

0.4 

1.1 

3.2 

2.5 

3.2 

1.1 

5.7 

2.2 

0.0 

2.5 

0.4 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ar

ok
 

19.6 

27.2 

8.9 

8.2 

3.8 

3.8 

1.9 

4.4 

5.1 

2.5 

1.3 

0.0 

4.4 

2.5 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ac

ha
ko

s 

18.5 

17.4 

5.1 

4.1 

10.3 

7.2 

9.2 

2.6 

9.7 

4.1 

1.5 

0.0 

2.1 

0.5 

1.0 

2.1 

0.5 

1.0 

0.5 

1.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
w

al
e 

18.1 

45.8 

4.2 

6.9 

4.2 

4.2 

5.6 

4.2 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
er

ic
ho

 

16.7 

19.7 

7.6 

10.6 

7.6 

4.5 

3.0 

10.6 

6.1 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
aj

ia
do

 

16.6 

31.0 

9.1 

9.1 

4.8 

5.9 

3.2 

5.3 

1.6 

2.7 

0.5 

0.5 

4.3 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

1.6 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
er

u 

16.2 

9.0 

11.8 

4.3 

5.5 

20.2 

7.8 

3.8 

5.2 

2.6 

2.0 

0.3 

2.6 

1.4 

1.7 

1.4 

0.9 

0.9 

0.3 

0.6 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ak

ue
ni

 

15.8 

21.1 

10.5 

1.3 

11.8 

2.6 

14.5 

6.6 

5.3 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

0.0 

2.6 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H
om

a 
B

ay
 

14.1 

31.8 
 

7.1 

5.9 

4.7 

5.9 

4.7 

1.2 

2.4 

2.4 

2.4 

1.2 

1.2 

1.2 

3.5 

7.1 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tu
rk

an
a 

14.1 

31.5 

9.8 

14.1 

4.3 

1.1 

2.2 

6.5 

0.0 

6.5 

2.2 

1.1 

0.0 

1.1 

3.3 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 
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Registration of persons services 

Hospital/medical-related  
services 

Bursary services 

Employment/recruitment 

Police-related services 

Lands-related services 

National Government  
Administrative Office services 

Education -related services 

Judiciary/Law Court services 

County Government services 

Labour and Social  
Protection services 

Immigration-related services 

Trade-related services 
(e.g,  Business Permit) 

Youth empowerment-related  
services 

CDF services 

Huduma Centre services 

Renew of license 

Agriculture-related services 

KRA services 

Water-related services 

NHIF services 

Ministry of Energy-related  
services 

IEBC services 

KNEC services 

Procurement services 

Transport-related services  

Judicial Service Commission  
services 

HELB services 

KMTC services 

KFS services 

Postal services 

Finance-related services 

EACC services 

Tourism-related services 

K
ak

am
eg

a 

14.1 

4.7 

18.4 

12.5 

6.7 

8.2 

4.7 

3.5 

3.1 

2.7 

1.6 

1.2 

2.7 

2.0 

3.5 

0.8 

0.4 

3.1 

0.8 

1.6 

0.8 

1.2 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
un

go
m

a 

13.6 

7.6 

12.7 

18.2 

11.9 

5.5 

2.1 

2.5 

4.2 

3.0 

3.0 

0.8 

1.3 

2.5 

2.1 

0.8 

0.4 

2.1 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

1.7 

0.8 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ye

ri 

13.3 

21.7 

20.5 

2.4 

1.2 

12.0 

2.4 

4.8 

1.2 

2.4 

0.0 

3.6 

1.2 

2.4 

0.0 

7.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
an

de
ra

 

12.5 

32.5 

7.5 

17.5 

7.5 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

2.5 

7.5 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ili

fi 

12.2 

12.2 

26.7 

4.4 

7.8 

6.7 

3.3 

3.3 

4.4 

5.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

3.3 

0.0 

2.2 

1.1 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

m
ira

 

