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Watching The Daily Show in Kenya

Angelique Haugerud, Dillon Mahoney and Meghan Ference

(Received October 2011)

Global distribution of a popular American television programme – Jon
Stewart’s Daily Show – offers a rare opportunity to examine transnational
contingencies of meaning in political satire. Drawing on focus group dis-
cussions in Kenya, this analysis shows how some East Africans appropriated
and reinterpreted – indeed unexpectedly subverted – The Daily Show’s polit-
ical content, deriving from it insights that Stewart himself might have found
surprising. Kenyan viewers perceived in The Daily Show gaps between the
rhetoric and reality of empire and pointed to limitations of Stewart’s dissident
satire as they rejected its depictions of non-wealthy nations and marginalized
peoples. They reconfigured Daily Show episodes as commentaries on global
power relations; reflected critically on Kenyan politics, media and their own
political subjectivities; and revised their own earlier assumptions about the
gap between Africa and supposedly ‘mature’ democracies such as the United
States. Thus, American political satire such as The Daily Show can activate in
foreign audiences new perceptions of differences between the ‘West’ and the
rest and new forms of political imagination.

Keywords: political satire; news media; globalization; Jon Stewart; Kenya;
democracy

The host of a satirical news programme has become America’s most trusted
news source – beating by double digits the country’s most prominent serious
news anchors, according to a July 2009 Time Magazine poll.1 He is comedian
Jon Stewart, anchor and managing editor of The Daily Show on the cable net-
work Comedy Central, which is owned by media giant Viacom.2 A winner of
both Peabody and Emmy awards, the programme is broadcast not only in the
United States but also (since 2002) via CNN International to many other countries,
including Kenya in East Africa.

If The Daily Show, as many argue, speaks truth to power, salves psychic pain,
exposes the hollowness of mainstream US news broadcasts and critically analy-
ses current events in ways many Americans welcome,3 how do foreign audiences
interpret it? Since humour is context specific, how does Stewart’s brand of satirical
news travel across national and cultural boundaries? What forms of political imag-
ination does it animate in foreign viewers? While humour can ‘wither away’ when
it is removed from its original cultural and historical context, jokes do travel – and
during that journey their meaning and function change (Zijderveld 1983, p. 49).
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Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power 169

Furthermore, media studies in anthropology since the 1980s have shown how audi-
ences actively appropriate media texts and modify intended meanings.4 But with
only rare exceptions (such as Ross and York 2007), a stream of studies of The
Daily Show leaves largely unaddressed how international audiences interpret this
unconventional American player in the world of news and politics.

Apart from an innovative recent analysis by anthropologists Boyer and Yurchak
(2010), most prior analyses of The Daily Show are by communication and media
scholars or by an occasional political scientist.5 What anthropology can contribute
to this scholarship are its global and comparative perspectives, its decentring of
the West and its focus on the making of cultural meanings. ‘By seeing how news
operates in specific and variable circumstances,’ Elizabeth Bird (2010, p. 1) writes,
anthropologists ‘problematize easy assumptions about what news means and does
across cultures’.

This study explores how The Daily Show is perceived in a geopolitically
salient African country that has often been encouraged to emulate ideals of
representative democracy6 espoused by the United States and Western Europe.
When Kenya imploded in post-election political violence in early 2008, it was
front page news for weeks in US newspapers.7 Kenyans, in turn, recognize that
their country’s global image affects tourism revenue as well as international aid
and investment. As a strategic ally of the United States and a country with its
own lively news media and intense struggles over democracy and press freedoms,
Kenya offers a revealing opportunity to examine how Stewart’s parody travels
beyond the United States.8

While the point of The Daily Show for some viewers in the United States is
that serious news programmes are a joke and The Daily Show a superior alter-
native, in at least three key respects, the significance of the programme for the
Kenyans we interviewed was quite different. First, while many American media
analysts see The Daily Show as parodying the failings of mainstream American
news programmes and thus as a tool to help ‘revive a journalism of critical inquiry’
crucial to deliberative democracy (Baym 2005, p. 259), most Kenyans in our focus
groups saw The Daily Show’s very existence as affirmation of the health of democ-
racy and freedom of expression in the United States. It is Stewart’s use of satire to
‘interrogate power’ and to debate ‘substantive public affairs’9 that most intensely
engages Kenyan as well as American audiences. Indeed, those in power in the
United States actually fear being the target of Stewart’s humour.10 Scholars of
humour and politics elsewhere have noted that authoritarian rulers fear laughter
more than hatred (Hanser 1952, p. 51 quoted Yarwood 2004, p. 14). For Kenyans,
Stewart’s apparent license to criticize and ridicule leaders illustrates the vigour of
American democracy.

Second, Kenyans also perceived in The Daily Show news stories – such as the
2005 riots in France or US government nepotism or problems with US vote counts
in presidential elections – flaws they found surprising in Western democracies.
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170 A. Haugerud et al.

As Mukami,11 a college-educated Kenyan woman in her twenties put it, ‘I used
to think that a country like America cannot have a political scenario filled with
problems. I thought it was only for this side of the world that is “Africa”.’ Kenyan
interviewees discerned clues in Stewart’s programme about economic deprivation
and the workings of opposition political parties in Western democracies, compar-
ing these with their own country, which saw the formal return of multiparty politics
in 1991 (Throup and Hornsby 1998). Rather than supporting conventional hierar-
chies of a democratic West and non-democratic ‘Third World’, for some Kenyans,
The Daily Show helped to break down or at least destabilize such hierarchies.

Third, in contrast to most US analysts’ praise for Jon Stewart’s incisive
nonconformist news analysis, some Kenyan focus group members criticized his
coverage of foreign news stories such as the 2005 riots in France.12 Ahmed (a male
in his late twenties with an MBA) faulted Stewart’s use of the monolithic category
‘African Muslims’ in a story about the French riots, and Mueni (a woman in her
thirties who had completed secondary school) urged attention to the substance of
the protesters’ rationale for rioting, which Stewart had ignored or ridiculed (as
is common in US media coverage of protests).13 Kenyans we interviewed thus
counter-analysed The Daily Show’s depiction of the riots, drawing instead lessons
about the problems of the poor and the weaknesses of Western democracies (rather
than the putative dangers of ‘Muslim’ protesters). Thus, departing from common
American representations of The Daily Show, these Kenyan viewers’ critiques
place the programme within what many would term a hegemonic framework of
empire14 – thereby illustrating the limits of Stewart’s dissidence (cf. Ross and
York 2007).

