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ABSTRACT

Kenyans endorsed a new constitution in 2010 whisfaldished devolution through county
governments. Despite the hopes of better governamdeservice delivery to citizens, Kenya has
experienced difficulties ranging from audit repontsdicating financial mismanagement,
supremacy battles between Parliament, Senate amdr@ws, to Governors being impeached
and citizens in Murang’a taking to the streets agfaiheir County Governments. Consequently,
this study sought to establish the factors infliregcsatisfaction with service delivery within
Murang’a County under the era of devolution. Thgeotives of the study included: to establish
the extent to the level accountability of countgders affects satisfaction with service deliver, to
investigate how financial decentralization affesasisfaction with service delivery, to determine
how public participation in decision making affedatisfaction with service delivery; and to
examine the extent to which inter-governmental ti@ts affect satisfaction with service
delivery. Literature studied revealed that in midsteloping countries quality of public service
remained the same or unchanged after devolutiodegcriptive survey research design was
used. Purposive sampling was done in order to tsef@nion leaders in the eight sub-counties
within Murang’a County. Questionnaires and intemgsewere used as instruments of data
collection, which were validated prior to actualtalaollection by close consultation with
experts. Opinion leaders of a ward that was nduded in the study were used for pilot testing
to determine the instruments reliability. Raw datas systematically organized, coded and
analysed through descriptive statistics using §te#il Package of Social Sciences (SPSS), and
finally presented using percentages and frequernslyiliition tables. The research findings
showed that county leaders’ accountability had tgréluence on services delivered as they were
not accessible to citizens as expected. The stisdyfaund that financial rate of flow and timely
transfers greatly influenced County service deliv&itizen participation in meetings and their
gender representation were great influencers oh@uoservice delivery. The study recommends
an increase in public meetings to enhance accollityagender balance in citizen participation
in County decisions and civic education.Both lev&isGovernments should strive to enhance
predictability of funds so that funds are adequiateservice delivery as well as establishan inter-
govermental technical committee and secretariaedoice disputes. Structures and systems for
service delivery should be developed by both tiefsgovernment and state organs for

satisfactory service delivery.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1Background of the study

Centralized Government systems have been blamed flang time for hindering efficient
delivery of public services in Africa and other @wping regions. According to a study by the
World Bank (2003), decentralisation has both anliex@nd implicit motivation of improving
service delivery for two reasons: First, thesedasrvices, all of which are the responsibility of
the state, are systematically failing and espaci&édliling the poor people and secondly,
improving service delivery through decentralisatisnbecause these services are consumed
locally. Decentralization is a process that bridgsision making closer to the people, enhances
participation and representation of ordinary peoatethe grassroots in politics, increases
accountability and transparency, makes governmesre mesponsive to public demands and

improves the delivery of services.

In developing countries governments have experietewith different forms of decentralization
to bring service delivery closer to people througicreased accountability. Kenya upon
independence in 1963 operated under a Lancastestitthion which had provision for two
houses of representatives; upper and lower housegeHl as regional governments complete
with legislative assemblies (Burugu, 2010). Howeubrs system was replaced by a unitary
system in 1965 through constitutional amendmemtghé early 1990s Kenya started the long
journey of looking at constitutional reforms. Aftdre post-election violence of 2008, and the
resulting National Accord, the process of refornexeived a boost and the government
committed itself to implementing far reaching refst Kenya chose Devolution first by
promulgation of a new constitution in 2010, follavdy the March 2013 election that
established 47 County Governments to work alongside€Central Government.

The Kenyan devolution is established by article) 6{Bich describes the government as two
levels as being distinctly created by the constituas opposed to being created by another level.
Each level has a measure of equality and autonardyhance the principle of distinctness. It is
also operationalized by article 189(1) (a) or thimgyple of inter-dependence which requires

government at either level to perform its functiamsl exercise its power in manner that respects
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the functional and institutional integrity of gowement at the other level, and respects the
constitutional status and institutions of governtnanthe other level and in case of county
government, within the county level. Since the oradi level of government formulates national
policies and sets national standards, it also wela principle of oversight by the national
government having a certain measure of monitoring avaluation over the counties.It is
believed that devolution promises Kenya a moretafleé model of development and hence be
able to meet the urgent need of achieving high @xdn growth, reducing income disparities,
healing historical injustices, reducing povertyatell inequalities and to restore public

confidence in its government.
1.2 Statement of the problem

Developing countries have increasingly adopted lighem as a remedy to improve governance
and service delivery to citizens. One of the kdgmas of the 2010Constitution of Kenya was to
transform the way we govern and manage our sodfeticle 174 and 175 envisions the power
of self-governance by the people and their enhapeeitipation in decision-making. It is now a
year since the operationalization of County Govexnts following the # March, 2013 election.
Devolutioncarried with it a lot of hope of good gomance as wellas better services moving from
Nairobi closer to citizens at the counties. Howebarely a few months later the public turned to
demonstrations in several counties including Mul@n@gainst the devolved governments
claiming of not being consulted in decision makargitaxes seen to be excessive as well as not
satisfied by services offered so far. There hasibeeongruent policy and legal institutional
frameworks affecting devolution of power, resourcasd functions. Politicization of the
implementation through impeaching or threats todagh Governors, Speakers or Members of
the County leadership, as well as erosion of putmicfidence in the accountability of County
Governments in utilization of public monies hasrb#iee other threat to devolution. Politicians
in the National Parliament and Senate are thergfawenising to make constitutional changes

through Billsthat may affectnot only devolution fal$o services offered to the public.

As Oyugi (2009) observed, where a decentralisettsysf government exists without leading to
the realization of improved quality of service @ely, a question is often asked: what is the
problem? This research sought to fill this gap bgvling a detailed analysis of the factors

influencing citizens’ satisfaction with service @ekry in Murang’a County, Kenya.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to establish theofadhat may be influencing satisfaction with

the service delivery to citizens under the County&@nment of Murang’a, Kenya.

1.4 Objectives of the Study

The specific objectives of the study were;-

1.

To establish the extent to which accountability Méirang’a County Governmentto
residents influences satisfaction with servicewdgl to residents of Murang’a County,
To investigate how the decentralization of finahagiesources influences satisfaction
with service delivery to residents of Murang’a Ctn

To determine how the levels of citizen participatiom decision making influences
satisfaction with service delivery to residentdvbfrang’a County,

To examine the extent to which Inter-Governmenlatiens between the National and
the County Governments influence satisfaction vaérvice delivery to residents of

Murang’a County.

1.5 Research Questions

This study was focused on answering the followiggarch question;-

1.

How has the accountability of Murang’a County Goweentto residentsinfluenced
satisfaction with service delivery?

How has financial decentralization influenced dat8on with service delivery
toresidentsof Murang’a County?

How has citizen participation in decision makindluanced satisfaction with service
delivery toresidentsof Murang’a County?

How has the Inter-Government relation between thatiodal and the County
Governments influenced satisfaction with servicdivdey to residentsof Murang'a

County?



1.6 Significance of the study

This study findings and recommendations were hojedontribute to the development of
knowledge and experience on devolution as a neweginn Kenya.The study will assist the
devolved government of Murang’a to establish Hats met its citizens’ expectations, and if not,
establish the factors behind the unsatisfactorjopmance. It would generate information that
can be used for policy formulation by the Natioaad County governments as well as other
ministries to help speed up the devolution proaesssto propel the country towards achieving
all the eight MDGs and the Vision 2030 for susthleadevelopment in every County. Finally,

the findings would assist other researchers stgdigfated subject matter
1.7 Delimitation of the Study

This study was limited to factors influencing sktdion with service delivery to residentsof
Murang'a County. The study targeted384respondeziexcted randomly among opinion leaders
who represent citizens in most meetings. They welected from the eight sub-counties within
Murang’a County.Four Executive members of Murar@unty Government were also included

in the study.
1.8 Limitations of the Study

One of the limiting factors was that devolutionai:iew phenomenon in Kenya, literature was
limited to researches outside. Some respondentgylitdhat the research was going to benefit
them financially while some failed to respond te tjuestions in an honest manner which mildly
affected the results of the study. The researclser faced transport difficulties due to terrain

andweather conditions during data collection peribdere was also shortage of finances and

time due to physical geographical distance covered.
1.9 Basic Assumptions of the Study

In this study, it was assumed that the variablah®fstudy would not change in the course of the
research period. It was also assumed that the saomglsen was adequate to help assess and
draw valid conclusions. Moreover, it was assumed the instruments for data collection were

valid and reliable and that the questionnaires @oalso be returned on time and be duly



answered. Lastly, it was assumed that the respém@eruld be honest while giving the required

information.

1.10 Definitions of significant terms

Accountability A requirement for County leaders to offer explamatior

an action on behalf of Murang’a people

Citizen participation Ability of citizens to attend, contribute and déeion

important issues for Murang’a County

Devolution Process of transferring or dispersing decision nki
power from national government closer to the peaplthe

County.

Financial decentralization Financialresources given to the Murang’aCounty

government to allocate or distribute and account fo

Responsiveness Ability and readiness of Murang’a County to respond

rapidly to societal changes and needs

Satisfaction The perceived feeling that services meet Murantjizens’

needs as expected

Service delivery Ability of the Murang’a county government to mele¢t

needs of its customers or citizens



1.11 Organization of the study

This research project comprises of five chapteteap@er one highlighted the background of the
study taking into consideration the statement ef glhoblem, the objectives of the study and the
research questions. It showed the significancehefstudy, delimitations and limitations of the
study, assumptions of the study and definitionighificant terms were also components of this
chapter. Chapter two focused on literature on deig and service delivery by first outlining the
rationale for devolution in Kenya. It identifiesethevel accountability of county government,
citizen participation in decision making, inter-gommental relations and financial
decentralization which revealed the gap that thislys sought to fill. Chapter threeaddressed the
research design and research methodology. It fdcosethe target population from which a
sample size was selected, the instruments usethtarcollection and how they were administered
and finally an outline of the methods used to asalyata.

Chapter four provides an analysis, presentationatetpretation of the data collected from the
study. This chapter gives insight into the quest@re response rate and background of the
respondents including gender, age,marital statdsealucation qualification of the respondents,
accountability of county leaders, citizen partitipa in decision making, financial
decentralization and inter-governmental relatid@sapter five highlighted the summary of the
findings, discussion, conclusions on the basishef literature reviewed in the study and offers
recommendations to the challenges that have bemmghbt forth by this research. In addition the

researcher suggests areas for further research.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the researcher reviewed literatafated to devolution and service delivery to
citizens. The review was conceptualised under Hjectives of the study and focused mainly on
structure and composition of the County decisiorkengfinancial decentralization,levels of
public participation, and inter-governmental relag as factors influencing satisfaction with

service delivery.
2.2 Rationale for Devolution and Satisfaction wittService Delivery

Decentralised governance is being favoured by rddriga countries as the most suitable mode
of governance through which poverty reduction wgetions can be conceived, planned,
implemented, monitored and evaluated. Larry (2@f24)e three broad reasons why countries are
adopting a federal or devolved system. The firasom was that it was seen by some countries as
a means of giving different ethnic and regionalug® some autonomy and control over their
own affairs such as education, culture and econa®i®lopment and hence feels more secure
and be more willing to accept the authority andtiegcy of the larger national state. The
second reason was that federalism or devolution avageans of sharing power among bits of
different political which may or may not have sotasis in ethnic or regional ties. When
governing responsibilities and resources are dedblio lower levels of authority (chosen
through election) it increases confidence in anchro@ment to the political system and a sense
among the citizens of the system being fair andusiee. Thirdly, throughout the world
democracy is being viewed as a basic value andefrairk of governance over the past three
decades as the people should elect their leadersdmally, freely and in fair elections, which
should also have some real power to respond tond¢leels of the people so that the pressure

comes from the grassroots.