11.1 

37.0 

9.3 

13.9 

2.8 

5.6 

0.9 

3.7 

0.9 

2.8 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

1.9 

1.9 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

1.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
iri

ny
ag

a 

10.5 

21.1 

12.3 

1.8 

8.8 

8.8 

5.3 

5.3 

8.8 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

1.8 

5.3 

0.0 

3.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
is

ii 

10.3 

35.8 

9.8 

12.7 

5.9 

3.4 

2.5 

3.9 

1.5 

1.5 

2.9 

0.0 

0.5 

3.4 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

nd
ar

ua
 

10.1 

34.8 

10.1 

2.9 

1.4 

17.4 

5.8 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

2.9 

0.0 

0.0 

2.9 

0.0 

5.8 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
itu

i 

9.4 

7.3 

5.7 

14.6 

18.8 

5.2 

15.6 

2.1 

4.7 

7.3 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

0.5 

0.0 

1.0 

2.6 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Th
ar

ak
a 

N
ith

i 

8.7 

8.7 

18.1 

7.9 

6.3 

11.0 

4.7 

1.6 

6.3 

7.9 

6.3 

0.8 

2.4 

3.1 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ig

or
i 

4.9 

38.4 

11.9 

9.2 

5.9 

4.3 

3.8 

3.8 

2.2 

1.6 

2.7 

1.6 

0.0 

0.5 

2.7 

1.1 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

Ta
ita

 T
av

et
a 

4.3 

34.8 

4.3 

0.0 

4.3 

13.0 

13.0 

4.3 

4.3 

4.3 

8.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
m

u 

3.7 

3.7 

14.8 

3.7 

14.8 

3.7 

11.1 

3.7 

0.0 

7.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

22.2 

0.0 

3.7 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Is
io

lo
 

0.0 

26.1 

26.1 

8.7 

8.7 

0.0 

0.0 

4.3 

4.3 

4.3 

0.0 

17.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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 C
ou

nt
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

an
al

ys
is 

(in
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
 o

f p
ub

lic
 in

st
itu

tio
ns

 w
he

re
 co

rr
up

tio
n 

in
ci

de
nt

s w
er

e 
w

itn
es

se
d 

by
 m

em
be

rs
 o

f t
he

 p
ub

lic
 1

2 
m

on
th

s p
ri

or
 to

 th
e 

su
rv

ey
 

National Police Service 

National Government Administrative Office  

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

National Registration Bureau 

CDF Office 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

Judiciary 

MCA’s Office 

Ministry of Education 

Learning/educationl institutions (e.g schools) 

Department of Immigration  

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

Ministry of Water and Sanitation 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Parliament 

Ministry of Defence 

KPLC 

TSC 

Ministry of Public Service,Youth and Gender  

Trade Licensing Office 

Judicial Service Commission 

NYS 

ODPP 

Huduma Centre 

IEBC 

KRA 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination 
 of National Government 

NTSA 

KFS 

Office of the President 

KWS 

KPA 

Kenya Prisons Service 

NHIF 

Music Copyright Society 

Kenya Seed Company 

KPC 

La
ik

ip
ia

 

63.2 

7.9 

0.0 

5.3 

2.6 

0.0 

5.3 

13.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Is
io

lo
 

61.5 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ai

ro
bi

 

59.0 

7.3 

9.8 

2.4 

4.9 

0.2 

1.3 

2.8 

0.6 

1.7 

1.1 

1.1 

0.0 

0.6 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.8 

0.2 

0.6 

0.2 

0.0 

0.6 

0.2 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.2 

0.2 

0.6 

0.6 

0.2 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

K
aj

ia
do

 

56.9 

10.4 

10.4 

5.6 

2.8 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 

2.8 

1.4 

2.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ak

ur
u 

56.7 

12.4 

4.4 

5.6 

1.8 

2.7 

3.3 

2.2 

3.8 

1.3 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
ar

in
go

 

55.6 

11.1 

7.1 

6.1 

2.0 

1.0 

2.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
w

al
e 

55.1 

8.2 

6.1 

12.2 

6.1 

2.0 

2.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

2.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

El
ge

yo
 

M
ar

ak
w

et
 

53.5 

4.7 

4.7 

0.0 

23.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
is

um
u 

53.4 

9.8 

3.4 

6.3 

2.3 

2.3 

2.9 

3.4 

1.1 

0.0 

3.4 

0.6 

0.6 

1.1 

1.1 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.6 

1.1 

0.0 

0.6 

1.1 

0.6 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H
om

a 
B

ay
 

52.5 

8.8 

13.8 

6.3 

5.0 

1.3 

1.3 

0.0 

6.3 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

nd
ar

ua
 

52.5 

4.9 

4.9 

0.0 

1.6 

4.9 

9.8 

4.9 

4.9 

1.6 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
om

ba
sa

 

51.9 

4.5 

12.3 

8.2 

2.1 

1.6 

3.7 

1.6 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.8 

0.4 

0.8 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

1.2 

0.4 

0.0 

0.8 

0.4 

1.2 

0.0 

1.6 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

m
ira

 