A crucial convergence emerged as well in Kenyan and American responses to
The Daily Show. One of the programme’s most powerful messages is that elected
politicians owe voters an honest accounting of their actions and that citizens’
opportunities to get that honest accounting are too rare.15 Political accountabil-
ity, a salient issue in Kenyan public culture, became a dominant theme in the focus
groups (cf. Haugerud 1995, Barkan 2008, Wrong 2009). Thus, Masinde (a man in
his forties who is a language instructor) said The Daily Show is ‘trying to shake
the leaders’, to send a message that ‘if you are elected they will look into your
performance’.

In this article, we first synopsize The Daily Show’s US popularity and political
potency as foil to mainstream news broadcasts (briefly, since this has been covered
well in studies cited earlier). We then note salient political discourses and genres of
political satire circulating in Kenya in 2006 that shaped our focus group responses.
Next we discuss our methods, describe our interviewees and present their views of
The Daily Show. Partly an illustration of audience agency and the contingency of
meaning, this study shows how East African viewers rejected some rarely noted
ideological content and ethnocentrism embedded in The Daily Show. Indeed, by
recontextualizing The Daily Show material, Kenyan spectators actively subverted
Jon Stewart’s own subversions.
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Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power 171

The Daily Show as critical journalism in the United States

The Daily Show is a form of ‘politicotainment’, where ‘politics and political life
are interpreted, negotiated, and represented by the entertainment industry’ (Riegert
2007, p. 1). Popular culture, from this perspective, ‘can be a forum for political
activity, just as politics often borrows the language and formats of popular cul-
ture’ (Riegert 2007, p. 3; see also Street 1997). Stewart’s comedy also functions
as political culture jamming (cf. Klein 2002), disrupting politicians’ commercial
branding messages ‘by parodying the news media’s unproblematic dissemination
of the dominant brand’ (Warner 2007, p. 17).

Parody is ‘any cultural practice which provides a relatively polemical allusive
imitation of another cultural production or practice’ (Dentith 2000, p. 9). As a
parody of dominant broadcast news programmes, The Daily Show subverts the
staging, formulaic messaging and careful image management that American news
media emphasize (Boyer and Yurchak 2010, p. 209). Drawing on a classic princi-
ple of political satire, Stewart poses as a common-sense interlocutor during news
clips and official statements, juxtaposing official statements with his version of
sensible scepticism (which also stands in as the perspective of everyday citizens
or observers).16 Such satire ‘represents a searching for truth through the process
of dialogical interaction . . . [it] is a discourse of inquiry, a rhetoric of challenge
that seeks through the asking of unanswered questions to clarify the underlying
morality of a situation’ (Baym 2005, p. 267).

Stewart challenges contemporary journalistic conventions – especially the
credulousness and false balance of ‘he said/she said’ reporting styles that purport
‘objectivity’ but avoid historical contextualization or even corrections of mislead-
ing statements, implying instead that all positions have equal merit.17 Thus, US
media coverage of climate change, for example, often falsely implies that there is
equal scientific evidence for and against human acceleration of global warming
(Smolkin 2007, p. 21). Yet, to recognize that not every argument has two equal
sides or to document deceptive or contradictory statements is viewed as ‘taking
sides’ or displaying ‘bias’, according to dominant norms of US journalism (see
Jamieson and Waldman 2003). Furthermore, Bush administration statements link-
ing Saddam Hussein to the September 11 attacks were repeated often without
journalistic correction – thereby fostering public ignorance on an issue of vital
national security (Borden and Tew 2007, p. 305). Stewart broke the pattern of
credulous coverage of the Iraq war (Bennett 2007, p. 281) in his nightly reports
on Mess-O-Potamia, which in the opinion of one media scholar offered ‘liminal
moments [that] gave his audiences a public space in which to explore officially
prohibited terms and versions of events’ (Bennett 2007, p. 281).18

While media analysts such as Street (2001, pp. 145–162) lament that US
journalists are more like ‘lapdogs’ than ‘watchdogs’, media producers of course
are not unwitting ‘tools of the state or commercial interests’ (Ginsburg et al. 2002,
p. 23), and ‘mainstream’ corporate media are not monolithic. Journalists’ work

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [N

or
th

ea
ste

rn
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

] a
t 1

7:
49

 0
8 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
01

6 



172 A. Haugerud et al.

(like that of anthropologists) entails conflicts, compromises and institutional con-
straints (see Pedelty 1995, Bourdieu 1998, Hannerz 2004, Bird 2010, Boyer 2010).
In recent decades, consolidation of corporate media ownership and digitization
have contributed to job insecurity; a speed-up in journalists’ work; the ‘conges-
tion of news access’; and a consequent ‘hollowing out’ of journalists’ critical
engagement with the news, widespread imitation and a ‘pack mentality’ (Boyer
2010). Many corporate journalists themselves are troubled by these changes. For
example, the late Peter Jennings, former anchor of ABC’s nightly news pro-
gramme, lamented the constraints of contemporary journalism and admitted that
Jon Stewart is able to offer truths he and other journalists wish they could provide
as well in their broadcasts (Feldman 2007, p. 419).

The Daily Show has a wide impact on public opinion (Jamieson and Waldman
2003, p. 70 and Pew Research Center 2008). Stewart’s guests include serious
authors; foreign and domestic heads of state; and other prominent public figures.
While the often-friendly tone of his interviews points to the blurred boundary
between laughing at versus laughing with those in power (cf. Mbembe 1992),
Stewart deftly sustains critical analysis (of liberals as well as conservatives) while
treating his guests respectfully. He thus models the kind of civic deliberative stance
that America’s bitterly polarizing political culture eclipses. He also explicitly rec-
ognizes his own formal complicity with the corporation that owns his programme
and ‘feeds’ him (Boler and Turpin 2008, p. 386).

Like any humour, that of Jon Stewart derives its potency from the consen-
sus of sympathetic audiences. Anthropologist Mary Douglas (1968, p. 372) writes
in a classic article on jokes: ‘the joker . . . has a firm hold on his own position
in the structure and the disruptive comments which he makes upon it are in a
sense the comments of the social group upon itself’. In this respect, The Daily
Show functions partly as catharsis for liberals – ‘a therapeutic filter for grap-
pling with upsetting issues’ (Kakutani 2008). The narrow function of the joker,
as Douglas (1968, p. 372) puts it, is as follows: ‘Safe within the permitted range
of attack, he lightens for everyone the oppressiveness of social reality, demon-
strates its arbitrariness by making light of formality in general, and expresses
the creative possibilities of the situation.’ The wider effects of such humour are
debated, but may include building solidarity and inspiring political change. Thus,
jokes on the one hand destabilize convention and ‘impl[y] that anything is pos-
sible’ (Douglas 1968, p. 373), and on the other hand embody limitations and
unquestioned assumptions that themselves merit attention.