Scholars have advanced political and economic makgs in support of decentralization of
delivery and financing of public goods. These argnta form the theoretical framework for
devolution and other forms of decentralization. kaists justify it on the grounds of increased

efficiency of resource allocation, more thorougimgoequity, and/or greater participation and

7



responsiveness of government to public needs acr@ase both quality and quantity of the
services it provides (Rondinell et al, 1983). Oshargue that decentralization is a ‘silent
revolution in the public sector governance as ihdgs decision making for the local public

service closer to the people (Shah and Thompsdt)20

Political scientists argue that decentralizatiohates democracy, gives the minority a stake in
the system and improves governance in public sepiovision by improving the efficiency of
resource allocation, since sub-national governmargsviewed to be closer to the people than
the central government and therefore better place@spond to the diverse needs of the local
people (Musgrave, 1959). Oates (1999) states tteie are political pressures or even
unconstitutional constraints that limits the capaaf central government to provide higher
levels of public services in some jurisdictionsritahers. Osborne (1988) says decentralization
should be followed as it allows experimentation ambvation and has better response to citizen
preferences, promotes political participation and-sational control enhances policy making
legitimacy. Tiebout (1959) noted that decentraicatpromotes competition among the sub-
national governments and thus enhances the chahatgiovernments will respond to local

needs and hence high levels of efficiency in tihecation of public resources.

Opponents of devolution on the other hand, arghasit will place poorer countries and sub-
counties at a disadvantage and intensify ineqaaliimong jurisdiction as localities are ill-
equipped in personnel or policy making capacitiesessary to deal with the new authority
(Kenyon and Kincard, 1991). Others argue that deiai may result into little incentives for
counties and localities to offer the best serviésvolution may also reduce the ability of the
national government to redistribute resources hatefore the ability to assist the less developed
sub-national units. In addition, devolution maydeda the capture of local governments by the
political elites, especially if devolution rulescaaystems are not well designed, and hence allow
the local politicians to use the local resourcesaiasolidate their hold on political power through
patronage. Despite the ills associated with cesadl service delivery, the experience with
decentralization has been quite mixed (World B&@K3; Burki, Perry and Dillinger, 1999).

Some authors have argued that decentralizatiorgantda generally resulted in improvements in
service delivery (Kator, 1997), While others indeaotherwise. One crucial issue of

decentralization is that there have not yet begronements of service delivery (Saito, 2000).
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However, he attributes the problem a perceptionagapervice workers see some improvement
while service users do not. Obwona et al (2000)ckmes that financial and institutional
constraints have adversely affected the abilitythaf sub-national governments to adequately
deliver services of sufficient quality. Empirieatidence of success or failure is difficult or even
premature to judge, especially in the Kenyan cAsstudy of the federal of India suggests that
decentralization promotes government responsivanessvice delivery, especially if the media
is very active at the local level (Besley and Bsgye2002). In ltaly a study indicates that
devolution may exacerbate regional disparities ublis spending and economic outcomes
(Calamal, 2009). Azfar et al (2001) found that loafficials have limited authority to influence
service delivery while citizens’ influence at troedl level is hampered by limited information.

As a result, devolution does not achieve the deésgffects of allocative efficiency.

Scholars have however identified some common pnebl@ssociated to decentralization’s
impact on service delivery. The most frequentlgaiproblem is the lack of capacity at the sub-
national levels of government to exercise respdalityifor public services, for instance; in
Uganda and Tanzania lower tiers lack the abilitynemage public finances and maintain proper
accounting procedures, in Uganda spending on pyilmaalthcare fell from 33% to 16% during
decentralization, while Ethiopia suffers illiteraaynong the people in their third tier or woreda
level (Akin, Hutchinson and Strump, 2001).Misaligneesponsibility is the second problem,
maybe due to the decentralization process not beangplete, possibly for political reasons as
seen in Pakistan where education was devolved swiads but school teachers still remain
employees of the provincial government. The thedson is political capture within lower tiers
of government so that actual people’s voice isheatrd. An example is the village governments
in Indonesia with locally-chosen village heads aetable to village councils would determine
budget priorities without necessarily includinglagle proposals (World Bank, 2001). The forth
problem, though not associated with decentralipatibut influence service delivery in
decentralizing economies is the soft-budget comggravhere sub-national governments end up
over-borrowing (Rodden, Eskeland & Litvack 2003}ilé2t al (2013) in an assessment of
districts in Uganda observed major service deliv@rgllenges which included; limited contact
with electorate and low civic awareness among thencillors; poor participation of councillors
in the affairs of the lower local governments; poecord keeping by councillors; lack of



effective monitoring of key service delivery prograreas; and the district local government’'s

high dependence on central government funding $8@bits budget).
2.3 County Accountability and Satisfaction with Sevice Delivery

Improving service delivery through increased actabitity has been a significant implicit
motivation behind the trend towards decentralizatio developing countries. The standard
theoretical argument for the transfer of respofisds to the lower tiers of government is that
the closer proximity of local policy-makers to zdéns increases the flow of information and
better enables the public to monitor, and to holédcount, government officials. Conversely,
elected local policy-makers, responding to thisatee citizen vigilance, focus on improving
service delivery in order to get re-elected. Thare two forms of accountability: political
accountability in which the elected representativeéscount to their electorates, and
administrative accountability, or the extent to ethimanagers and leaders achieve their set
targets. Usually the focus is on the extent to Whargets are achieved within the limits of the
budget. According to Manor (1997), a decentraliggstem must possess reliable accountability
mechanisms. Such mechanisms should ensure boturdaabdity of the elected representative to
the citizens and the accountability of the bureatscto the elected representatives. Since
democratic decentralization involves the transfggawers and resources to the elected bodies at
the county level, it thus enhances the speed dsawé¢he quantity and quality of responses from
government institutions. In case there is presdwom citizens, the elected members of the
County Assembly having both power and resourcetheit disposal respond quickly to the
problems without waiting for approval from the QahtGovernment. Similarly, since these
elected members are more interested in undertedamagl-scale projects, it thus increases the

guantity of outputs from government.

Devolution provides people at the grassroots thgodpnity to have influence over the decision
at the county level. By taking into account thealogreferences, there is an improvement in the
quality of responses (Manor, 1997). This is exmdimy reasons like the fact that the elected
representatives usually live near or within theaumty or constituencies. Ordinary people
generally believe that they have the power to grilte government actions and use this power as
a medium for passing information to the governmambut their problems and preferences.
Crook and Manor (1994 citied in Manor 1997), fouhdt in the Indian state of Karnataka, the
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district level bureaucrats observed a tenfold iasee in the information flow after
decentralization. Fauget (2004), in his study ocedé&alization in Bolivia found that there has
been an increase in public investment in educatiater and sanitation, water management,
agriculture and urban agriculture after the 199ded&alization reform. Increase in investment
in these sectors took place especially in regiohere there was greater demand for these
services. Similarly, according to Blair (1998) ®ndemocratically decentralized government is
genuinely accountable to its citizens, it thus payssiderable attention to their needs. According
to Rondinelli et al. (1983), decentralization reelsithe burden of responsibilities of government
departments. By so doing, it makes administratareemesponsive to the needs of their clientele
and thus increases the responsiveness of goverrimémt public as well as improves both the

guantity and quality of services it provides.

Accountability is crucial for the success of denadicr governance at the county as well as the
national level. This must involve mechanisms folkimg public servants accountable to elected
representatives and later accountable to the puhliscumber of mechanisms can help ensure
accountability such as full authority to electedresentatives to have control over civil servants
by transferring this authority to them. Similarbffective elected representatives’ accountability
to the public can be achieved through free, fag mgularly scheduled elections. Manor (1997)
urges that since elected representatives get iptwseion of power through public support, they

must show efficiency and responsiveness. Failinddaso, voters might oust them whenever
they get such an opportunity. If this happens 1o, filnen others in future will try to understand

the meaning of accountability and try to improveititonduct. According to Agrawal and Ribot

(2000), the devolution of power to elected bodidsciv are not accountable to citizens, or which
are accountable only to themselves or to autherdéiehigher levels of government can make
decentralization ineffective in achieving its sthtebjectives. Both of them consider this

downward accountability as the primary dimensiondetentralization and urges that it is

essential for enhancing participation of the logalpulation as well as increasing the

responsiveness of those in power.

For effective delivery of services a strong relasibip of accountability must exist among the
various actors (citizens, providers and policy mgkén the service delivery chain. Delivery of

public services involves two relationships of aagability. The first one involves citizens

11



holding policy makers or politicians accountable falocating resources for the required

services and secondly, policy makers should in hoid the service providers accountable for
delivering the services (Ahmad et al.2005). Accabiltty has severally advantages one of
which is bringing government closer to the peopld hence enables the local people to monitor
their leaders and be aware of the actions of counglso creates competition among counties’
service providers and hence increases efficiemapsparency and responsiveness. Citizens will
also be more willing to pay in the form of taxesddres for services delivered if they match

their preferences and demands and also if transpaexists.

2.4 Financial Decentralization and Satisfaction wh Service Delivery

When it comes to the economic factor of decent#ibn, the key element that makes devolution
succeed or fall is fiscal decentralization. Thatieh between the centre and the devolved units
raises simple questions including: Who has thetrightax citizens and businesses? ; On what
basis will the revenue generated be shared betweercentre and the devolved units and
between the units themselves?; How does the natpmimy deal with regions and devolved
units that generate much more wealth than othehs® dontrol over how public resources are
raised and spent represents a crucial aspect ofegleyal system (Rao and Singh, 2006). Sub-
national governments are assigned the role of resallocation because tastes and preferences
for public services vary among populations anddfoee, fiscal decentralization should ensure
that benefits of particular services are largelyfowed to local jurisdictions, welfare gains can be
achieved by permitting the level and mix of suctvises to vary according. The assignment of
expenditure and financing responsibility betwedfedent tiers of government can have a direct
impact on service delivery like in Latin America &b decentralization of water and sanitation
services to local governments have led to a logzohomies of scale in service delivery. On the
other hand, recognizing that the spill over besedit health and education outcomes and their
impact on equity are national in scope have comdnmany governments in Latin America and
Africa to keep the financing of these sectors at ¢entral level (Litvack, Ahmad, and Bird,
1997).

In principle, the factors that should determineirmopt assignment of expenditure and tax
responsibilities include; economies of scale, spikr benefits, cost of administering taxes, tax

efficiency, and equity. But in practise, politiaa&alities and historical legacies often determine
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the choices and, not surprisingly give rise to naigthes (World Bank, 2002). In addition, the

assignment of responsibilities can affect servielevdry by altering the accountability of lower-

level governments to higher-level governments asceoence in expenditure and financing

responsibilities may occur especially where joiesponsibility has not been clearly defined.
Accountability of lower-level government to localients can also be enhanced if the sub-
national governments have access to own taxesrigith to adjust tax rates and the incentives
for service delivery in sub-national governmentt be realised if they raise their own revenues
through taxes and not by relying on central traissdé bailouts that soften the budget constraints
as in the United States (McLure, 1999) or in Inglzere a dual cent state VAT (with the power
given to states to set rates) is considered togtnen inter-governmental fiscal relations and to

enlarge the tax base (Government of India, 2004).