51.5 

5.9 

11.8 

1.5 

8.8 

5.9 

0.0 

1.5 

1.5 

4.4 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ar

ok
 

47.7 

15.0 

11.2 

2.8 

4.7 

1.9 

0.9 

4.7 

3.7 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
er

ic
ho

 

47.5 

13.1 

6.6 

4.9 

8.2 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

3.3 

8.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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y 
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National Police Service 

National Government Administrative Office  

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

National Registration Bureau 

CDF Office 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

Judiciary 

MCA’s Office 

Ministry of Education 

Learning/educationl institutions (e.g schools) 

Department of Immigration  

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

Ministry of Water and Sanitation 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Parliament 

Ministry of Defence 

KPLC 

TSC 

Ministry of Public Service,Youth and Gender  

Trade Licensing Office 

Judicial Service Commission 

NYS 

ODPP 

Huduma Centre 

IEBC 

KRA 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination 
 of National Government 

NTSA 

KFS 

Office of the President 

KWS 

KPA 

Kenya Prisons Service 

NHIF 

Music Copyright Society 

Kenya Seed Company 

KPC 

Si
ay

a 

46.4 

5.2 

11.3 

5.2 

2.1 

3.1 

2.1 

6.2 

4.1 

1.0 

2.1 

2.1 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

2.1 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
om

et
 

45.8 

15.3 

12.5 

9.7 

5.6 

1.4 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Sa
m

bu
ru

 

45.8 

4.2 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.2 

8.3 

0.0 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

4.2 

0.0 

4.2 

0.0 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.2 

4.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ar

sa
bi

t 

44.4 

13.3 

13.3 

0.0 

13.3 

2.2 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

4.4 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ye

ri 

44.1 

13.2 

5.9 

1.5 

5.9 

7.4 

7.4 

2.9 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.9 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

W
es

t P
ok

ot
 

41.9 

16.1 

3.2 

9.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.2 

6.5 

6.5 

3.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
is

ii 

41.1 

11.3 

9.2 

7.8 

5.0 

2.1 

1.4 

1.4 

5.7 

1.4 

2.1 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.7 

1.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

U
as

in
 

G
is

hu
 

40.9 

6.8 

13.6 

2.3 

18.2 

4.5 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ia

m
bu

 

38.7 

17.7 

3.2 

3.2 

15.3 

0.0 

8.1 

2.4 

1.6 

0.0 

0.8 

1.6 

1.6 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
us

ia
 

38.5 

7.7 

10.1 

7.1 

3.0 

1.8 

5.3 

3.6 

5.9 

1.2 

1.2 

0.0 

0.6 

1.2 

0.6 

2.4 

0.6 

1.2 

1.2 

1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

1.8 

1.2 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
un

go
m

a 

36.7 

9.0 

12.1 

6.5 

4.5 

6.0 

2.5 

4.5 

4.5 

2.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.5 

1.5 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Th
ar

ak
a 

N
ith

i 

36.6 

4.3 

8.6 

3.2 

6.5 

11.8 

8.6 

3.2 

5.4 

5.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.2 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ig

or
i 

36.5 

11.9 

13.2 

11.3 

4.4 

3.1 

2.5 

3.8 

1.9 

3.1 

0.6 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.6 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
an

de
ra

 

35.7 

0.0 

10.7 

14.3 

28.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Em
bu

 

35.4 

18.1 

8.7 

3.1 

5.5 

6.3 

5.5 

5.5 

0.8 

1.6 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

3.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

K
itu

i 

34.5 

20.1 

17.2 

4.6 

2.3 

2.3 

1.7 

6.3 

2.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

3.4 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

1.1 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ak

ue
ni

 

33.3 

20.0 

6.7 

3.3 

6.7 

13.3 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

6.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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28
6 

 C
ou

nt
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

an
al

ys
is 

(in
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e)
 o

f p
ub

lic
 in

st
itu

tio
ns

 w
he

re
 co

rr
up

tio
n 

in
ci

de
nt

s w
er

e 
w

itn
es

se
d 

by
 m

em
be

rs
 o

f t
he

 p
ub

lic
 1

2 
m

on
th

s p
ri

or
 to

 th
e 

su
rv

ey
 

National Police Service 

National Government Administrative Office  

County Government 

Ministry of Health 

National Registration Bureau 

CDF Office 

Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning 

Judiciary 

MCA’s Office 

Ministry of Education 

Learning/educationl institutions (e.g schools) 