By shifting attention to foreign viewers of The Daily Show, rather than focus-
ing only on US audiences, we can explore political assumptions that are embedded
in the programme but have received little scrutiny. Such a move beyond the circle
of consensus illustrates political satire’s interpretive indeterminacy or contingent
meanings and shows how it can activate in foreign audiences new forms of political
imagination.
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Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power 173

Media and political satire in Kenya

The Daily Show, some argue, helps to create a counter-public or a new public
. . . linked to a ‘public crisis of confidence in media and democracy’ (Boler 2006,
pp. 25–26). A parallel crisis of confidence exists in Kenya, where daily newspapers
and electronic media often sharply criticize those in power even as media censor-
ship waxes and wanes (Njogu and Oluoch-Olunya 2007). In Kenya, 2006 was a
time of escalating tensions between the Kenyan government and local journalists,
thanks in part to stunning exposure of local corruption scandals, which several
years later received wide international media attention with the 2009 publica-
tion of It’s Our Turn to Eat – journalist Michela Wrong’s book about Kenyan
whistle-blower John Githongo.

In March 2006 – just a few weeks before our focus group discussions – Kenyan
government agents conducted a violent night raid (by hooded men carrying auto-
matic weapons and using police radios and vehicles) on the offices of Kenya
Television Network (KTN) and The Standard newspaper, ‘smash[ing] machin-
ery and ma[king] a bonfire out of thousands of copies of the next day’s edition’
(Wrong 2009, p. 256).19 Rumours circulated that those involved included two
flamboyant Armenian mercenary brothers (known locally as the ‘Artur brothers’ –
Artur Margaryan and Artur Sargasyan), who 3 months later staged a widely pub-
licized altercation at Nairobi’s Jomo Kenyatta International Airport during which
one of the brothers drew a gun as they stormed through customs. Rather than being
tried, they were quickly deported to Dubai, where they repeatedly stated that they
had business links with powerful Kenyans. Focus group participants referred to
such scandals when discussing The Daily Show, and they feature as well in the
work of Kenyan political humorists.

Political humour can be a tool to evade censors or to experiment with (and
to help expand) the boundaries of the speakable. In Kenya, cartoons depicting
national political figures began appearing several decades ago, but no newspaper
cartoonist dared to depict the president until the return of multiparty politics in
1991, and even then they approached President Moi very delicately (Musila 2007,
Wrong 2009, pp. 114–115). Previously, our interviewee Masinde said, one would
be put in handcuffs for drawing a cartoon of the president. Kenyan cartoonist Gado
(Godfrey Mwampembwa) told Ference in 2008 that he enjoyed watching The Daily
Show and had been influenced as well by political satire in French and British tele-
vision puppet shows (Les Guignols and Spitting Image),20 which helped to inspire
his new political puppet satire (The XYZ Show).21 Gado hoped his new show would
‘force Kenyans to take a critical look at their elected leaders, who plunged the
country into weeks of bloody riots’ in 2008 (Houreld 2009). Previous Kenyan
television satire (in the early 2000s) such as Red Korna and Redykyulass carica-
tured the president and other prominent politicians (see Mungai 2007). Although
there is nothing directly comparable to The Daily Show in Kenya, it does share
strong affinities with Kenyan genres of political satire that were familiar to focus
group participants.
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174 A. Haugerud et al.

Also shaping Kenyan viewers’ interpretations of Stewart’s comments were his-
torical and political associations that differed from those of American audiences.
Unspoken themes familiar to focus group participants included Kenya’s recent
colonial history (a British colony from 1920 to 1963); its international and domes-
tic image as a corrupt country (low rankings from Transparency International)22;
extensive poverty and rising economic inequality (UNDP 2006); close alliance
with the United States; and struggles with governance conditionalities imposed by
international aid organizations (Wrong 2009, pp. 184–190). How foreign countries
perceive Kenyan governance resonates deeply in Kenyan public culture, and out-
siders in turn accord Kenya a high profile as a barometer of how things are going
in Africa (see Barkan 2008).

Mid-2006 saw growing criticism of President Mwai Kibaki (elected in 2002 in
Kenya’s third post-independence multiparty election) for concentrating power in
a circle of leaders from the Mt Kenya region while falling short on his cam-
paign pledge to fight corruption.23 The November 2005 defeat of a constitutional
referendum that would have consolidated presidential power raised the politi-
cal temperature and foreshadowed the strength of an opposition coalition in the
2007 national election (whose disputed outcome plunged the country into weeks of
violence and officially reinstalled Kibaki as president).24 Just a few weeks before
our focus group discussions, a popular Kenyan radio commentator (Caroline
Mutoko) on Nairobi’s KISS FM station described her country as ‘an entire nation
whose patience has snapped’ (Wrong 2009, p. 156).

It was blockbuster revelations about official corruption (with the complicity
of foreign corporations and bilateral and multilateral aid agencies) that were the
talk of Kenya in mid-2006 (Wrong 2009 and Africa Confidential 2006a, 2006b).
Kenyan news media spotlighted jaw-dropping new evidence in large corruption
scandals, such as Anglo-Leasing, which implicated many senior politicians and
civil servants and involved over a dozen deals between the Kenyan government and
shadow companies that were little more than addresses. The Daily Show episodes
therefore triggered (in variable ways) strong associations with popular debates in
Kenya about corruption, democracy and political reform.