The design and implementation of the inter-govemtaldfiscal transfer also influences the sub-
national government’s accountability for servicéivaey as its own-tax sources will rarely meet
the funding requirements. This is because fiscahdfers typically have conditional and
unconditional aspects of the centre holding therstibnal governments accountable for proper
use of central transfers as well as accountatiitgitizens for resources used. Predictability of
fiscal transfer affects the ability of sub-natiogalvernments to plan local service delivery more
efficiently. This predictability can only be enhaulcthrough a formula-based allocation system
driven by a simple measure of equity and efficiefByd, 2003). However, recent evidence
from India shows that even when fiscal transfeessupposed to be formula-driven they can be
influenced by political concerns and constitutionges and hence delegating decision-making
to independent agencies (Khemani, 2003). Over-dbgere on central transfer should also be
avoided as sub-national governments blame the alegvernment for breakdowns in service
delivery (Rodden, 2002: Khemani, 2004). Fiscalrépendence between tiers of governments
means that budgeting and evaluation of transfesaldhalso be catered for as important elements
in ensuring service delivery is efficient and giwedue for money. Several countries (such as
South Africa) have done this by implementing a raedierm expenditure framework (MTEF)
allowing sub-national entities to participate inmmaulti-year budgeting system. Treasury Bills
have also facilitated public monitoring by non-goweental civil society groups that can make
budget information comprehensible for citizens ¢Birand Shah, 2003). Other countries like

Brazil have involved communities in the budget gsx through a participatory approach
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(Andrews and Shah, 2003). Access to capital maxketsting or borrowing through the central
governments can influence the overall health ofghle-national government and its ability to
ensure good service delivery.

The history of fiscal decentralization in Kenya datraced to the independence period under
the Majimbo system and the Sessional Paper No 19&b. Fiscal decentralization involves the
planning process and structures for public finamecgnagement across different levels of
government. It defines how and in which ways pubkpenditure is organized between different
levels of government. Sasaoka (2008) asserts tleatyds fiscal decentralization has been
carried out in three waves, namely: District FofarsRural Development in 1983; Kenya Local
Government reform Program which gave rise to thealduthority Transfer Fund (LATF) in
1999; and the Constituency Development Fund (CDR003. LATF and CDF were meant for
both capital investment and service delivery. Hosveboth had weaknesses such as overlap in
projects and services they supported. CDF was daednby the incumbent Member of
Parliament (MP) in appointing committee membersni@nage the fund as well as choose the
projects to be funded contrary to the stipulatiohshe CDF Act 2003. LATF informed by the
Local Authority Service Delivery Action Plan (LASDA which is to be prepared with the full
participation of the would-be beneficiaries of f®ject, but this hardly happened as the Act
regarding the utilization of the fund between seswprovision and the administrative aspect is
ignored.

Under the Kenyan Constitution every County has poteeraise revenue through taxation
(Article 2009(3) by imposing rates, entertainmentets and any other tax that it is authorized to
impose by an Act of parliament. A County can onlgrrbw if the national government
guarantees the loan and with the approval of thenGogovernment Assembly (Article 212).
The County government can also collect revenueitbig not clear in the constitution how
revenue generated will be collected. The princigé$ublic Finance Management in Article
201and PFM Act include openness and accountabpitymotion of equitable society by fair
sharing of tax burden, national revenue and experedidevelopment. Revenues raised at the
national level are to be shared equitably amongcthenties on a clear criterion. Equalisation
Fund for basic services in marginalized areas E>&b while the budget process at the national

and county level is to be overseen by the commmssioRevenue Allocation. The Controller of
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Budget is to oversee the implantation of the bu@dgelt to authorize withdrawals of public funds
while the Auditor General is to audit public fungesding as Senate through Article 96
determines allocations amongst counties as welbwassight. Since fiscal decentralization
involves some responsibilities for expenditures/andevenues to lower levels of government,
the global trend towards devolving service impléiotais based on the principle of subsidiarity
and on the view that it results in improved effiag in the delivery of public services and hence,

a more efficient allocation of resources in thereguy.

A common view in literature is that decentralizatimay aggravate fiscal imbalances, thereby
endangering overall macroeconomic stability, unkgs-national governments are committed to
fiscal discipline and the decentralization packagdudes incentives for prudence in debt and
expenditure management. Empirical evidence ortioekhip between decentralization and

macroeconomic stability is mixed. Shah (1998) amgkand Ma (2001) stated the decentralized
fiscal systems have a better record controllintatidn and deficits. However, increases in sub-
national spending and deficits led to an increasspending and deficits at the central level.
Recent studies suggest that the design and imptatr@nof a multi-tier system of government

can significantly affect overall resource allocatia the economy (Akai and Sakata, 2002).

A central argument for fiscal decentralization liegdto improved resource allocation rests on
the assumption that fiscal decentralization inasacal influence over the public sector.
However, in theory there is an equal possibilitattfiscal decentralization simply transfers
power from national to local elite and that imprdvaccess of local elite to public resources
increase opportunities for corruption (Bardhan andokherjee, 2000). In Uganda Kayima
(2009) found out that fiscal decentralization pplénd practise has enabled local governments to
access more funds to deliver services to the aitizeHe also observed that local government
effectiveness under decentralization has improwsst ime though affected by challenges of
less flexibility on the conditional grants, lesvafvement of stakeholders in the planning and
budgeting process, limited capacity of the locategament officials to handle reports from the

local governments as required by law.

The county government Act 2012, the urban areacémes Act2012 and the Inter-governmental

fiscal relations Act 2012-through the loan and ¢gaouncil- all provide a legislative framework
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which allow for the county governments, the cityatits, and municipal boards to borrow money

and receive unconditional and conditional grants.
2.5 Citizen Participation in County Decision Makingand Satisfaction with Service Delivery

One of the aspects of decentralization is estabkstt of local governments with legislative
assemblies and Executive arms to manage the imptati@n of decisions of the local

government. Traditionally, democratic decentral@aimay refer to local people participating in
not only electing of their leaders but also in demis of operation and sustainability of their
institutions to meet their needs (Muia, 2008). ghti based approach to participation is that
citizens have superior rights over local governnddfitials to demand answers and to impose
sanctions (Oloo, 2006). They must be included inisien making process in all stages of
development such as integrated development placsoreal plans, spatial plans and cities and

urban areas plans.

The local governments should facilitate citizen farticipation at all levels of government
within the country especially in service deliveAz{ar et al, 2004). Azfar identified mechanisms
through which citizens can participate in serviegdivetry; regular local elections to vote out
errant local political leaders; surveys to solaiizens’ feedback on improving service delivery;
public hearings and call-in lines for solicitingef#back on local policies; legal recourse through
which citizens can petition government; demongsimgtexit- where citizens discontinue the use
of services that they are dissatisfied with; omin@s where they can lodge complaints relating
to public service delivery. Other modalities anétfdrms for citizen participation include;
information communication technology based platfertown hall meetings, budget validation
fora, notice boards announcing jobs, appointment€ysement awards and other important
information, development projects or establishnantitizen’s service charter at all levels and
centres for sub-national and national governmenprtwvide public services to all citizens.
Devolution policies are granting more powers taalagovernment as well as affirmative action
which have made it possible in some countries fomen to be included in significant numbers
in local government.

Decentralization is said to improve outcomes to élWéent that physical proximity increases

voter information, participation and monitoringmérformance, and to the extent that narrowing
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the scope of responsibilities of each tier of gameent decision makers reduces their ability to
shrink on some responsibilities by performing lrette others and facilitates project ownership
(Barret, 2007). Decision making powers may inclutez power to make rules or modify old
ones; the power to make decisions about particelsources or opportunity is to be used; the
power to implement and ensure compliance to the oewaltered rules; and the power to
adjudicate disputes that arise in the effort teaeaules and ensure compliance The hope of
decentralization to locally elected governmenthattnarrowing the jurisdiction served by a
government, and the scope of public activitiesvitich it is responsible, citizens will find it
easier to hold government accountable(Ahmad, 200%)so ensures that varying interests of
stakeholders are balanced and the decision are maderational, informed and transparent
fashion contributing to overall efficiency and effigeness of the institutions (Oloo, 2006).
Keefer and Khemani (2005) argued that policy maldrs depend on political support from the
poor do not effectively deliver basic serviceshe poor due to three broad features of electoral
competition; lack of information among the votetsoat politician performance; social and
ideological fragmentation among voters that leadsdentity based voting and lower weight
placed on the quality of public service; and la€lcredibility of political promises to citizens.
Within this framework, decentralization to locakyected governments will improve political
incentives and service delivery outcomes if votars better informed and likely to use
information about local public goods in their vaidecisions for electing local governments, if
there is social homogeneity and coordination offguemces for local public goods, and if

political promises are more credible at local lsvel

Khemani (2001) found evidence that Indian votesge umore information in evaluating
governments in state elections than they do ironatielections. But the state governments were
indicated as the most responsible agent in pravisfgoublic goods voters in India cared about,
although locally elected village governments welso aindicated as having significant
responsibility for these goods (Chhibber et al, §00rhis evidence suggests that the mere
creation of locally elected governments does nosuen that citizens will hold local
representatives responsible for public servicesfarAzt al (2000) found that citizens in
Philippines and Uganda, both countries with deedimition reforms, rely on community leaders
and local social networks for news about localwgation and local elections and more on the

formal media for news about national elections withdata about relative quality and range of
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information from these different sources. Evidenfrem Nigeria suggests that local
governments’ overdependence on central transfgyeaap to have created uncertainty and lack
of information about resources actually availaldddcal governments, which facilitates local
evasion of responsibility under the guise of figoalverlessness. This makes resources received
by local government sometimes be treated as theopal items of local politicians (Khemani,
2004).

Kauzya (2007) observed that the mere opting foedealization shall not by itself ensure that
the population effectively participate in its dey@inent which is the ultimate goal of a good
policy of decentralization and good governancés Itnportant to set up mechanisms reassuring
the participation so the population. In Uganda Bmehnda devolution involved a form of direct
participatory decision making at the lowest levielh® local government system which at higher
levels involves representation especially of folsnexcluded groups like women, the youth and
the disabled. At least one third of each local @dum Uganda must be women, while in
Rwanda at least half of the local government cdunast be women. Kauzya argues that for all
groups to participate fully at local community lét#lerough decentralized governance, they need
to participate using the vote, their voice andrtl@ect action by engaging in specific activities.
This requires innovative ways of structuring andtitmtionalizing the interface between the
people and their local governments. Valenzuela ZP@@gues that if given the opportunity, the
poor and marginalized people can build strong arstasnable organizations, build enormous
generosity and solidarity, successfully improveirtlygiality of life, generate participation and

accountability mechanisms and stimulate the emesgehdemocratic leadership.

Diamond (1999) gave five overlapping benefits ohaarcing participation; it helps foster
democratic values and skills among citizens; ire@saccountability and responsiveness to local
interests and concerns; it provides additional nb&n of access to power for historically
marginalized groups and thus improves the repratieahess of democracy; it enhances checks
and balances vis-a-vis power at the centre; andigee opportunities for parties and factions in
opposition at the centre to exercise some meagyelitical power for legitimacy and stability
of democracy. An effective participatory processstmaeet some conditions such as pre-existing
strong civic organizations of culture that favopssticipation. The presence of local organizing

groups at the launch and promotion of a particijafmocess also matters since quality of
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deliberation has impact on the final decisions bhseahey are empowered with access to social
organizations, financial resources and informates well as endowed with structures,
procedures and the rights to access decision m@angi 2011). Devolved systems of
government are therefore credited not only for wpd allocative efficiency to match
preferences of residents, but also to enhanceisabtity of development through better citizen

participation and accountability form the leaders.

The Urban Areas and Cities Act of 2012 provide urgdetion 74 for the rights of the residents
to contribute to the decision making processehefcity or municipality by submitting written

or oral recommendations, presentations or comptairg board through the city or municipal
manager or administrator. The boards are compélethe Act to provide prompt responses to
the subsequent written or oral communications lyréisidents. The residents also have the right
to regular disclosure of the state of affairs @& dity or municipality, including its finances. Yn
loan guaranteed or any grant applied and receiveah the national government and other
multilateral sources by the institutions must bebehalf of the local people recorded as a source
of revenue for purposes of building institutionstauntability to the voters.