Department of Immigration  

Ministry of Labour and Social Protection 

Ministry of Transport, Infrastructure, Housing,  
Urban Development and Public Works 

Ministry of Water and Sanitation 

Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock,  
Fisheries and Irrigation 

Parliament 

Ministry of Defence 

KPLC 

TSC 

Ministry of Public Service,Youth and Gender  

Trade Licensing Office 

Judicial Service Commission 

NYS 

ODPP 

Huduma Centre 

IEBC 

KRA 

Ministry of Interior and Coordination 
 of National Government 

NTSA 

KFS 

Office of the President 

KWS 

KPA 

Kenya Prisons Service 

NHIF 

Music Copyright Society 

Kenya Seed Company 

KPC 

M
er

u 

33.2 

16.8 

5.1 

3.7 

6.5 

3.7 

11.7 

3.7 

1.4 

4.7 

0.5 

2.3 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ur

an
g'

a 

32.2 

21.1 

1.1 

7.8 

14.4 

1.1 

5.6 

3.3 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ak

am
eg

a 

31.9 

14.3 

8.4 

6.3 

2.1 

8.8 

2.9 

3.4 

2.9 

3.8 

1.3 

1.3 

1.7 

0.8 

1.3 

1.3 

0.4 

1.3 

1.3 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

1.7 

0.8 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
an

di
 

31.0 

19.0 

4.8 

7.1 

7.1 

4.8 

11.9 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

2.4 

0.0 

2.4 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G
ar

is
sa

 

30.8 

5.1 

17.9 

7.7 

25.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

W
aj

ir 

30.0 

13.3 

20.0 

3.3 

13.3 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

0.0 

6.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tu
rk

an
a 

29.8 

17.0 

14.9 

6.4 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.6 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

2.1 

2.1 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
iri

ny
ag

a 

28.6 

16.7 

11.9 

2.4 

4.8 

2.4 

7.1 

0.0 

4.8 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

0.0 

2.4 

2.4 

7.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ili

fi 

28.0 

6.7 

9.3 

6.7 

5.3 

10.7 

8.0 

6.7 

4.0 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

2.7 

1.3 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

V
ih

ig
a 

27.5 

19.1 

5.3 

8.4 

2.3 

7.6 

3.1 

4.6 

1.5 

1.5 

3.1 

3.8 

5.3 

1.5 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
m

u 

23.8 

33.3 

9.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.8 

4.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

9.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.8 

4.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ac

ha
ko

s 

23.8 

13.9 

18.5 

7.9 

15.2 

1.3 

4.6 

6.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

1.3 

1.3 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ta
ita

 
Ta

ve
ta

 

19.0 

4.8 

14.3 

14.3 

4.8 

14.3 

0.0 

0.0 

4.8 

0.0 

4.8 

0.0 

9.5 

4.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tr
an

s 
N

zo
ia

 

12.9 

21.8 

7.3 

15.3 

12.1 

11.3 

0.0 

1.6 

6.5 

3.2 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

Ta
na

 R
iv

er
 

9.1 

6.8 

18.2 

15.9 

2.3 

13.6 

0.0 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

6.8 

9.1 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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28
7 

A
nn

ex
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: G
en

er
al

 p
er

pe
tr

at
or

s o
f c

or
ru

pt
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n 
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ic
 se

rv
ic

e 
by
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ou

nt
y 
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ep
or

te
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by
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em
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rs
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 p
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lic
 

 

C
ou

nt
y 

G
en

er
al

 p
er

pe
tr

at
or

s o
f c

or
ru

pt
io

n 
in

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 se

rv
ic

e 
(in

 p
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

 b
y 

co
un

ty
 a

s r
ep

or
te

d 
by

 m
em

be
rs

 o
f t

he
 p

ub
lic

 

Police Officers 

Public Servants 

County Government staff 

Chiefs 

MCAs 

Medical personnel 

Members of the public 

Office of the Governor 

Lands Registrars 

Politicians 

Teachers 

Judiciary staff 

Members of Parliament 

Registrar of Persons 

CDF officials 

CEO/Directors 
Immigration staff 

Staff in public registries 
Executive arm of government 

Staff in the President’s Office 
Procurement staff 
Magistrates 

Public Service Commission staff 

Ministry of Agriculture staff 
Ministry of Water staff 

Ministry of Labour and Social  
Protection staff 

Contractors 

KRA staff 

Ministry of Energy staff 

Staff in the Deputy President’s Office 

National Disaster Management staff 

Ministry of Transport staff 

Women Representatives 

Youth and Gender Officers 

KDF staff 

NYS staff 

NTSA staff 

Cartels 

Kenya Forest Service staff 

Huduma cCnter ostaff 

KWS staff 

Probation Officers 

Ministry of Tourism staff 

B
om

et
 

53.3 

3.0 

3.6 

14.4 

4.8 

4.8 

1.2 

4.8 

0.6 

0.0 

4.2 

0.6 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
aj

ia
do

 