Mombasa focus groups

This anthropological study explores audience interpretations of The Daily Show in
two Kenyan focus groups that viewed the programme in Mombasa in mid-2006.
Although focus groups are commonly used in media audience research, anthro-
pological use of this technique differs in that it is likely to be accompanied by
long-term participant observation (as in this study), so that focus group interview-
ers themselves are immersed in interviewees’ social worlds and are attuned to
ethnographic reflexivity and to nuances of local historical, cultural and political
contexts. Anthropologists are likely to look beyond the strict definition of focus
groups as ‘artificially created settings for interaction, ideally among strangers’
and to use both planned and impromptu group interviews in ‘more natural daily
settings and interactions’ (Kratz 2010, p. 806).25
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Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power 175

Our group interviews were planned in advance, with guests invited to watch
Daily Show episodes and share a meal in Ference and Mahoney’s Mombasa apart-
ment. Although organizers of focus groups often deliberately recruit participants
who do not know one another on the assumption that their lack of familiarity
makes them more comfortable talking together, a collection of complete strangers
in Kenya would have been less likely to feel at ease discussing politics. Thus,
all but two of our focus group participants were prior friends, acquaintances or
research colleagues of Ference and Mahoney, and the two exceptions were the
mother and aunt of one of the women Ference invited to participate. Five of the
eight men and three of the eight women had previously visited their Mombasa
apartment. Participants were separated by gender in deference to Kenyan social
norms, so they would feel comfortable socializing and discussing news and
politics.26

And so on two warm June evenings, eight Kenyan women and eight men gath-
ered in the Mombasa apartment living room of two American anthropologists to
watch videotaped episodes of The Daily Show with Jon Stewart. The apartment,
across the street from the Aga Khan Municipal Stadium, was on a bustling paved
road in Mombasa’s middle-class neighbourhood of Tononoka, whose population is
mainly East African and South Asian. Two windows allowed the passage of a gen-
tle Indian Ocean breeze as well as background noise from vehicles, pedestrians,
restaurants and small bars three stories below. At times the call to prayer echoed in
the room from nearby mosques. Fans were running to help cool the apartment, and
inviting scents of rice pilau – a popular coastal Kenyan dish Ference had learned
to cook – drifted in from the kitchen. A faux zebra skin rug softened the concrete
floor, and participants sat on cushioned chairs and a dark red couch, facing a 13-
inch laptop computer screen on which The Daily Show episodes were shown. Many
Kenyans who own televisions watch news, soap operas, sitcoms and sports on sim-
ilarly small screens, and it was considered ‘cool’ to watch television on a laptop
computer. Kenya has a large market for bootleg television series and movies from
abroad. About 12% of Kenyan households own colour televisions (The Economist
2009, p. 173), although many more watch television in public spaces such as bars
or in the homes of friends and kin.

Discussion moderators Ference and Mahoney, who were in Mombasa for long-
term field research, had recruited focus group participants through their personal
networks via text messaging and direct conversations. Most were in their twenties
and thirties, and a few in their forties or fifties. None had ever been to the United
States, although one man had travelled to the United Kingdom and another to India
(both as students and one of them also for business purposes). Their ethnic iden-
tities and religious affiliations reflected Mombasa’s heterogeneity; they included
several Muslims and the following self-ascribed ethnic identities: Swahili, Luo,
Gikuyu, Meru, Kamba, Luhya, Kisii and one Ugandan from the Baganda ethnic
category.27 Most had attended secondary school or university. Their occupations
included property manager, bank supervisor, sales clerk, clearing and forward-
ing agent, Swahili language instructor and vendor or exporter of handicrafts.
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176 A. Haugerud et al.

Familiarity with The Daily Show was not a selection criterion, although one woman
and two men had previously seen the programme (which usually is broadcast late
at night in Kenya).28 As they watched The Daily Show, the women were mostly
quiet, while the men laughed aloud more often. The post-viewing discussion, a
mix of the understated and the boisterous, was mostly in English (one of Kenya’s
official languages), with occasional code switching into Swahili (more so in the
women’s group) and an occasional word of Sheng (a rapidly changing mix of
English, Swahili and local languages that is especially popular among youth) in
the men’s group.29 Material quoted here was spoken in English unless otherwise
noted.

The moderators framed The Daily Show discussion by first asking open-ended
questions to elicit opinions of the programmes they had just viewed together. They
later asked what messages participants thought The Daily Show conveyed and how
it resembled or differed from Kenyan political satire (a topic participants often
brought up themselves as they discussed changing norms of political satire in their
own country). The discussion was loosely structured and centred on programme
elements and themes the discussants themselves found compelling.

Many Kenyans keenly follow national and local politics (through radio, televi-
sion or shared daily newspapers). Participants were quite comfortable discussing
both Kenyan and American politics with one another and with the moderators.
While Kenyan men stereotypically are more intensely involved in such talk than
women, female focus group participants remarked afterwards that although as
women they were not usually encouraged to comment on global and local poli-
tics, the focus group was a nice opportunity for them to be able to discuss such
topics freely. Indeed, after the interview most of the women remained in the apart-
ment and watched the local news together, comparing it with The Daily Show,
while the men quickly shifted their attention to that evening’s World Cup soccer
match.

A subtle psychological dimension of the focus groups was that some par-
ticipants may have experienced the exercise as a test of their comprehension of
English, their knowledge of politics and current events or perhaps of their intel-
ligence. They focused intently on the fast-paced language and humour as they
watched The Daily Show. Although they shared substantial knowledge of the
political events to which Stewart referred, knowledge variations contributed to
‘intersubjective gaps’ or unshared portions of the usually unspoken ‘larger con-
texts triggered by . . . talk’ (Higgins 2007, p. 6) – which focus group members had
to manage during their discussions (see also Kratz 2010, p. 810).30 For example,
as part of the collaborative knowledge production process intrinsic to the discus-
sions, an occasional question to the moderators about Republican and Democratic
political parties in the United States prompted lively group discussion of opposi-
tion party politics in both countries. Here Mwesigye and Masinde suggested that
American party politics shed light on formulation of policies that affect the rest of
the world.
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Kenyan responses to The Daily Show

The Daily Show broadcasts typically include three principal segments: an open-
ing satirical take on the day’s ‘real’ news (where Stewart builds on video clips
from actual news broadcasts); parodic news reports by the programme’s other
comedians; and Stewart’s focal interview with a guest such as a politician, actor,
journalist or pundit.31 The Daily Show, as American cultural emissary, sparked
Kenyan reflections on democratic progress and political accountability in their
own country, as well as comments about flaws in Western democracies, and crit-
icisms of Stewart’s depictions of foreigners. We explore each of these themes in
turn.

Evolutionary notions of democracy

First, many focus group participants interpreted The Daily Show’s open satire of
political leaders as well as journalists’ direct questioning of the American presi-
dent as evolutionary directions in which Kenya should move. Such comments built
on common assumptions that African nations are ‘behind’ the United States and
Europe in a journey towards greater democratization. At the same time, they noted
their own country’s recent progress in media liberalization and democratization.
Thus, Mukami said, ‘initially I was not saying no to the government. If you are
told that you are supposed to do this . . . you did not riot. But nowadays you can
riot, so that you may act for our rights’. Most focus group participants assumed
that freedom of expression was more secure in the United States. Hence, Mukami,
during a discussion of The Daily Show segment on government ethics, stated that
Jon Stewart could not be interrogated by his government for criticizing ethical
lapses of senior government officials.