It is therefore the responsibility of the citizetes monitor and interrogate the usage of the
borrowings in the forums to ensure sound growth dedelopment. Participation is also
envisaged to ensure: residents’ involvement inpfeparation of the cities and municipalities’
budget; and making of strategic decisions relatindelivery of service. The boards are required
under the law to contribute towards capacity botdihe residents to enable them participate in
the affair of the city or the municipality. The sgd in rural areas will be a bit different bringing
on board the essence of sub county units as detieatt units to coordinate, manage and
supervise service delivery and development at wbecsunty level. Under the Constitution or as
permitted by the county government Act of 2012, pneceedings of the committee and the

county assembly will be open to the public.
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2.6 Inter-governmental Relations between County andNational governments and
Satisfaction with Service Delivery

The concept of inter-governmental relations betwtbentwo levels of government is enshrined
in the Constitution of Kenya Article 6(2). Howevahe County governments will not be
absolutely autonomous but will aim to work with thetional government thereby embracing the
principle of inter-dependence. Intergovernmentédtiens defined as a set of multiple formal
and informal processes, channels, structures astituitional arrangements for bilateral and
multilateral interaction, will be one of the keylattonal elements of interdependency between
the two levels of government. These relations seelachieve various objectives including
promotion and facilitation of cooperative decisimaking; coordination and alignment of
priorities, policies, planning, budgets, and ati&a across interrelated functions and sectors;
ensuring the smooth flow of information within abetween governments on a constant basis in
order to enhance the implementation of policy armdyams; and providing constant information
to citizens and responses to their needs.

A legislative and institutional framework is reqedrto provide for mechanisms of consultation
and co-operation between national and county govemts and among the county governments
themselves. County governments shall be requiredetelop short and medium term county
integrated development plans that will form theida@s$ budgeting. Due to the interdependent
nature of the developmental activities and prograrhshe national government and county

governments, the development plans of the countsergmnent will generally be required to

align with the national development plan. Countyeggaments shall adopt a budget system that

integrates and harmonizes policy, planning and btidg in the short and medium term.

Martin (2009) observed that devolution in EnglaBdptland and Wales does did not inevitably
lead to regional centralism and that central-loe#tions at the regional or intermediate levels
are less competitive and more collaborative wheplosver balance or symmetry exists between
the intermediate and the local level. The diffeemim how public services were structured in the
three countries, suggests that the trend towardsrgance is not immutable but at least partly a
matter of political choice. He also notes thatghmilarities between the metropolitan centre and
the two devolved territories renamed pronouncedh witpattern of continued policy tracking
through which the dominance of the metropolitanteeins maintained indirectly rather than
directly.
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According to the Constitution of Kenya, an inteivgmmmental forum shall be established in
each county chaired by the governor and made wgl dfeads of departments of the national
government rendering services in the county togethith the county executive. Their duties
would include harmonizing services rendered indbenty, coordinating development activities

as well as coordinating inter-governmental funcdion

A number of reasons have been given to explain adogntralization is still being practised to a
limited extent in Africa and why it has such poomack record. Central governments have not
been able to set up the required basic institutiorieastructure with adequate power attached;
have insufficient capacity and finances; have bemrfronted with strong resistance to change
that exists for powerful actors; and/or have hardlyy experience with engaging local
communities in effective, bottom-up planning. Tlesult has been that instead of listening to the
them for decision-making at local levels, there @ases where decentralized local governments
just copy the environment that previously occuratccentral level. Totemeyer (2008), in his
study of decentralization in Namibia observed thate was fear within the central government,
that decentralization if implemented as designedilvaindermine its authority. In addition
according to World Bank (2004) jurisdictional oalbetween tiers of government weakens
incentives to perform well on service delivery asmtourages politicians to target services to
their supporters. However, over-dependence on aemiansfer should be avoided as sub-
national governments blame the central government breakdowns in service delivery
(Khemani, 2004).

During the one-year, according to an assessmem bipithe Commission on Implementation of
the Constitution (CIC) Kenya in June 2014, countiese experienced disputes such as those
relating to boundaries, revenue collections, mamege of natural resources among others.
Disputes reported between the national and coumigrgments were mostly around incomplete
transfer of functions and unclear demarcation otfions. This is resulting from the effect of not
unbundling these functions. These relations hav&o alitnessed challenges including;
politicization of the process of institutional refo coupled with inadequate focus on institution
building; delays in undertaking critical transitainactivities; tendency of both levels of
government to discharge functions that are notiwitheir purview; misuse and misapplication

of funds that should otherwise be spent on devesspm
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Figure 1.2 Conceptual framework

Moderating Variable

» Constitutional changes

Independent Variable

Leaders’ accountability
» Access to policy
makers
* Responsiveness to
needs
e Transparenc

Dependent Variable

Financial Decentralization

* Timely transfer delivery to citizens

» Allocations » Access of health facilities
» Access to clean water

» Access to education

Citizen participation * Accessible roads
» Meetings/Workshop » Access to electrici

|
|
I
|
|
* Rate of flow | Satisfaction with Service
|

* Consultations
* Gender consideration

Inter-governmental
relations
» Conflict of issues
e Supremacy battles

\ 4

2.7 Conceptual Framework

Figure 1 is a diagrammatic representation of thaceptual framework. It indicates the
relationship between the independent and the depends well as moderating variables.
Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) define a variable assasurable characteristic that assumes
different values among subjects. Independent vigrisbthat which a researcher manipulates in
order to determine its effects or influence on haotvariable. Dependent variable attempts to
indicate the total influence arising from effectstloe independent variables. Under this study,

the factors that may be influencing satisfactiothvgervice delivery to citizens by the County
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Government of Murang’a forms the independent véiathile dependent variable is outcomes
of service delivery to citizens. These factors ude; the accountability of the county
government, financial decentralization, citizen tiggvation and inter-governmental relations
between the national and the county governmentse@ment policy provisions including the

constitutional changes form the intervening vaeabl
2.8Summary

Literature review focused on the experiences oéotountries under decentralization especially
those in Africa, Asia and Latin America as thirdngocountries, to establish whether they had
success or failure especially on the factors urstiedy. The literature reviewed is intended to

help in identifying gapsin knowledge such as theisewn below in order to create a framework

and direction for new research.

Table 2.1 Research Gaps/Conclusions

Researcher’s | Area of study Conclusion Research gap

name

Obwona Fiscal Financial and institutional constraints had | Influence of financial

(2000) decentralization in| adversely affected the ability of the sub- decentralization to countieg
Uganda national governments to adequately deliver | on service delivery

services of sufficient quality

Crook and Devolution effects| 70% of respondents felt the elected assemblyAssessment of levels of

Sverrison in two districts in | did not respond to their needs accountability and

(2001) Ghana responsiveness by county

government
Lineth Oyugi | Performance of | Challenges included inadequate and inefficiehtfluence of locals
(2009) LATF in Kenya oversight from central government as well asparticipation in decision

from the beneficiaries of the services they
provided as locals were not involved in
LASDAP preparation

making on county service
delivery
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction

This chapter addressed the research design anarcbsmethodology. It focused on the target
population from which a sample size was selectasal ifistruments used for data collection and
how they were administered and finally an outlifghe methods used to analyse data.

3.2 Research Design

The study adopted descriptive survey design asoserpby Kombo and Tromp (2006). Orodho
(2003) explains descriptive survey as a methodotiecting information by administering a
guestionnaire to a sample of individuals. It ddsesi events as they are and may also result in
formulation of important principles of knowledgedasolutions to significant problems. The
survey method was chosen because the informationided would answer the research
guestions posed. Opinion leaders were accessiltlieetoesearcher and were used to facilitate
rapid data collection and ability to understand yafion generated information to answer
research questions. This design enabled the stjoylgtion (opinion leaders) to be able to make
inferences on factors influencing satisfaction ws#rvice delivery by county governments in
Kenya.

3.3 Target population

The target population of the study consisted of8f#hion leaders (according to Krejcie and
Morgan sample size table (1970), since they reptabe citizens in most meetings. According
to Kombo and tromp (2006), an effective populasbtiould have ideas on the topic investigated.
Respondents also included four Executive Ministdrshe County Government giving a total
population of 388 elements. This target populataatequately provided information on the
factors influencing satisfaction with service dely by the Murang’a County Government since

they were also accessible to the researcher.
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Table 3.1: Murang’a County Population

Strata No

Kiharu 181,076
Kangema 76,988
Mathioya 88,219
Kandara 156,663
Kigumo 123,766
Gatanga 163,597
Maragua 152,272
Total 942,581

Source: KNBS,2013
3.4 Sample size and Sampling Procedure

This section presents the method used to deterthenstudy sample size from which data data
was collected. It also describes the sampling tigcles used in selecting elements to be included
as the subjects of the study sample.

3.4.1 Sample Size

According to Krejcie and Morgan sample size tati@70), the sample size of the study was 388
respondents based on the target population of 84Z&ppendix 5) which included 384 opinion
leaders selected through purposive sampling andGounty Executives. A sample size is a part
of the target population that has been procedusallgcted to represent it (Oso and Onen, 2009).
The sample must be a representative of the popaolat which the researcher would wish to
generalize the research findings

3.4.2 Sampling Technique

This is the act of selecting a suitable sampleepresentative part of the population for the
purpose of determining characteristics of the wimdeulation (Frankie and Wallen, 2008).In
this study, the researcher embarked on both prbtyadand non-probability techniques to create
a sample. In probability sampling, stratified prgmmal sampling was used to ensure that
elements were evenly distributed within the eightb-8ounties within Murang’a County
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(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003).In non-probability samg@lpurposive probability also known as
judgemental sampling was used. It involved a sarnidéewas selected based on the knowledge
of a population and the purpose of the study. I wary useful for this situation where the
researcher needed to reach a targeted sample yydicklso facilitated triangulation, flexibility
and met multiple interests and needs (Patton, 198@as used to select the opinion leaders
from the eight Sub-Counties who were accessiblhéoresearcher and were used to facilitate

rapid data collection as representatives of thensonity in most development meetings

Table 3.2: Sample Size

Strata Population Sample per group
Kiharu 181,076 181076/942582*384=74
Kangema 76,988 76,988/942,581*384=31
Mathioya 88,219 88,219/942,581*384=36
Kandara 156,663 156,663/942,581*384=64
Kigumo 123,766 123,766/942,581*384=50
Gatanga 163,597 163,597/942,581*384=67
Maragua 152,272 152,272/942,581*384=62
Total 942,581 384

3.5 Data Collection Instruments

This study used closed and open-ended questiosraickan interview schedule to administer to
the sample. A questionnaire according to Mugenda Mngenda (2003) is a listof standard
guestions prepared to fit a certain inquiry. Clesaded questions were used where respondents
were restricted to direct answers without furtheplanation while the Open-ended questions

sought for their views on factors that would assisgtnhancing satisfactory service delivery.

An interview schedule was used to obtain informrafrom the four County Ministers. This gave
the respondents a chance to freely respond to igosstddressing the variable on the
accountability of Murang’a County government, ficel decentralization and effect of inter-
governmental relations on the citizens’ satisfactwith services delivered by the Muranga

County government.
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3.5.1Pilot Study

Pilot study was achieved through pre-testing oéaesh instruments in Kanyenyaini sub-location
an area that was not included in the study sanfplsub-sample of thirty eight respondents,
which is 10% of the sample population, was issueth the questionnaires. According to
Mugenda and Mugenda (2003), a sample equivalef®% of the study sample is enough for
piloting the study instruments. Information gatlteveas found to have errors in phrases which
affected the answers given by the respondentsteatd tvas need to rephrase and reconstruct the

set of items in the instrument.
3.5.2Instrument Validity

The researcher ensured content validity by usenafxert in devolution. The expert assessed
what concept the instrument was trying to measuack dgetermined whether the set of items
accurately represented the concept under studyltRebtained from Kanyenyaini were used to
validate the instruments by making of necessaryna@ments to language to ensure questions get

the right responses.
3.5.3 Instrument Reliability

This was measured through the test retest techmitpeee the same test was given to a group of
respondents in similar characteristics as the ddample. The tests were repeated after one
week interval and scores obtained were correlatedet the coefficient of reliability. The
correlations obtained were 0.830 for opinion leadekccording to Mbesa (2006), if the
correlation coefficient of the instrument falls &bkot+0.60;the instrument is taken to be reliable

and therefore suitable for data collection.
3.6 Data collection procedure

The researcher prepared a research proposal witasd consultation with the supervisor. The
research project proposal was then presented tmel pppointed by the University of Nairobi
for approval and permission to collect data onghenomenon of the study. Research permits
from the Ministry of Higher Education through thatitdbnal Council for Science and Technology

and also from the Governor’s office Murang’a weoaight. The researcher administered the
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guestionnaires to the sample group through a relseasistant and after responding to the items

therein, they were collected and returned to teearcher.