49.4 

6.6 

9.4 

11.9 

3.8 

5.6 

0.9 

3.4 

2.2 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.9 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
ar

in
go

 

46.6 

5.0 

4.3 

4.3 

8.1 

8.7 

1.9 

6.2 

2.5 

1.2 

1.2 

1.2 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
ik

ip
ia

 

46.6 

0.0 

5.5 

8.2 

6.8 

16.4 

1.4 

5.5 

0.0 

0.0 

4.1 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
er

ic
ho

 

44.1 

4.7 

7.9 

10.2 

3.9 

8.7 

0.8 

3.1 

1.6 

2.4 

5.5 

2.4 

2.4 

1.6 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ar

ok
 

41.9 

3.6 

12.2 

11.5 

5.0 

7.2 

0.7 

6.8 

0.7 

1.4 

3.2 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ak

ur
u 

40.9 

7.1 

6.3 

9.0 

6.6 

5.5 

6.7 

2.8 

1.6 

2.8 

1.7 

2.6 

2.4 

0.1 

0.0 

0.5 

0.1 

0.4 

0.5 

0.3 

0.1 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

El
ge

yo
 

M
ar

ak
w

et
 

40.3 

15.1 

3.4 

5.0 

8.4 

0.0 

1.7 

1.7 

0.8 

1.7 

0.0 

1.7 

3.4 

10.1 

2.5 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Si
ay

a 

37.8 

14.5 

14.5 

3.5 

3.5 

4.7 

4.1 

2.3 

0.0 

1.7 

1.7 

1.7 

0.0 

0.6 

1.2 

0.0 

0.6 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
om

ba
sa

 

36.3 

8.6 

13.9 

2.5 

0.6 

9.4 

2.2 

2.2 

3.9 

2.2 

0.8 

3.9 

1.4 

1.1 

0.6 

0.8 

1.4 

0.3 

1.7 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.3 

0.3 

1.1 

0.3 

0.0 

1.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

W
aj

ir 

35.3 

19.6 

9.8 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

3.9 

3.9 

0.0 

5.9 

0.0 

5.9 

5.9 

0.0 

0.0 

5.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
w

al
e 

35.1 

4.1 

8.1 

12.2 

0.0 

16.2 

0.0 

0.0 

4.1 

5.4 

1.4 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ak

ue
ni

 

34.7 

39.8 

2.0 

8.2 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.1 

4.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
itu

i 

34.4 

3.2 

23.5 

18.2 

4.4 

3.5 

0.3 

2.1 

2.4 

0.0 

1.2 

1.8 

1.2 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

U
as

in
 

G
is

hu
 

33.7 

20.8 

5.9 

5.0 

5.9 

1.0 

4.0 

2.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

3.0 

1.0 

5.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

2.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ta
ita

 
Ta

ve
ta

 

32.5 

7.5 

5.0 

7.5 

2.5 

12.5 

0.0 

2.5 

5.0 

2.5 

7.5 

2.5 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

K
is

um
u 

30.3 

11.1 

13.8 

6.0 

4.5 

3.6 

4.2 

6.6 

3.0 

3.6 

0.6 

2.7 

0.3 

2.1 

0.0 

0.6 

0.9 

0.6 

0.9 

1.8 

1.5 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

W
es

t P
ok

ot
 

29.6 

11.7 

11.1 

10.5 

9.9 

1.2 

0.6 

2.5 

0.0 

4.9 

6.2 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

2.5 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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 b
y 

co
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Police Officers 

Public Servants 

County Government staff 

Chiefs 

MCAs 

Medical personnel 

Members of the public 

Office of the Governor 

Lands Registrars 

Politicians 

Teachers 

Judiciary staff 

Members of Parliament 

Registrar of Persons 

CDF officials 

CEO/Directors 
Immigration staff 

Staff in public registries 
Executive arm of government 

Staff in the President’s Office 
Procurement staff 
Magistrates 

Public Service Commission staff 

Ministry of Agriculture staff 
Ministry of Water staff 

Ministry of Labour and Social  
Protection staff 

Contractors 

KRA staff 

Ministry of Energy staff 

Staff in the Deputy President’s Office 

National Disaster Management staff 

Ministry of Transport staff 

Women Representatives 

Youth and Gender Officers 

KDF staff 

NYS staff 

NTSA staff 

Cartels 

Kenya Forest Service staff 

Huduma cCnter ostaff 

KWS staff 

Probation Officers 

Ministry of Tourism staff 

G
ar

is
sa

 