Mwesigye observed that unlike the United States, people in Africa ‘treat pres-
idents like demigods’. The latter phrase circulated in Kenya during that period of
rising public anger at politicians – for example, in the popular radio commentaries
of Caroline Mutoko (Wrong 2009, p. 156). Several Kenyans noted that their own
president rarely took questions from journalists; as Wafula (a man in his twenties
who had attended university) put it, ‘in Kenya it is so hard to throw a question
to the president . . . like Kibaki, you wouldn’t ask him “what are the Armenians
doing here?”’ (Here he refers to the Artur brothers’ scandals mentioned above.)
When asked why they think The Daily Show is broadcast in Kenya, Muthoki (a
female language instructor in her thirties) suggested that it is because Kenya is a
‘developing country’ and the local broadcast is intended to ‘show Kenyans where
the Americans are . . . we want to learn from the developed countries’. While that
is an unlikely motivation for the programme’s global transmission, narratives of
progress and development and images of the United States and Europe as standard-
bearers of press freedom, democracy and political satire infused focus group talk
about The Daily Show.

Thus, participants debated whether The Daily Show was a more advanced form
of political satire than that permitted in their own country. Masinde suggested that
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The Daily Show was ahead of Kenyan political satire such as Redykyulass and Red
Korna because the latter two programmes relied on actors portraying politicians
rather than criticizing leaders directly through commentary on actual news video
clips of senior public figures. Mukami said that for television satire ‘[to] comment
on what the president says – in Kenya, no. . . . but . . . I think we’ll get there, we’ll
get there’. Some noted the higher production values (stage set, technology, polish)
on The Daily Show, but suggested that in other respects Kenyan political satire
(Red Korna, Bull’s Eye, Kukuru Kakara, Gado’s cartoons, FM radio) was quite
similar to that in the United States.

Ahmed suggested that The Daily Show and satirical Kenyan programmes such
as Red Korna targeted politically engaged citizens, and he referred to a Red Korna
character who said, ‘your voters’ card makes you like a human resources manager.
. . . because you can hire with a voter’s card – or fire’. Such symbolic level-
ling of power differentials between ordinary citizens and political elites or human
resources managers conveys the hope that political elites cannot take their offices
and privileges for granted – that citizens have power in electoral democracy.

Political accountability

Political accountability themes surfaced strongly in discussion of a Daily Show
episode that opens with elections in Iraq.32 Stewart quips that people in the United
States don’t vote when it’s cloudy, whereas in Iraq they are braving bombs and
other challenges in order to vote. A journalist asks Bush what is the total number
of Iraqis killed in the war and the president responds, ‘I would say 30,000 more or
less’. Stewart then says, ‘Well, it’s nice to see the president estimating casualties
with the same inflection you’d use to guess how many jellybeans are in a jar’.
Another reporter asks why the administration keeps linking 9/11 to the invasion
of Iraq ‘when no respected journalist or Middle Eastern experts confirm that such
a link existed’.

Responding to this episode, Mwesigye, whose home country (Uganda) has a
president who does face the press, said it was useful to have a programme like The
Daily Show to ‘distribute the power of the president’ – to foster accountability.
He suggested that an Iraqi citizen might be comforted by The Daily Show because
it showed that elected leaders must ‘face the heat back home . . . the leader is
accountable’. He noted that The Daily Show even examined presidential gestures
and inflections that can go unnoticed in standard news reports, as in Bush’s casual
response to a press conference question about the number of Iraqi war deaths.
Wafula and Ahmed as well faulted Bush’s public uncertainty about the number of
Iraqis killed in the war.

Stewart’s interview via satellite with Barack Obama (when he was a Senator)
in that same episode also prompted discussion of political accountability and com-
parisons between Kenya and the United States. Our focus group discussions took
place during the first global wave of Obama electricity, shortly after his elec-
tion to the US Senate. The Daily Show episode that includes Stewart’s interview
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with Obama carried particular historical resonance for our Kenyan viewers. Thus,
Otieno (a male secondary school graduate in his twenties) remarked in mid-2006:
‘It was like a whirlwind in Kenya; it was as if Obama was being elected the
next Kenyan president.’33 ‘We celebrated’ when Obama was elected to the US
Senate, Masinde said, because ‘having a senator in America . . . made Kenyans
feel proud . . . [that] he’s our son’. Thirty months after these focus group dis-
cussions, Kenya’s president declared Obama’s presidential inauguration day a
national holiday.

In his late-2005 interview with Obama, Stewart asks about the war in Iraq, and
Obama answers with a metaphor about ‘a guy who drove a bus into the ditch’,
saying ‘we probably should fire the driver’. When Stewart asks whether Obama is
worried about citizens’ high expectations of him, Obama replies: ‘I do worry about
the hype. The only person more overly hyped than me is you!’ Here the audience
laughs and applauds enthusiastically. Stewart says ‘that’s the best answer I’ve ever
heard!’

Mukami and Muthoki liked Obama’s response to Stewart’s Iraq war question –
that he would fire the driver of the bus driven into a ditch – and Mukami perceived
Obama as someone who ‘has nothing to hide’ (hana vitu za kuficha). Ahmed was
impressed that ‘Obama was matching him [Stewart] step by step on wit’.

Accompanying this praise was a sharp debate about Obama’s likely official
stance towards Kenya and the political utility of his Kenyan heritage. Mwesigye
suggested that Obama would have greater sympathies for Kenya than would other
senators, just as Kenyans would be likely to support Cameroon in international
soccer competitions. Others disagreed, emphasizing that America and Kenya are
‘in his blood’, that Obama loves America and that his most important obligations
are towards the people of the state that elected him a senator (a point Obama
made when he visited Kenya). Several women lamented the emphasis on ‘tribe’,
religion and birthplace in Kenyan politics and saw Obama’s political success in
the United States as evidence that the latter considerations do not weigh as heavily
there.34 In both focus groups, Obama’s election prompted critical reflection on
Kenya’s own cultural politics of patron–client relations and the limits of political
accountability.