An interview was scheduled with County Executivenidiersto respond to questions on
accountability of Murang’a County government, ficel decentralization, citizen participation,

and issues of inter-governmental relations basedwaiiable policies. Obtained data from the
field was summarized and analysed after which artepn the same was prepared subject to

supervisor’s corrections ready for the final defenc
3.7Data Analysis Technique

The data collected was clean, coded, edited anlysmth The researcher classified and coded
the information into distribution tables and analyst by use of descriptive statistics using
Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS) aodtvData was finally presented by the use of
frequency distribution and percentage tables irelotd describe and present the data more

easily. This was useful in summarizing a lot obimhation in a small space
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3.8 Operationalization of Variables

Table3.3: Operationalization Table

Objective/research | Type of Indicators Measurement | Level of | Data Data
Question variable scale collection analysis
tool Method
To the establish the | Independent | Access to leadersNo. of meetings| Ordinal Interview | Percentage
extent to which accountability RespoNSiveness guide s and
accountability of of County P Types of frequencies
County decision decision projects
makers influences | makers Transparenc
satisfaction with b y Budget
Murang'a county validation
service delivery forum
To investigate the | Financial Adequacy Allocations Ordinal | Interview Percentage
extent to which decentralizatio guide s and
financial n Rate of flow Rate of flow frequencies
decentralization
influences Timeliness Timeliness
satisfaction with
service delivery to
residentsof Murang’a
To determine the Level of Public meetings | No. of Ordinal Questionnai| Percentage
extent to which citizen meetings re s and
citizen participation | participation | Gender frequencies
influences representation | Men/women
satisfaction with present
service delivery to
residentsof Murang’a
To examine the Inter- Conflict Disagreement | Ordinal | Interview Percentage
extent to which inter-| governmental on issues guide s and
governmental relations frequencies
relations influence
satisfaction with Supremacy Power battles
service delivery to issues
residentsof Murang’a
Dependent Level of citizen | Accessibility to | Ordinal | Questionnai| Percentage
Service satisfaction education, re s and
delivery to water, health, frequencies
citizens of roads,
Murang’'a electricity
County
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3.9 Ethical issues

Before administering the questionnaire to the redpats, the researcher made prior
arrangements to explain the aims and objectivethefresearch. An informed consent was
obtained from the respondents allowing them toigpete voluntarily to the study. The
researcher also maintained utmost confidentialiyua the respondents’ responses by way of
keeping all responses secure and using them onlgcademic purposes. Before embarking on
the field, the researcher sought relevant permisfiomthe National Council of Science and

Technology and the Murang’a County Governor.
3.10 Summary

In this study on factors influencing satisfactioithaservice delivery to citizens by the Murang;a
County Government, a descriptive survey researchusad.Stratified sampling was used to give
each opinion leader an equal chanceof being seleetgposive sampling was done in order to
get information from the opinion leaders as theesentatives of the citizenry in most meetings
and therefore quite informed on the data or infdioma that was relevant to this
study.Questionnaires and interview guide were wsednstruments of data collection, which
were pre-tested to check their validity and relgbilThe raw data collected was processed and
then analyzed by the use of descriptive statisigiag Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS).
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION, AND INTERPRETATION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an analysis, presentatiod,i@erpretation of the data collected from
the study respondents on the factors influencitigfaation in service delivery to citizens by
the County Government of Muran’ga. This chapteregiunsight into the questionnaire
response and background of the respondents. Tdmniation obtained was on demograghic
characteristics of opinion leaders, accountabilify Murang’a County leaders, citizen

participation in decision making,financial decehgation and inter-governmental relations

to establish their influenceon satisfaction withvese delivery to the citizens of Murang’'a
4.2Questionnaire Return Rate

The study sample was 388 subjects, 384 opinionelsadf Murang’a county in the eight

Sub-counties, four Executive Ministers in the M@ganCounty Government. In order to

answer the research questions the study admirdstguestionnnaires to the Murang'a
County opinion leaders and an interview with theidy Officers was done. The sample size
of 388 was realized. The response rate 100% aguabtionnaires were returned. Several
opinion leaders were met through prior arrangementbling the researcher to effectively
collect data from the sampled respondents.

a. Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents

One of the phenomenonthat the study sought tolestatlas demographic Characteristics
of therespondents(opinion leaders)on age, gendmitahstatus and education qualification.
The study used the results obtained to cross tebtllam with respondents response against

their extent of sastisfation with services delivkby the Murang’a County Government.

4.3.1Gender Responses and Satisfaction with servidelivery

One of the demographic characteristic that theysiakestigated on was gender distribution
among the opinion leaders in order to establishitileence that gender has in decison
making on the service delivery to citizens in Mug'an To fulfil this the reseacher asked the

respondents to indicate their gender and the sewdte presented in Table 4.1showing that
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300(77.3%) of the 388 respondents were men whilg 88(22.7%) were women. These
findings shows that a large number of study respotsd involved in decision making
through participation in the County Government forare male. This correlates with the
findings by the World Bank (2007) which stated thatKenya men were the key decision

makers.

Table 4.1: Gender Distribution of the Respondents

Gender Frequency Percentage
Male 300 77.3

Female 88 22.7

Total 388 100.0

Further analysis of the level of satisfaction vihie servces delivered by the County Government
by gender was undertaken. Respondents were askedlitate their level of satisfaction by
gender and results presented in table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Level of Satisfaction with Service Delered by Gender

Level of Satisfaction Gender Total
Male Female
Excellent Count 10 5 15
% of Total 2.6% 1.3% 3.9%
Very Satisfactory Count 20 10 30
% of Total 2% 2.6% 7.8%
Satisfactory Count 70 20 90
% of Totall 8.0% 5.2% 23.2%
Fair Count 130 40 170
% of Total 33.5% 10.3% 43.8%
Below Average Count 70 13 83
% of Total 8.0% 3.3% 21.3%
Total Count 300 88 388
% of Total 77.3% 22.7% 100%
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The findings shows that 130(35.1%) of male gender 40(10.3%) of female gender found the
services delivered by the county government of Mgta fair,70(18.0%) male gender and
20(5.2%) female gender found the services satmfiacA majority of 260/388 stated that the
services were average while 45 opinion leadensndahe services to be above average. Only
83/388 found the services to be below average.

4.3.2Age Distributionand Satisfaction with servicalelivery

The study sought to find out the age distributiomoag the respondents (opinion leaders). To
fulfil this the reseacher asked the respondentsdicate their age and the results were presented
in Table 4.3 which show that 236(60.9%) of the ocegfents were aged over 41 years and
148(38.1%) were between 31 and 40 years. The remga#{1%) were less than 30 years old.
The high number of respondents in the over 40 yagesgroup could be due to criteria used in
selecting opinion leaders as it focuses on senembers of the community who may even be
retired and are willing to serve due to their yezfrexperience in different fields without getting

any payments.

Most of the community members aged below 30 yetdes youth)were not selected as opinion
leaders despite the fact that they are the mosanibage group. This may concur with the
findings by Tara and Thomas (2010) who observetidlaer adults with a higher education did

a better job of remembering specific criteria atitizing them when they made decisions.

Table 4.3 Age Distribution

Age Number of Respondents Percentage
<30 yrs 4 1.0

31-40 yrs 148 38.1

>41 236 60.9

Total 388 100.0

Further analysis of the level of satisfaction vitike servces delivered by the County Government
by age was undertaken. The findings were as irgticat table 4.4.
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Table 4.4: Level of Satisfaction with ServicesDelared by Age

Level of Satisfaction Age Total
<30 31-40 >40
Excellent Count 0 6 9 15
% of Total 0% 1.5% 2.4% 9%.

Very Satisfactory Count 0 20 10 30

% of Tota  10% 5.2% 2.6% 7.8%
Satisfactory Count 2 45 43 90

% of Total0.5% 11.6% 11.1% 23.2%
Fair Count 2 53 115 170

% of Totalb% 13.7% 29.6% 43.8%
Below Average Count 0 24 59 83

% of Total %0 6.1% 15.2% 21.3%
Total Count 4 148 236 388

% of Total% 38.1% 60.9% 100%

Table 4.4 shows that 115(29.6%) of those aged aldd@veears, 53(13.7%) of those aged
between 31 and 40 years and 2(0.5%)of those beloyedrs found the services delivered by the
county government of Murang'a fair.45(11.6%)of thoaged between 31 and 40 years,
43(11.1%)of those aged above 40 yearsand 2(0.58t)sk below 30 years found the services
delivered by the county government of Murang'a sfattory. This indicates that the

majority(301/388) of the opinion leaders found Hevices to range between satisfactory and

excellent.
4.3.3Educational Qualification of the RespondentsahSatisfaction with service delivery

The level of education of the opinion leaders waskéd at as a demographic indicator that
would influence participation and decision makimgthe County forum. Respondents were
asked to indicate their education levels.Accordmghe study findings 278(71.6%) respondents
indicated secondary education as their highestagaurclevel, 60(15.5%) of the respondents had
college education, 30(7.7%) had only primary schezhication, 5(1.3%) had attained university

education while 15(3.9%) had not attended any fofschoolas shown in table 4.5.
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Table 4.5: Education Qualification of the Respondets

Education level Frequency Percentage

Primary level 30 7.7
Secondary level 278 71.6
College level 60 15.5
University level 5 1.3
Never attended school 15 3.9
Total 388 100.0

Further analysis of the level of satisfaction vihike servces delivered by the County Government
by education qualification of the respondents wasleutaken. Respondents were asked to
indicate their level of satisfaction byhighest eahion qualification attained. The findings were

as indicated in table 4.6

Table 4.6: Level of Satisfaction with Services Delered by Education Qualification

Level of Satisfaction Education Qualification
no school primary  secondary college university Total

Excellent Count 0 01 0 3 2 15

% of Total 0% 0% 2.6% 0.8% 0.5% 3.9%
Very Count 2 5 10 12 1 30
Satisfactory % of Total 0.5% 1.3% 2.6% 3% 0.3% 7.7%
Satisfactory  Count 10 10 59 10 1 90

% of Total 2.6% 2.6% 15.2% 2.6% 0.3% 28.2
Fair Count 0 10 140 14 1 165

% of Tota 0% 2.6% 36.% 3.6% 0.3% 42.5%
Below Count 3 5 59 21 0 88
Average % of Total 0.8% 1.3% 15.2% 54% 0% 22.7%
Total Count 15 30 278 60 5 388

% of Total 3.9% 8.1% 71.6% 2L6. 1.4% 100.0%
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The study found that 140(36%) with their higheseleof education being secondary found the
services delivered fair, 59(15.2%) found it botholeaverage and satisfactory, while 10(2.6%)
found if to be very satisfactory and excellent exdjvely.Majority (300/388) of those who had
betwen a secondary certificate and a universityekegad their level of satisfaction to be above
average compared to 88/388 who indicated a bel®vage level of satisfaction.This confirms
the findings by O’Connor (1957) who observed thduaational systems of any society was an
elaborate social mechanism designed to bring aibotlte persons submitted to it certain skills
and attitudes that are adjusted to be useful asiadde in the individual’s life and the society at

large especially in decision making.