29.5 

25.4 

8.2 

3.3 

2.5 

0.0 

13.1 

0.0 

0.0 

4.1 

0.0 

0.8 

2.5 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

0.8 

0.0 

4.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
iri

ny
ag

a 

29.3 

10.9 

10.9 

4.3 

7.6 

1.1 

3.3 

8.7 

4.3 

2.2 

2.2 

4.3 

7.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H
om

a 
B

ay
 

28.9 

7.9 

25.0 

5.3 

6.6 

4.6 

2.0 

5.3 

2.0 

0.7 

2.0 

0.7 

1.3 

1.3 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

1.3 

0.7 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Sa
m

bu
ru

 

26.9 

21.2 

11.5 

1.9 

1.9 

3.8 

9.6 

1.9 

1.9 

5.8 

5.8 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

Tr
an

s 
N

zo
ia

 

26.9 

5.5 

7.4 

18.1 

8.9 

6.6 

0.7 

1.5 

0.4 

0.4 

3.7 

0.7 

0.4 

4.4 

4.1 

0.7 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

1.5 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.7 

0.0 

2.6 

0.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ia

m
bu

 

24.6 

3.4 

6.8 

9.8 

9.5 

11.0 

0.8 

3.8 

6.1 

1.9 

0.8 

3.0 

1.1 

8.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

1.9 

1.9 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.8 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

M
ac

ha
ko

s 

23.9 

40.1 

11.7 

5.8 

2.6 

1.0 

1.9 

1.0 

3.2 

0.6 

0.6 

0.3 

1.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.6 

0.6 

1.3 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ar

sa
bi

t 

23.6 

27.3 

4.5 

5.5 

3.6 

2.7 

3.6 

1.8 

0.9 

5.5 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

10.9 

1.8 

0.0 

1.8 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
an

de
ra

 

22.6 

40.6 

2.8 

2.8 

1.9 

3.8 

10.4 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ig

or
i 

22.6 

23.1 

11.1 

7.9 

3.7 

10.3 

3.2 

2.9 

1.5 

0.7 

1.0 

1.5 

0.2 

0.7 

0.7 

1.2 

0.5 

1.7 

0.7 

1.5 

0.0 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Is
io

lo
 

22.5 

20.0 

15.0 

7.5 

5.0 

2.5 

12.5 

2.5 

0.0 

5.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
ur

an
g'

a 

21.2 

5.8 

11.1 

4.8 

10.1 

9.1 

0.0 

5.3 

5.3 

1.4 

1.9 

3.8 

3.4 

3.4 

1.4 

0.0 

1.0 

0.5 

1.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.5 

0.0 

1.4 

2.4 

1.9 

0.5 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

La
m

u 

20.5 

7.7 

12.8 

23.1 

2.6 

0.0 

2.6 

2.6 

0.0 

5.1 

2.6 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
an

di
 

20.5 

12.5 

4.5 

17.0 

6.3 

2.7 

1.8 

0.9 

7.1 

2.7 

4.5 

0.9 

4.5 

4.5 

3.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

1.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ili

fi 

19.8 

12.3 

8.6 

3.7 

6.8 

2.5 

1.2 

9.9 

1.9 

8.6 

2.5 

1.2 

4.3 

0.6 

1.2 

4.9 

0.0 

1.2 

0.6 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

1.9 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

N
ye

ri 

19.3 

21.0 

16.0 

4.2 

8.4 

1.7 

1.7 

3.4 

4.2 

3.4 

4.2 

0.8 

6.7 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ai

ro
bi

 

19.2 

42.2 

8.9 

1.2 

0.6 

1.0 

12.5 

1.5 

1.0 

1.3 

0.5 

1.1 

0.9 

0.2 

0.0 

1.5 

0.4 

0.0 

1.7 

1.7 

0.6 

0.3 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

M
er

u 

18.7 

19.4 

7.9 

7.5 

3.6 

3.8 

2.3 

0.8 

10.8 

0.5 

1.7 

4.5 

2.8 

1.8 

2.2 

0.3 

4.5 

1.0 

0.5 

0.2 

2.2 

1.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

Em
bu

 