Flaws in Western democracy

Political and economic failings of Western democracies were a third key theme in
the Kenyan focus group discussions – especially as evidenced in American ethics
and voting scandals, Bush’s failure to resign when no weapons of mass destruction
were found in Iraq and riots in France. The 2000 Florida vote count debacle, which
had spawned jokes from Africans offering to send election monitors from their
countries to the United States, lingered in the minds of focus group participants.
Masinde asserted that there was cheating in both the 2000 and 2004 American
elections, just as there had been in Kenyan elections, and Wafula stated that vote
rigging occurs everywhere.
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Focus group participants took particular note of The Daily Show segment on
US government nepotism and the mandatory ethics refresher course for White
House staff – again interpreting it as a levelling of putative differences between
their country and the United States. In this segment, Stewart states:

As you know, it’s been a bit of a rough patch for the White House. There’s a light at
the end of the tunnel. Last week the president ordered every White House employee
with any level of security clearance to attend a mandatory refresher class on ethics.
A refresher class? A booster shot. New and improved government – now with ethics.
It’s a chance for Bush to remind people on his staff: ‘you’re gettin’ sloppy, people.
People are startin’ to find out the crazy things we’ve been doin’. . . . So for those of
you who may be cynical about such things we happen to have a copy of the final exam
of the ethics class and I can assure you, it’s a rigorous course in ethics! For instance,
question 1: which of the following images most accurately evokes the idea of torture?
You can see there’s Lyndie Englund in the first picture, a picture from Guantanamo
Bay, and then Scott McClellan giving a press conference. Next question: draw a
CIA agent. . . . This one I believe is a little tougher: My mother’s brother’s father’s
grandson is a) my first cousin, b) my second cousin, c) myself, d) a great candidate to
head the Department of Homeland Security. And finally, the last question: we’ve seen
pictures from Abu Ghraib. We’ve heard testimony from administration lawyers who
say the Geneva Convention was quaint and we didn’t need to abide by it. So this last
question is based on this sound bite made earlier today: [Bush in news clip saying:
‘we do not torture!’] So here’s the question: Which of these is the most credible:
your eyes, your ears, the president?35

Mukami and Wafula concluded from the nepotism joke that Americans, like
Kenyans, hire relatives in key political jobs. Ahmed suggested, without endors-
ing the practice, that in today’s politics ‘it is not a matter of who can do the job;
it’s not a matter of qualification. It’s a matter of who I can trust. . . . who I can
trust to be in that position and still look after my interests. . . . that’s why I’ll be
able to put my brother’. He and other participants discussed at length and lamented
the common Kenyan practice of appointing trusted kin or co-ethnics to positions
of responsibility.

The highlight of both The Daily Show episodes for Ahmed was Stewart’s
mock quiz question: ‘Which of these is the most credible: your eyes, your ears,
the president?’ He interpreted it as follows: ‘believe in what you really see and
what you know . . . not what other people say; it doesn’t matter what author-
ity he has over you – the truth is the truth’. He saw a decided lack of political
accountability in the United States (e.g. Bush and Rumsfeld’s failure to resign) as
well as in Kenya, noting the absence of official resignations after the scandal of
the pistol-waving ‘Artur brothers’, who were allowed to leave Kenya and escaped
prosecution. He compared the seriousness of Bush’s false claims about weapons of
mass destruction with the Monica Lewinsky scandal’s triviality: ‘President Clinton
. . . cheated on his wife. Big deal. He didn’t cheat on the country.’ He concluded
that ‘democracy still needs some work’.

Kenyan interviewees saw the riots in France (discussed below) as evidence of
government‘s incapacity to address inequality and hence as a further illustration
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of limitations of wealthy democracies. Focus group participants displayed much
more empathy towards the rioters than did Jon Stewart.

Stewart’s depiction of foreigners

The Daily Show segment on riots in France sparked sharp criticism of Stewart’s
representations of foreigners. In the segment ‘Burn Bébé Burn’ on the French
riots,36 Stewart says

We turn to France, whose decision to stay out of the Iraq war is starting to make a
little more sense. After all, why go all the way to the Mid-East when you can fight
Muslims in your own suburbs? Last night marked the eleventh straight night of riot-
ing in a poor, mainly immigrant suburb outside Paris. . . . The streets of [suburb]
have been filled with angry, mostly unemployed Arab and African immigrants clash-
ing with police and setting fire to cars. The message: ‘We’re mad as hell and we’re
not going to let you park here anymore!’ [laughter] Stop parking in our town! By the
way, a little word to the protesters; if you’re angry about being unemployed, burning
cars doesn’t seem like the best resume-builder. It may open some doors if they’re
hiring at Indiscriminate Angry Arsonists, Inc.

Stewart asks comedian Rob Corddry (supposedly reporting on location in France):
‘What’s at the root of all this upheaval?’ Corddry jokes about French condescen-
sion: ‘Well, Jon, the immigrants – mainly north African Muslims – are upset that
they’re being shunned by French society. They feel alienated, scorned, looked
down upon. Apparently they are unaware that this is a common situation known
as: being French.’

While Stewart here recycled common US media stereotypes about protesters
(cf. McLeod and Hertog 1999) and ignored their reasons for demonstrating,
Otieno underlined the rationality or logic of protest, suggesting that the riots
in France showed how people react ‘to not being given equal chances or not
being employed’. Mueni too commented that the French riot footage illus-
trated that whatever that country’s freedoms, it still faced problems with which
Kenyans could identify and that France’s arsonist rioters might ‘be disadvan-
taged or something. . . . their needs were not met’. Such perceptions illustrate how
media coverage of riots in France can foster new identifications and transnational
imagined communities of marginalized citizens.

Ahmed objected strongly to Stewart’s ‘African Muslims’ label for the
protesters in France: ‘I mean, they can just be Africans. Why Muslims? . . .

Why is it that whenever there is violence they have to say it was African
Muslims, American Muslims . . . Serb Muslims? Can’t they just be Serbians . . .

or African?’ He is a Muslim himself and said ‘most of us are peaceful’. Mwesigye
added that in the case of the Rwanda genocide, the Western press did not label the
killers ‘African Christians’.

Scholars offer similar critiques. Thus, news commentary on the French riots,
notes Peter Sahlins (2006), often linked them to ‘illegal immigration, Muslim sep-
aratism, and polygamous practices . . . [though] the underlying causes were far
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more complex, involving social and economic exclusion, racial discrimination,
and . . . the capacity of the French Republic to respond to these challenges’.