4.4 County Leaders’Accountability and Satisfactionwith Service Delivery

One of the study objective was to examine the atadility of the county leaders in terms of

the number of times respondents have been ablec&t with their ward representatives, their
level of responsiveness to their needs and thaenetdewhich they feel that their representatives
have been transparent in the affairs of their watdscitizens meet with their leaders they are
able to get important information as well as prédkair needs in the order of priority in their

areas.

4.4.1 Accessibility of County leadersand Satisfacih with Service Delivery

The study sought to establish the number of tined tesidents have met with their ward
representatives since they were elected to officassto be able to articulate their needs and
demands as well as propose projects in the ordepriofity. The findings indicated that
majority(218/388) of the respondents56.2% had ni@nded any form of meeting with their
ward representatives compared t043.8% that had aitépnded very few meetings to be able to

articulate their wishes as shown in table 4.7.

Table 4.7. Accessibility of County leaders

Meetings attended Number Percentage
Attended any county forum 170 3.4
Attended no county forum 218 56.2
Total 388 100.0
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4.4.2 Responsiveness of CountyLeadersand Satisfantwith Service Delivery

Citizens are supposed to participate in the empticeess of identifying and implementing local
project. It is therefore only logical to claim thatizens’ ability to identify local projects shall

be and indicator of at least some level of repriedem®’s responsiveness. The respondents were
asked to identify whether a project in their areswnder the county or the National government

and if it was among the ones they had proposedancesults are as shown in table 4.8

Table 4.8: Responsiveness of Countyleaders

Knowledge ofcounty projects Number Percentage
Well known(among proposed) 78 20.1

Not well known(not among proposed) 310 79.9
Total 388 100.0

From the findings 79.9% of the respondents inditdhat the projects in their areas were not
clear in terms of the level of government that fmancing it neither was it among the projects
they had proposed to the government as a priontythe area. However, 20.1% of the
respondents were well aware of the projects inrthetas being among the ones they had
proposed and the level of government that was @imanthe projects. The findings indicate that
both levels of government have a responsibility noty to involve the public in project
proposals but also clearly give relevant infornratio the public to assist in identification of
project financiers as well as being part ot the mooimg and evaluation for accountability and

responsiveness to their needs.

4.4.3 Transparency of County Leadersand Satisfactiowith Service Delivery

In a bid to establish the extent to which the tpamency of county leaders influences satisfaction
with service delivery, the respondents were ask#tky felt that access to information and civic
education was adequate including involvement ingetid/alidation, monitoring and evaluation
of county projects. The respondents were askeddicate whether in their opinion they felt that
transparency of leaders on county projects inflesntheir level of satisfaction with service
delivery.

From the findings a majority of 77.3% agreed thHair access to information influences

citizens’ satisfaction with services delivered it county leaders compared to 22.7% who
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disagreed. Gender balance was indicated by a mea@i®6.9% to have influence on satisfaction
with service delivery while 64.5% agreed that imashent in monitoring and evaluation of

county projects influences satisfaction with sesvitelivery by county leadership compared to
3.1% and 35.5% disagreed with issues of gender lanbas and lack of involvement in

assessing county projects having an influence tsfaetion with service delivery as shown in
table 4.9

Table 4.9 Transparency of County Leaders

Impact Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongligagree
Citizens’ access Count 200 100 58 30

To Information % of Total 51.5% 25.8% 15% 7.7%
Consideration of Count 226 150 10 2

Gender in meetings % of Total 582% 8.7% 2.6% 0.5%
Involvement in Count 150 100 90 48
Monitoring& evaluation% of Total 38.7% 8% 23.2% 12.3%

Civic educationand Count 198 100 50 40
Capacity building % of Total 51% 2% 12.9% 10.3%

4.5 Financial Decentralization and Satisfaction wh Service Delivery

In a bid to establish the extent to which finanégsues influence service delivery within the
county, the study went further to explore the matdlow of funds released by their National
Government, the allocation of funds to various vieéads and the timeliness of releasing the
funds both at the National and the County levalanous projects. The respondents were asked

to respond to these issues and the results welgzadaand presented in table 4.10

From the findings, a total of 317(91.7%) agreed the rate of flow of funds from the central
government influences satisfaction with serviceivéey compared to 71(18.3%) who
disagreed.This indicates a problem of over-deperel@m central transfer so that sub-national
governments blame the central government for bi@akd in service delivery (Khemani, 2004).
On the allocation of funds by the county governmenvarious vote heads most respondents
288/388 (74.2%) agreed that its influence on sattgdn with services delivered was great. Only
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60 (15.5%) of respondents disagreed that timelgased of funds by both governments had an
influence on service delivery and hence the levaatisfaction among the citizens as compared
to 328(84.6%) who agreed.

Table 4.10: Financial Decentralization and Satisfa®n with Service Delivery

Impact Strongly Agree grae Disagree  Strongly
DisagreeRate of flow ofFunds Count 262 55 51 20

by NationalGovernment % of Total 67.5% 14.2% 13.1% 5.2%
Allocation of funds Count 198 90 60 40

to various vote heads % of Total 51% 23.2% 15.5% 10.3%
Timely release Count 270 58 40 20

of funds % of Total 69.6% 5% 10.3% 5.2%

4.6 Citizen Participation in Decision Makingand Saisfaction with Service Delivery

Citizen patrticipation is the second variable thelgtaimed to examine in an attempt to answer
the study question on the influence of citizen ipgoation on satisfaction with services deliverd
by the County Government of Murang’'a. Devolutiorpegged on the principle of participation

especially by common citizen and hence it becanpoitant to focus on it in this study.

4.6.1 Decision MakingMeetingsand Satisfaction witlservice Delivery

In an attempt to establish the level of citizentipgration in the County’s decision making
process, the study investigated the number of mggtiseminars, workshops on civic education
organized by the County Government of Murang'a ttheg respondents in this study had

attended. The results were analyzed and presantedle 4.11

Table 4.11: Participation in Decision Making by theRespondents

Meetings attended Number Pesgnt
Less than 3 153 39.4
Between 3 &5 70 18.0
More than 5 65 16.8
None 100 25.8

Total 388 100.0
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From the findings, 153 (39.4%)of the respondentd h#tended less than 3 meetings or
workshops organized by the county government of ddga. About 100(25.8%) of the
respondents had not attended any county forum8%0) had attended between 3 and 5 meetings
, While only 65(16.8%) had attended more than Shgpdecision making forum. This indicates

that citizen participation in decision making preg®f Murang’a County Government was low.

These findings indicates that citizen particpatioeeds to be increased by the County
Government for better service delivery. This coscuiith the findings of Muia (2008) who
stated that democratic decentralization may reféocal people participating in not only electing
their leaders but also in decisions of operatioth sustainability of thier institutions to meet thei
needs. This also agrees with Kauzya (2007) whoeartjuat for all groups to participate fully at
local community level through decentralized goven® they need to participate using the vote,

their voice and their direct action through engggmspecific activities.

4.6.2 Consultation with Respondents and Satisfactiowith Service Delivery

The study further explored whether citizens weresadted in the budget validation process as
well as in planning development projects for thardg.The results were analyzed and presented
in table 4.12

Table 4.12: Consultation of Respondents in County €ision Making

Comment Number Percentage
Consultation was done 93 24
Consultation was not done 295 76
Total 388 100

It wasclear that majorityof the respondents 76%eedrthat the County did not consult them
prior to and during the decision making on the laidgs well as the projects according to
priority of the various sub-counties in the Countjowever, 24% indicated that consultations
were engaged. This reveals that the County Goverhroé Murang’a needs to ensure a
responsive participatory approach in decision n@kimich enhances ownership of the project
by the project beneficiaries. This can be achidwedesidents of given areas identifying projects

of priority in their areas as they attend varioasrty decision making forum.
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According to GEF Report (2008), participatory prsgdor project identification, design and
implementation is of paramount importance.The hopdevolution is to narrow government’s
jurisdiction and the scope of public activities fahnich it is responsible, so that citizens canyeasi
hold the government accountable (Ahmad 2005). Tihdifgs confirm the comments by
Valenzuela (2002) that, if given the opportunitiye tpoor and marginalized people can build
strong and sustainable organizations, build enosmgenerosity, successfully improve their
quality of life, generate particpation and accobilty mechanisms and stimulate the emergence
of democratic leadership.

4.6.3 Gender Consideration and Satisfaction with $eice Delivery

In order to establish whether gender consideratemesdone in County decision making by
involving the members of the public, the study ddug find out whether both men and women
were included in most decision making panels asd alhether they felt that their views were

taken in the decision making process. The resute@nalyzed and presented in table 4.13.

Table 4.13: Gender Consideration of Respondents i@ounty Decision Making Process

Meetings Number Total
attended Men Women
Lessthan 3  Count 100 55 155
% of Total  25.8% 14.2% 40%
Between3  Count ° 45 25 70
and 5 % of Total 11.6% %.4 18%
More than 5 Count 37 26 63
% of Total 9.5% 6.7% 16.2%
None Count 48 52 100
% of Total  12.4% 13.4% 25.8%
Total Count 230 158 388
% of Total  60% 40% 100%

From the findings 100(25.8%) male respondents &i#l42%) female respondents had attended
less than 3 meetings, compared to 37(9.5%) of thk mender and 26(6.7%) of the female
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gender who had attended more than 5 meetings. Hawabout 48(12.4%) male respondents
and 52(13.4%) female respondents had not attenaedecision making forum organinzed by

Murang’a County Government.

The study findings indicate that women had not aitgnded few meetings but were also not
very involved compared to the men. This affecte Bnd development of a community as
confirmed by Karl(1995), who observed that withaatdtive participation of women and
incorporation of women’s perspective at all levelsdecision making, the goals of equality in
development and peace cannot be achieved.

4.7 Inter-Governmental Relations and Satisfaction vth Service Delivery

Since devolution is entrenched in the ConstitutibriKenya it was important for the study to
establish the extent to which the relationship leetwthe National and the County Government
influences satisfaction with services deliveredcitizens of Murang’a. This relationship was
dictated by policies such as the Constitution, @munty Government Act 2012, the Inter-
Governmental Act 2012, Transition to Devolved Goweent Act 2012, the Public Finance

Management Act 2012 among others.

4.7.1 Existence of Inter-governmental conflicts and Satisfaction with Service
DeliveryDuring the one-year of devolution, according teaaeessment done by the Commission
on Implementation of the Constitution (CIC) KenyaJune 2014, counties have experienced
disputes such as those relating to boundaries,nueveollections, management of natural
resources among others. Disputes reported betweenational and county governments were
mostly around incomplete transfer of functions amtlear demarcation of functions. This is
resulting from the effect of not unbundling thesadtions. Respondents were asked to indicate
if these conflicts influence service delivery ahé tesults were analyzed and presented in table
4.14

Table 4.14 Existence of Inter-governmental Conflict

Inter-governmental conflict Number Percentage
Affects service delivery (yes) 290 74.7

Does not affect service delivery (no) 98 25.3

Total 388 100.0
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From the table,290(74.7%) of the opinion leadersnitidd that the inter-governmental
conflictshad a great influence on service delivé@wyly 25.3%indicated that in their view inter-

governmental conflicts did not influence servicéwdgy in the county.

4.7.2 Supremacy Battles and Satisfaction with Seme Delivery

The study further explored whether the supremattjelsebetween the two levels of government
had an impact on service delivery.The respondeet® therefore asked to indicate if in their
opinion whether the war for power between the mati@nd the County government infl;uenced

service delivery and the results were analyzedpsesented in table 4.15

Table 4.15: Supremacy Battles and Satisfaction witBervice Delivery

Comment Number Percentage
supremacy battlesaffects service delivery (Yes) 5 30 78.6
supremacy battlesaffects service delivery (No) 83 21.4
Total 388 100.0

A higher number (78.6%) of the respondents maiethithat supremacy battles had a great
influence on service delivery that made it unbsati®ry to citizens. The other 21.4% indicated
there was no such battles in the county. The miffiicudty cited was that devolution was a new
concept in Kenya and hence misunderstandings betwbe National and the County
Governments on how to actualize autonomy and iefegddence principles of devolution. Most
respondents felt that the National Government was allowing the Counties to exercise

autonomy or even supporting the process of dewsiut mature.