18.5 

33.7 

5.1 

2.5 

3.6 

4.0 

5.4 

2.9 

4.0 

3.3 

0.7 

2.5 

0.7 

3.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.1 

3.3 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

nd
ar

ua
 

17.9 

15.4 

10.6 

9.8 

8.9 

1.6 

2.4 

6.5 

1.6 

9.8 

0.0 

0.8 

8.1 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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 b
y 

co
un

ty
 a

s r
ep

or
te

d 
by

 m
em

be
rs

 o
f t

he
 p

ub
lic

 

Police Officers 

Public Servants 

County Government staff 

Chiefs 

MCAs 

Medical personnel 

Members of the public 

Office of the Governor 

Lands Registrars 

Politicians 

Teachers 

Judiciary staff 

Members of Parliament 

Registrar of Persons 

CDF officials 

CEO/Directors 
Immigration staff 

Staff in public registries 
Executive arm of government 

Staff in the President’s Office 
Procurement staff 
Magistrates 

Public Service Commission staff 

Ministry of Agriculture staff 
Ministry of Water staff 

Ministry of Labour and Social  
Protection staff 

Contractors 

KRA staff 

Ministry of Energy staff 

Staff in the Deputy President’s Office 

National Disaster Management staff 

Ministry of Transport staff 

Women Representatives 

Youth and Gender Officers 

KDF staff 

NYS staff 

NTSA staff 

Cartels 

Kenya Forest Service staff 

Huduma cCnter ostaff 

KWS staff 

Probation Officers 

Ministry of Tourism staff 

B
un

go
m

a 

17.4 

23.2 

11.4 

4.4 

4.9 

1.9 

3.8 

6.3 

1.9 

1.4 

3.8 

1.6 

0.3 

0.5 

0.3 

5.4 

0.3 

0.8 

3.3 

0.0 

1.4 

0.5 

0.8 

1.4 

0.5 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tu
rk

an
a 

16.6 

8.6 

12.6 

5.7 

13.7 

2.9 

2.3 

3.4 

0.6 

11.4 

4.0 

0.0 

2.9 

0.6 

2.9 

1.7 

0.0 

0.6 

2.9 

1.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

1.7 

0.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

B
us

ia
 

15.7 

24.8 

10.4 

7.9 

7.2 

2.2 

3.1 

3.8 

7.5 

1.6 

2.8 

2.2 

0.9 

0.3 

0.3 

3.5 

0.0 

0.6 

1.6 

0.9 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

V
ih

ig
a 

14.8 

14.4 

1.9 

12.5 

7.4 

6.0 

0.5 

2.8 

0.5 

1.9 

3.7 

6.9 

1.4 

0.5 

10.6 

0.5 

6.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

2.8 

0.5 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
is

ii 

13.9 

24.1 

16.8 

6.1 

6.1 

7.1 

6.6 

2.7 

1.5 

0.5 

2.4 

1.0 

2.7 

0.7 

2.0 

0.2 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.7 

0.5 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Th
ar

ak
a 

N
ith

i 

13.2 

14.9 

13.6 

9.1 

13.6 

4.5 

1.7 

0.0 

5.0 

0.8 

2.5 

4.1 

5.4 

1.7 

3.3 

0.0 

1.7 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.4 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

K
ak

am
eg

a 

13.0 

35.8 

7.6 

8.2 

5.9 

3.9 

2.3 

1.4 

2.8 

0.8 

2.3 

2.3 

1.1 

0.0 

3.1 

0.6 

1.1 

2.0 

0.0 

0.8 

1.7 

0.6 

0.6 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N
ya

m
ira

 

12.9 

30.0 

16.6 
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Urgency of needed service 

Greed 

Lack of alternative for  
improved livelihood 

Quest for financial freedom 

Culture of impunity 
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Lack of information 

Search for employment 

To influence service delivery 
 to their advantage 

Fear of victimization 
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Bureaucracy/long process  
involved in accessing services 

Lack of accountability in  
service delivery 

Due to coercion from other 
 corrupt officials 

For being denied opportunity/ 
voice to raise concerns 

Lack of openness/transparency 

Lack of enforcement of  
anti-corruption laws 
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Endownment with resources  
which enable one to compromise  
public officials 
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Urgency of needed service 