Perhaps most shocking to Kenyan focus group participants was Stewart’s
stance towards Iraq in his comedic use of the Abu Ghraib photo featuring US
soldier Lyndie England in the mock ethics quiz. While Masinde suggested that
incorporating such grim subjects into a comedy programme helped to educate
people who might not follow serious news programmes closely, Ahmed remarked:
‘Some issues are just too sensitive to be treated in the form of a joke. . . . Pointing
at naked people, those are real people . . . who have families. . . . I think when we
deal with something that goes international we should be more . . . soft . . . or sen-
sitive to other opinions as well.’ In short, Kenyan commentators were much more
attuned than most US analysts to how The Daily Show reproduces rather than chal-
lenges conventional American news media tendencies to depersonalize the foreign
and to naturalize political disorder and suffering abroad.37

That rare critique is presented in a Canadian publication, where Ross and York
(2007) take up The Daily Show’s ‘treatment of . . . non-American regions and
peoples’. Acknowledging the programme’s ‘widely recognized political capital’,
they nonetheless suggest that Stewart sometimes reproduces – albeit with ‘urbane
self-consciousness’ – ethnic and national stereotypes and resorts to attributions
of irrationality or comic infantilization and feminization of foreign political lead-
ers (Ross and York 2007, pp. 352, 355). These comedic techniques build on ‘the
unstated assumption of American normativity: the idea that the United States,
with its military, economic, and cultural clout, provides the proper measure of all
things’ (Ross and York 2007, p. 364). That assumption of American normativity
is one our Kenyan viewers explicitly debunked – indeed they found surprising and
unintended counter-evidence for it in The Daily Show itself.

The Daily Show is a product of its historical moment – a time when America
is ‘a nervous Goliath’ (Ross and York 2007, p. 365). In the early 2000s, many
Americans who worried about a rupture between democratic ideals and demo-
cratic practice in their own country found themselves in desperate need of a court
jester, and sought solace in The Daily Show. Particularly during the two presi-
dential terms of George W. Bush – a period marked by the Iraq war, increasing
government secrecy, political scandals and curbs on dissent in the United States –
The Daily Show’s popularity surged. By 2004, critical or populist messages carried
new force as they entered a public arena enlivened by the launch of the liberal Air
America radio (featuring Al Franken), Comedy Central’s Colbert Report (a satir-
ical news companion to Stewart’s programme), Michael Moore’s film Fahrenheit
9/11, advocacy groups such as MoveOn.org and America Coming Together, the
documentary Outfoxed: Rupert Murdoch’s War on Journalism and a spate of
critical bestselling books by former Bush administration insiders.

It may be that ‘Stewart and company purchase their licence to mock American
political culture with a generous amount of complacent laughter at what is not
American’ (Ross and York 2007, p. 367). Thus, while Stewart’s sharp critiques of
the Bush administration undermined mainstream media narratives, he reproduced
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the dominant US media pattern of providing little historical, political or economic
context for a story such as the riots in France. Instead, he turned to common
US media frames for protest as irrational or deviant, marginalizing or ignoring
protesters’ aims and substantive messages (cf. McLeod and Hertog 1999). Hence,
as Ross and York’s textual analysis of Jon Stewart’s programme indicates, and as
our Kenyan interviewees’ own analyses imply, The Daily Show’s dissident laugh-
ter has normative and critical limits that are expressed particularly in its treatment
of the foreign. Such findings illustrate the unpredictability of audience interpre-
tations and point to the value of further research on transnational perceptions of
political satire.

Conclusions

In under-explored ways, The Daily Show has entered transnational circuits of
media consumption. By offering an inside look at inflections of global media spec-
tatorship – or ‘disjunctures’ in Appadurai’s (1996) ‘mediascapes’ – this analysis
illustrates contingencies in the multi-sited production of meaning. It shows how
some East Africans appropriated and reinterpreted – indeed unexpectedly sub-
verted – The Daily Show’s political content, deriving from it insights that Stewart
himself might have found surprising or unsettling. Kenyan focus group partici-
pants (like many US analysts) responded explicitly to the political substance more
than the humour of Stewart’s show. While our Kenyan discussants did not possess
American audiences’ knowledge of the American newscast conventions Stewart
parodies, they did share exposure to some of the same news content and to dis-
courses about the superiority of Western democracy, political accountability and
the value of freedom of the press and freedom of speech. That shared exposure led
Kenyan viewers to capture explicitly some key limitations of Stewart’s satire.

When Stewart’s humour travelled to East Africa, it took on new meanings –
as in the jokes about nepotism in the United States, which Kenyan interviewees
interpreted as reflections on the quality of American democracy, rather than just
as critiques of the Bush administration. Most remarkably, Kenyan interviewees –
unlike many of Stewart’s American admirers – focused on Stewart’s provincialism
and ethnocentrism and thus did not find his jokes about ‘African Muslims’ or
Lyndie England or the irrationality of French protesters amusing. Instead, they
identified with the French protesters and with Iraqis.

Thus, Kenyan viewers perceived in The Daily Show gaps between the rhetoric
and reality of empire and laid bare some limitations of Stewart’s dissident satire as
they rejected its depictions of non-wealthy nations and marginalized peoples. They
reconfigured The Daily Show episodes as commentaries on global power relations;
reflected critically on Kenyan politics, media, national identity and their own polit-
ical subjectivities; and detected evidence that unsettled their earlier assumptions
(long peddled in the West) about the gap between the global South and suppos-
edly ‘mature’ democracies such as the United States and Western Europe. Hence,
American political satire such as The Daily Show can activate in foreign audiences
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new perceptions of differences between the ‘West’ and the rest and new forms of
political imagination.

Finally, scholars of humour point out that ‘one of the mainsprings of humor
is the discrepancy between reality and what we desire and expect’ (Yarwood
2004, p. 14). The Daily Show’s satire (like all humour) arises from the sorrows
of everyday life – and these are unquestionably more difficult in Kenya. While
prominent political figures in the United States were enjoying humorous ban-
ter with Jon Stewart on The Daily Show, senior government officials in Kenya
were trying to shut down media outlets through violent destruction of equipment,
and many Kenyans were living in poverty as a few fellow citizens enjoyed vast
ill-gotten wealth. Thus, as Kenyan anti-corruption activist Mwalimu Mati con-
templated Gado’s new television political satire, he remarked: ‘The sad thing for
Kenyans is what may look like satire or farce is the truth we live with.’38 Especially
for the poor, Mati said, the laughter ‘leaves a bitter aftertaste’. Yet, because satire
has the capacity to shape political consciousness and to reveal the arbitrariness of
social arrangements, rulers do not always have the last laugh.
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Notes
1. Brian Williams (NBC), Charlie Gibson (ABC) and Katie Couric (CBS). http://

www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/07/22/time-magazine-poll-jon-st_n_242933.html
[Accessed 7 March 2012]. Stewart also polled well in a 2007 Pew Research Center
survey (Kakutani 2008).