This findings concurs with the arguement by Toteemey his study of decentralization in
Namibia(2008), who observed that there was feahiwit the Central government, that
decentralization if implemented as designed wouldeumine its authority. In addition,according
to World Bank (2004) jurisdictional overlap betwetgars of government weakens incentives to

perform well on service delivery and encouragegipians to target services to their supporter.
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4.8 Summary

This chapter highlighted the results of data arfdrmation gathered.The respondents’ profile
was based on four major variables namely; accouityalof the County leaders, financial
decentralization,citizen participation in countycd#on making as well as the inter-governmental
relations between the National and County levels.lHata was collected using questionnaires
and an interview schedule, systematically organizedied and analysed through descriptive
statistics using Statistical Package of Social 18®e (SPSS), and finally presented using
percentages and frequency distribution tables.fiflldéngs indicated that all the variables had an

effect on citizens’ satisfaction with services defed by the County government of Murang’a.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS,DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Introduction
This chapter highlights the summary of the findingscussion, conclusions and offers
recommendations to the challenges that have bermhbt forth by this research. In addition the
researcher sufggests areas for further researchcl@wons are made on the basis of the

literature reviewed in the study.

5.2 Summary of Findings

The study sought to investigate factors influena@agsfaction with service delivery in Murang’'a
County so as to recommend possible solutions tebservices. The study engaged both male
and female genders as opinion leaders and resiadgntise county. As far as demograhic
characteristics are concerned, the study estadligia 77.3% of the opinion leaders were male
against 22.7% female gender. A majority of 67%g¢atkd that service delivery by the Murang’a
County government was average compared to 21.4%stdted that the services were below
average. Only 11.6% leaders found the service @glito be above average.

As concerns the respondents age, the study estadlthat only 1% were aged below 30 years
while only 38.1% were between 31 and 40 years. Mgjof the respondents represented by
60.9% were above 41lyears who have experience fierelt areas and have retired from their
proffessional services.According to the study fingdi 71.6% respondents indicated secondary
education as their highest education level, congparce 1.3%who had attained university

education and 3.9% who had not attended any forsctodol.

The research has shown that majorityof the respuadepresented by 56.2% had not attended
any form of meeting with their ward representatigcempared to 43.8% that had only attended
very few meetings to be able to articulate theishes.79.9% of the respondents indicated that
the projects in their areas were not clear in tesfrthe level of government that was financing it
neither was it among the projects they had proptsede government as a priority in the area.
However, 20.1% of the respondents were well awatbeprojects in their areas being among

the ones they had proposed and the level of govanhthat was financing the projects.
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From the research findings a majority of77.3% adjtbat their access to information influenced
citizens’ satisfaction with services delivered it county leaders compared to 22.7% who
disagreed. Gender balance was indicated by a mwjofi 96.9% to have influence on
satisfaction with service delivery while 64.5% agtethat involvement in monitoring and
evaluation of county projects influences satistactwith service delivery by county leadership
compared to 3.1%. Only 35.5% disagreed with issokegender imbalances and lack of
involvement in assessing county projects havingirdluence on satisfaction with service

delivery.

Regarding influence of financial decentralizatiorsatisfaction withservice delivery,the findings
revealed a total of 91.7% agreed that the ratdaov Df funds from the central government
influenced satisfaction with service delivery comgmh to 18.3% who disagreed. On the
allocation of funds by the county government toioas vote heads most respondents
represented by 74.2% agreed that its influenceatisfaction with services delivered was great.
Only 15.5% of respondents disagreed that timelgas of funds by both governments had an
influence on service delivery and hence the levaatisfaction among the citizens as compared
to 84.6% who agreed.

From the findings, 39.4% of the respondents haehdtd less than 3 meetings or workshops
organized by the county government of Muranga. Al@m8% of the respondents had not
attended any county forum, 18% had attended bet®eed 5 meetings , while only 16.8% had
attended more than 5 county decision making foltimwasclear that majority of the respondents
76% agreed that the County did not consult themrpa and during the decision making on the
budget as well as the projects according to pyiarftthe various sub-counties in the County.

However, 24% indicated that consultations were geda

From the research findings 74.7% of the opiniordéea admitted that the inter-governmental
conflicts had a great influence on service delivégly 25.3% indicated that in their view inter-
governmental conflicts did not influence servicéwigy in the county.A higher number 78.6%
of the respondents maintained that supremacyekatthd a great influence on service delivery
that made it unsatisfactory to citizens. The o2erd% indicated there was no such battles in the

county.
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5.3 Discussion of the Findings

From the findings it is clear that most resideritMarang’a County feel that the services offered
by the County government are just average witheisssuch as access to information, gender
imbalance in decision making fora, timely releasdunds and conflicts between the national

and county government greatly influencing serviekvery in the county.

The study established that the County leaders dlichald frequent meetings with the people in
their areas of representation and hence were ntauch with the needs or demands of the
citizens as expected. This is revealed by the p&age of respondents(79.9%) who indicated
that consultation on projects in their areas was dane. This contrasts with the views of
Kauzya (2007) who argued that for all groups totipigiate fully at local community level
through decentralized governance, they need tocjete using thevote, thier voice and their
direct action by engaging in specific activites.eTpublic indicated a need to access more
information from their leaders on matters of coumtgvelopment and also inclusion in
monitoring and evaluation so as to enhace accollibyadnd trasparency. This agrees with the
views of Manor (1997) who stated that, a decerzedli system must possess reliable
accountability mechanisms. These mechanisms magt aee government that is genuinely

accountable to its citizens to pay considerabkenéitin to their needs (Blair, 1998).

Gender parity was established by the study as rfabtt the county government needed to
improve on so that more women are represented stgles of decision making as well as in the
projects done by the County government.This afféfgsand development of a community as
confirmed by Karl(1995), who observed that withaatdtive participation of women and
incorporation of women’s perspective at all levelsdecision making, the goals of equality in
development and peace cannot be achieved.Whenuthiee thnolds more meetings with their
representatives they not only articulate their seleat also holds their leaders responsible in all

issues of development.

Financial decentralization was established to hiafleence on satisfaction withservice delivery.
The rate of flow of funds and timely release ofsinéunds from the Central Government was
found unsatisfactory by most of the respondenis7@®). This is because fiscal transfers
typically have conditional and unconditional agpecf the centre holding the sub-national

governments accountable for proper use of centrabkters as well as accountability to citizens
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for resources used (Bird, 2003). On the allocatibfunds by the county government to various
vote heads most respondents represented by 74 2¥%dathat it was not all-inclusive and hence
its influence on satisfaction with services delecgrwas great. This is because, in practise,
political realities and historical legacies oftest@mine the choices and, not surprisingly give
rise to mismatches (World Bank, 2002). Also juke levidence from India indicates, even when
fiscal transfer are supposed to be formula-drivey ttan be influenced by political concerns and
constitutional rules (Khemani, 2003).

Timely release of funds by both levelsof governmmdmd an influence on service delivery in
that funds were not released in good time causatgyd in project implementation and hence the
level of satisfaction among the citizens was lowgptendents felt that the government should
enhace predictability of funds through either emaging counties to raise own taxes with rights
to adjust tax rates and the incentives for serdierery (McLure, 1999), or through a formula-
based. Counties are mandated by the Constituti@oltect taxes to enhance predictability and
effeciency of service delivery. However, this ist tioe case on the ground as the study has
established that there is a problem of over-depecel on central transfer so that sub-national
governments blame the central government for bi@akd in service delivery (Khemani, 2004).
This confirms the findings of Rao and Singh (200&)veuggested that how public resources are
raised and spent represents a crucial aspect ofeatgyal system. Counties should therefore
innovate ways of mobilizing the resources availabl¢heir areas and spend the same in ways
that are not only beneficial to the community bisbasustainable to reduce over-dependence on
the national government.

The study findings established that citizen pgrtition was average represented by 74.2% of the
respondents (opinion leaders) who indicated haattended a forum organized by the Murang’a
County Government as compared to 25.8% that hadAobajority of 79.7% of this leaders
indicated that they were consulted in the Coundigsision making process so that most projects
were not in line with their wishes. This disagraeth the views of Oloo,(2006) who stated that
a right based approach to patrticipation is thaizemiis have a superior right over local
government officials to demand answers and to imp@Enctions and therefore they must be
included and consulted in all issues. Regardlesthaif status or gender the public need to
involved in decision making simply because, if givepportunity, the poor and marginalized

people can build strong and sustainable organizstibuild enormous genorosity and solidarity,
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successfully improve their quality of life, genergtarticipation and accountability mechanisms
and stimulate the emergence of democratic leagerfialenzula, 2002). This is because,
traditionally, democratic decentralization may refe local people particpating in not only

electing of their leaders but also in decision®pération and sustainability of their institutions

to meet their needs as stated by Muia (2008).

In this study, 74.7% of the opinion leaders adrdittieat the inter-governmental conflicts while
78.6% cited that supremacy battles between the tiegovernment and among leaders had a
great influence on service delivery. This agreeth whe conclusions by Totemeyer (2008) who
observed that there was fear within the centralegawent that decentralization if implemented
as designed would undermine its authority. Thigumnes the Kenyan legislative an institutional
framework to provide for mechanisms fo consultagon co-operation between the national and
the county governments and among the county gowamtsrthemselves so that jurisdictional
overlaps between tiers of governments that weaklensncentives to perform well on service
delivery is enhanced (World Bank, 2004).

5.4 Conclusions

The study focused on factors influencing satistarctivith service delivery to citizens by the

Murang’a County Government. In order to answer shaly questions, the study investigated
accountability of county leaders.The study establisthat the County leaders did not hold
frequent meetings with the people in their areasepfesentation and hence were not in touch
with the needs or demands of the citizens as eggedthis is revealed by the percentage of
respondents(79.9%) who indicated that consultatioprojects in their areas was not done. The
public indicated a need to access more informatiom their leaders on matters of county

development and also inclusion in monitoring andleation so as to enhace accountability and
trasparency. The hope of devolution is to narrowegoment’s jurisdiction and the scope of

public activities for which it is responsible, shat citizens can easiy hold the government
accountable (Ahmad 2005).

In an attempt to answer the study question on emnite of finances and service delivery by the
County government, it was established that servie@sonly be delivered in the expected time
and manner if the resources are availed by thealegdvernment. Delays in transfer of funds
from the central government to the counties weredaoo greatly affect service delivery. The
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study concluded that finances needed to be av@ledunties in good time and amounts, and
counties should be given independence to allocaémdcial resources freely in consultation with
their subjects’ order of prioritized projects. Ctisa should also innovatively raise their own
taxes that will reduce over-dependence and breakslamvservice delivery (Khemani, 2004), as

well as cover for any deficit from the transfenssky the central government.

The study findings noted that citizen participatinrcounty decision making is average and yet
the services offered are aimed at meeting theidseéehe study findings therefore stress the fact
that achievements of community projects or satiefgc services are tied to community
participation which calls for active involvement @f community members in need assessment,
influencing the direction and execution of projeatsther than merely receiving a share of
project benefits from a distance. Working as a téeps to tap the energies and resources of
individual citizens within the community for therdits of the entire community as emphasized
in citizen participation theory of which this studs grounded on.It also ensures that varying
interests of stakeholders are balanced and thesidecare made in a rational, informed and
transparent fashion contributing to overall effiazg and effectiveness of the institutions (Oloo,
2006).