Greed 

Lack of alternative for  
improved livelihood 

Quest for financial freedom 

Culture of impunity 

Poverty 

Lack of information 

Search for employment 

To influence service delivery 
 to their advantage 

Fear of victimization 

Lack of fairness in service delivery 

Bureaucracy/long process  
involved in accessing services 

Lack of accountability in  
service delivery 

Due to coercion from other 
 corrupt officials 

For being denied opportunity/ 
voice to raise concerns 

Lack of openness/transparency 

Lack of enforcement of  
anti-corruption laws 

Peer pressure 

Endownment with resources  
which enable one to compromise  
public officials 

High cost of living and/or inflation 
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Underdevelopment 

Increased levels of poverty 

Delayed and/or poor services 

Loss of jobs 

Social inequality 

Insecurity 

High cost of living 

Disunity and/or hatred 

Injustice 

Loss of life 

Unwarranted charging of  
services 

Increased levels of immorality  
and diseases (such as high HIV  
prevalence) 

Increase in road accidents 

Lack of trust in the public  
office 

Loss of public resources 

Low wages 

Misuse of public office 

Increased rate of crime  
(including corruption itself) 

Political instability 

High levels of illiteracy 

Reduced citizen participation  
in development initiatives 

Industrial actions, strikes,  
demonstrations and protests 
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Tainted reputation 

Loss of business 
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Underdevelopment 

Increased levels of poverty 

Delayed and/or poor services 

Loss of jobs 

Social inequality 

Insecurity 

High cost of living 

Disunity and/or hatred 

Injustice 

Loss of life 

Unwarranted charging of  
services 

Increased levels of immorality  
and diseases (such as high HIV  
prevalence) 

Increase in road accidents 

Lack of trust in the public  
office 

Loss of public resources 

Low wages 

Misuse of public office 

Increased rate of crime  
(including corruption itself) 

Political instability 

High levels of illiteracy 

Reduced citizen participation  
in development initiatives 

Industrial actions, strikes,  
demonstrations and protests 

Tribalism 

Tainted reputation 

Loss of business 
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EACC 

National Police Service  
(especially DCI) 

National Government  
Administrative Office 

Office of the President 

Judiciary 

County Government offices 

Office of the Auditor General 

ODPP 

Kenya National Commission  
on Human Rights 

Ministry of Education 

IPOA 

Nyumba Kumi  

Huduma Centre 

Commission on Administrative  
Justice (Ombudsman) 

NTSA 

Ministry of Devolution and  
the ASALS 

Hospitals 

National Assembly (including  
Public Accounts Committee) 

The National Treasury 

Media 

Ministry of Lands and  
Physical Planning 

NCRC 

SRC 

Cabinet  

Senate Assembly 

NACADA 

Controller of Budget 

KRA 

KPA 
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0.0 
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EACC 

National Police Service  
(especially DCI) 

National Government  
Administrative Office 

Office of the President 

Judiciary 

County Government offices 

Office of the Auditor General 

ODPP 

Kenya National Commission  
on Human Rights 

Ministry of Education 

IPOA 

Nyumba Kumi  

Huduma Centre 

Commission on Administrative  
Justice (Ombudsman) 

NTSA 

Ministry of Devolution and  
the ASALS 

Hospitals 

National Assembly (including  
Public Accounts Committee) 

The National Treasury 

Media 

Ministry of Lands and  
Physical Planning 

NCRC 

SRC 

Cabinet  

Senate Assembly 

NACADA 

Controller of Budget 

KRA 

KPA 

M
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ba
sa

 

58.9 

8.9 

6.3 

0.6 

3.2 

0.6 

1.9 

0.6 

7.6 

0.6 

1.3 

1.3 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 
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i 

58.8 

8.8 

14.7 

2.9 

0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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14.3 
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0.0 
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0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 
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52.6 

0.0 

5.3 
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0.0 

5.3 
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52.4 
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4.8 

0.0 
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0.0 
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51.2 

16.3 

7.0 
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0.0 
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0.0 
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50.0 

15.0 

5.0 

0.0 

5.0 

10.0 

5.0 

0.0 

10.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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50.0 

25.0 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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0.0 

12.5 
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0.0 
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0.0 

0.0 
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M
ak

ue
ni

 

48.4 

19.4 

16.1 

0.0 
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National Government  
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Office of the President 
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Office of the Auditor General 
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Kenya National Commission  
on Human Rights 
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Nyumba Kumi  

Huduma Centre 

Commission on Administrative  
Justice (Ombudsman) 
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