2. See http://www.thedailyshow.com for video clips and background information. The
Daily Show, hosted by Stewart since January 1999, is taped in Manhattan and
broadcast nationally Monday through Thursday evenings.

3. See Baym (2005), Bennett (2007), Boler and Turpin (2008), Borden and Tew (2007),
Brewer and Marquardt (2007), Feldman (2007), Love (2007), McKain (2005), Ross
and York (2007) and Smolkin (2007), among others.

4. This shift was propelled by British cultural studies. See Askew and Wilk (2002),
Dickey (1997), Ginsburg et al. (2002), Hall (1980), Mankekar and Schein (2004)
and Spitulnik (1993). See also Postill (2009) and Peterson’s (2009) exchange about
anthropology’s contribution to interdisciplinary media studies.
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5. See, for example, the fine collection on satirical television co-edited by Gray et al.
(2009). Most of the contributors are scholars in media studies, English, cultural
studies, communication and theatre arts. Such works often are based on secondary
sources, national survey data or armchair analysis rather than extended discus-
sions with ordinary citizens. Important anthropological precursor studies of how
foreign audiences respond to US televisual material include Kulick and Willson
(2002[1994]), Liebes and Katz (1990) and Miller (1992).

6. On democracy, see Dunn (2005) and Tilly (2007).
7. For example, see Jeffrey Gettleman’s New York Times coverage (http://www.nytimes.

com).
8. It is not our intention to invoke an earlier ‘linear communication model’ or to assume

that ‘language operates in a strictly referential function as a transparent means of
conveying content’. The phrases just quoted are from Spitulnik (1993, p. 297), who
urges attention to the ‘indeterminacy of media texts’ (which is precisely our aim).

9. The latter two phrases are from Baym’s (2005, pp. 261, 263) US-focused analysis of
The Daily Show.

10. For a US Justice Department example, see Smith (2009).
11. All names of Kenyan interviewees are pseudonyms.
12. Brewer and Marquardt (2007, pp. 260–261) found that nearly half of 222 Daily Show

news stories between 4 January and 19 April 2005 ‘covered world affairs in some
way’. Topics included the war in Iraq, possible invasion of Iran, Syria, Palestinian
elections, poverty in Africa, Kyoto Treaty, selection of a new World Bank president
and the tsunami in Asia.

13. See McLeod and Hertog (1999) and Gitlin (2003) on US media representations of
protest.

14. On empire, see Hardt and Negri (2000) and Harvey (2003).
15. The importance of an independent press as a check on abuses of political power dates

back at least to the late nineteenth-century classical liberal thinkers such as Jeremy
Bentham and John Stuart Mill (see Thompson 1995, c. 8). By the late twentieth cen-
tury, Thompson (1995, p. 239) notes, the principal threat posed to a free and critical
press was not the state (as in the late-nineteenth century) but concentration of media
resources in a handful of huge corporations whose commercial growth was subject to
little state regulation.

16. Baym (2005, p. 266).
17. On the limitations of dominant news reporting styles in the United States, see

Bagdikian (2004), Fallows (1997), Feldman (2007), Jamieson and Waldman (2003),
McChesney (1999) and Moyers (2008).

18. On other such spaces, see Boler’s (2008) analysis of ‘citizen journalism’ and alterna-
tive media, and how multiplication of non-mainstream digital media sources shapes
political and social movements.

19. See various 2006 articles on this topic in Africa Confidential (http://www.africa-
confidential.com [Accessed 14 January 2010]).

20. Personal communication, April 2008. See Gado (2000).
21. See http://www.xyzshow.com
22. See http://www.transparency.org [Accessed 18 July 2009].
23. See Barkan (2008), Wrong (2009) and multiple articles in Africa Confidential

(http:www.africa-confidential.com)
24. On the post-election violence, see Barkan (2008) and scholarly commentaries in

the London online publication OpenDemocracy: <http:www.opendemocracy.com>
[Accessed 7 January 2009].

25. See also Bernard (2006, pp. 232–239) on focus groups.
26. The women met on Wednesday, 14 June 2006 and the men the following evening.
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27. On contingencies of coastal Kenyan identities, see McIntosh (2009), Bravman (1998)
and Caplan and Topan (2004).

28. The Daily Show, transmitted globally by CNN International, in 2006 was broad-
cast in Kenya on KTN, a popular station that is part of the Standard Media Group,
which publishes Kenya’s second most widely circulated daily newspaper. KTN usu-
ally transmits CNN International between midnight and 6:00 am and between 9:30 am
and 1:00 pm. To access CNN International directly in Kenya requires satellite/dish
service (DSTV), which costs about 50 dollars per month and is unaffordable for many
Kenyans.

29. On Sheng, see Mazrui (1995); on code switching between Swahili and English, see
Myers-Scotton (1993).

30. Furthermore, since Jon Stewart’s humour relies on a ‘dense web of allusion’ or inter-
textuality (see Bakhtin 1981), comprehending its comic aspects requires familiarity
with the variety of voices, speech genres and idiolects he recycles and modifies.

31. See Baym 2005, pp. 262–272) for a description of Daily Show segments and style.
32. 14 December 2005 Daily Show episode.
33. See also Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (2009).
34. That statement later became historically ironic, as a minority of ultra-conservatives

in the United States tried to stir controversy by claiming that Obama had been born
in Kenya rather than Hawaii.

35. 7 November 2005 episode of The Daily Show.
36. 7 November 2005 episode of The Daily Show. For scholarly analyses of the late

2005 protests in France, see http://riotsfrance.ssrc.org/ [Accessed 5 January 2010].
37. See, for example, Pedelty’s (1995) study of how American journalists report news in

foreign conflict zones.
38. http://www.marsgroupkenya.org/new/ [Accessed 16 July 2009]. By 2011, Gado’s

XYZ Show had become a hit and had a strong Facebook presence and a very
popular YouTube channel. Yet, Gado says his show ‘only manages to escape censor-
ship because Gado owns his own production company, which is financed by private
donors’ (Singer 2011).
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