In regard to the fourth objective of establishihg influence of inter-governmental relations on
service delivery. It was established that fundiogdounty activities emanated from the central
government through transfers that are unpredictabdenounts and timeliness and hence greatly
affecting service delivery. The legal framework gudicies avaliable seems to make it hard for
County and National Governments to appreciate andtion in their roles properly due legal
misunderstandings and misinterpretation of therigtezernmental regulations. Despite being
enshrined in the Constitution of Kenya that botkele of governments would embrace inter-
dependence to promote cooperative decision makiogydination and alignment of priorities,
policies budgets and activities, this has not bibencase in Kenya. County governments want
more autonomy while the Central government seemusteant to let go. This findings concurs
with the arguement by Totemeyer in his study ofedd@lization in Namibia(2008), who
observed that there was fear within the Centrakgawent, that decentralization if implemented
as designed would undermine its authority. In adidjt according to World Bank (2004)
jurisdictional overlap between tiers of governmeetikens incentives to perform well on service

delivery and encourages politicians to target sessto their supporter.
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5.5 Recommendations

Satisfaction with service delivery to citizens regs full involvement of the beneficiaries of
devolution for ownership and sustainability. In @rdo enhance services that meet the needs of
the citizens to their satisfaction, this study raceends that

1. The researcher recommends that County governmeatddsseek to involve the public
more in decision making by increasing the numbemeetings between the leaders and
the public. A comprehensive and coordinated capabiiyyding program should be
developed and implemented for both tiers of goveminas well as rigorous mobilization
and sensitization of the community on their roledevolution and the need for active
involvement in governance.

2. County governments must strive to strike gendertypar at least bring more females
and the youth into decision makingfor any projesttstainability to be realized, starting
with project identification, planning, implementimyen upto monitoring and evaluation
of all county projects.

3. Both the National and the County Governments shstiide to enhance predictability of
funds so that funds are adequately available atabaties for service delivery. This can
be through fiscal interdependence between theigw® by joint budgeting and evaluation
of transfers for effecient service delivery.The iNiaal government should be seen to
support counties’ independence in allocation whhe County governments should
reduce their over-dependence on transfer of fumdm fthe central government by
innovating their own tax sources as they maximizéhe available resources per county.

4. To overcome the challenge of inter-governmentalti@hs/disputes,an inter-govermental
technical committee and secretariat should be kstabol to support the Council of
Governors. This can be through releasing adequatdsfon time, offering relevant
training to county leaders and the general publie public as the greatest safeguard of
the sysytem among other watchdog institutionshdubid the county governments
accountable for resources used and services dedivagainst their actual needs.

5. Structures and systems for service delivery shdwdddeveloped by both tiers of
government and state organs such as the legalirarkeservice delivery charters etc to
enable citizens to access information and recietibservice delivery.
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5.6 Suggestions for further studies
The focus of this study was to investigate factmffuencing satisfaction with service
delivery by devolved governments. For the purpoSerthancing research activities and
general public awareness, other researchers amulasehmay carry out studies in the
following areas:
a) Analysis of factors influencing satisfaction wittergice delivery by devolved
governments in other Counties
b) Analysis of factors influencing accountability orergce deliveryby County
Governments

c) The Role of public participation on County servitsivery
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Appendix I: LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

TILAS MIRIAM WANGARI,
P.O. BOX 199-10202,
KANGEMA

Dear Respondent,

Re: FACTORS INFLUENCING CITIZENS’ SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE
DELIVERY BY COUNTY GOVERNMENT OF MURANG'A

| am a Master of Arts student at the University Ndirobi-Nyeri Extra-Mural Centre.l am
undertaking a study that seeks to examine factditgeincing satisfaction with service delivery to
citizens by the County Government of Murang’a gsadial fulfilment for the requirement for

an award of a Masters in Arts degree in Projeatiiftey and Management.

This is a request for your participation in respaogdo the attached questionnaire. Your truthful
and accurate response will help facilitate thisdgtuPlease be assured that any personal
information given will be treated with utmost caténtiality, highly appreciated and will be
purposely used for this study. You do not needtitewour name in this questionnaire.

Thank you for your co-operation.

Yours Faithfully,

Tilas Miriam W
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Appendix 2: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE MURANG’A COUNTY O PINION LEADERS
The Questionnaire seeks to gather information ftbenMurang’a opinion leaders who arethe
representatives of the general public in any delitiens on County development projects,
deliberated and passed by the County Assemblg. sub- divided into five sections to address
the demographic characteristics of the repondettsientability of county leaders, citizen
participation in decision making, financial decatization and influences of inter-governmental
relations on levels of satisfaction with servicesvyded by the Murang’a County government.
The identity of all the respondents will be heldstrict confidence. Do not include your name in
the questionnaire. Participation of the survey Wélvoluntary and all the information given will
be used only for the research purpose. Kindly spave time to provide answers based on your
experience in the implementation of devolved goaeoe in Murang’a County. In case of any
clarification or need for translation, please fieeé to ask

SECTION (A) BIO DATA

Please put a tick where appropriate.

1. Gender (i) Male [ ] (ii)) Female [ ]

2. Age bracket in years (i) 30 years and below [ii) 31-40[](iii) 41-50 [ ]

(iv) 50 and above []

3. Marital Status: (i) Single [] (i) Married [](iii) others (please specify).................

4.Religion: (i)Christianity[ ](ii) Islam[ ] (i) Other(Specify)......c.cccccvvvvrrieririrrrrrnnnnnnns

5. Highest level of your education attained

() Primary level [ ] (ii)) Secondary level [] (iiollege level [] (iv) University level [ ]

(V)Others (please SpecCify)...........uvvrrrrimmmmnnnes
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SECTION B: ACCOUNTABILITY OF COUNTY LEADERS AND SAT ISFACTION
WITH SERVICE DELIVERY

1. How many meetings held by the Ward Representafiyeur area have you attended?
() Lessthan 3[ ] (ii) Morethan 5[ {iii) Between 3 and 5[ ](iv)None[ ]

2. In the meeting were your proposals for projectsiested for?
() Yes[ 1] (iNo[ 1]
3. If yes, are the county projects in your area anmtbmegones you had proposed?
() Yes[ 1 (i)No[ 1]
4. In your opinion, to what extent has the ward ledsk®m accountable to the people?

()Very High[ ] (i) High[ 1 (i) low[ ] (iv) Very low] ]

5. To what extent do the following aspects influenoanieader’s level of transparency?
(Tick your opinion on a scale of 1-4, where 1=vieigh; 2=high; 3=low; 4=very low).

Impact 1 2 3 4

Citizens’ access to information

Citizen involvement in decision making

Consideration of gender in meetings

Citizens involvement in monitoring & evaluation

Civic education/capacity building
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SECTION C: FINANCIAL MANAGEMENTAND SATISFACTION WIT H SERVICE

DELIVERY

To what extent do you agree that the following ficial issues influence the operations and
effective service delivery to citizens of Murang(@?ease tick in the appropriate box)

County Financial management

Impact

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disage

Rate of flow of funds
released by the centr
government

Allocation of funds to
various vote heads

Timely release of funds b
county government

SECTION D:CITIZEN PARTICIPATION ANDSATISFACTION WIT H SERVICE

DELIVERY

1. How many meetings held by the Murang’a County Gorent have you attended?

() Lessthan 3[ ] (ii) Morethan5([ ] ifiBetween3 and 5[ ](iv) None [ ]

2. In the meetings you have attended, how many menémonere present

Men Representatives

(i) Lessthan 3[ ] (ii) Morethan 5] ] ifiBetween 3 and 5[ ](iv) Notaware[ ]

Women Representatives

() Lessthan 3[ ] (ii) Morethan 5] ] (iiBetween 3 and 5[ ](iv) Not aware[ ]

3. In your opinion, do you feel that your views wemnsidered in deciding projects or

services delivered

()Strongly disagree [ ] (ii) Disagree [

in your area?

li)(Agree [

] (iv)Strongly agree [ ]




4. How many workshops or civic education forum orgadidy the Murang’a County
Government have you attended?

() Lessthan3[ ] (ii)Morethan5[ ] (iii) Between3 and5([ ](iv)None[ ]

5. How would you describe your level of satisfactioithamthe service provided by the
Murang’a County Government?

(DExcellent[ ] (i) Very satisfactory [ ] (iii) satisfactory [ ]

(iv) Fair[ ] (v) Below average [ |

SECTION E: EFFECTS OF INTER-GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS ON
SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE DELIVERY

1. Are you satisfied with the relations between theiddel government and your County
leadership?
YES[ ] NO[ ]
2. In your opinion do you think the inter-governmentahflicts so far influences service

delivery in Murang’a County? (tick one)
(i) Strongly disagree [ ] (ii) Disagree [(ii}) Agree [ ] (iv) Strongly agree [ ]

3. In your view, do you think that the supremacy latietween the National government
and the County government members has an influencgervice delivery in Murang’'a
County? (tick one)

(i) Strongly disagree [ ] (ii) Disagrpe ] (iii) Agree [ ] (iv) Strongly agree [ ]
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Appendix 3: INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR COUNTY EXECUTIVE MINISTERS
SECTION (A) BIO DATA

1. Gender (i) Male[ ](ii) Female[ ]

2. Age bracket in years (i) 30 years and below [ (ii) 31- 40[ ] (i) 41-50 [ ]

(iv) 50 and above [ ]

3. Marital Status: (i) Single [ ] (ii) Married [](iii) others .................

4. Highest level of your education attained

(i) Secondary level [ ] (ii) College level [] (iii) Universitylevel [ ]

(iv) Others (please specify)........cccceeeeviennnenn.

SECTION B: ACCOUNTABILITY OF COUNTY LEADERSANDSATIS FACTION
WITH SERVICE DELIVERY
1. How many meetings have you held with your areaiopiteaders?
2. In the meetings, were the proposals for projectsnfrthe opinion leaders/citizens
requested for?
3. If yes, are the county projects in your area antbegones they had proposed?
4. In your opinion, to what extent have you as a ledgen accountable to the people?
5. To what extent doesCitizens’ access to informaitidlmenceyour level of transparency to
them?
6. In your opinion, do you think that Citizen involvemt in decision making, their gender
and involvement in monitoring and evaluation of miyuprojects influences your level of

transparency?

SECTION C: FINANCIAL DECENTRALIZATIONANDSATISFACTIO N WITH
SERVICE DELIVERY

7. Does the rate of flow of funds released by the re¢érgovernment influence the ability
and rate at which the County Government of Murandgdivers its services to the

satisfaction of its citizens?
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8. Has the allocation of received funds been adedaatall vote heads and how has this
affected your allocation and hence service deliteye satisfaction of the citizenry?
9. Do the funds from the central government get toryaftice in good time and how has

this affected your service delivery to Murang’azgnry?

SECTION D: EFFECTS OF INTER-GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS ON
SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE DELIVERY TO MURANG’A CITI  ZENS

10. Are you satisfied with the relations between theiddel government and your County

leadership?
11.1In your opinion do you think the inter-governmentahflicts so far influences service

delivery in Murang’a County?
12.1n your view, do you think that the supremacy leatietween the National government

and the County government members has an influencgervice delivery in Murang’'a

County?
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Appendix4:Krejcie and Morgan Sample Size Table

N
10

15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
70
85
90
95
100
110
120
130
140
150
160
170
180
190
200

210

S
10

14
19
24
28
32
36
40
44
48
52
59
70
73
76
80
86
92
97
103
108
113
118
123
127
132

136

N
220

230
240
250
260
270
280
290
300
320
340
380
440
460
480
500
550
600
650
700
750
800
850
900
950
1000

1100

S
140

144
148
152
155
159
162
165
169
175
181
191
205
210
214
217
226
234
242
248
254
260
265
269
274
278

285
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N
1200

1300
1400
1500
1600
1700
1800
1900
2000
2200
2400
2800
4000
4500
5000
6000
7000
8000
9000
10000
15000
20000
30000
40000
50000
750000

1000000

S
201

297
302
306
310
313
317
320
322
327
331
338
351
354
357
361
364
367
368
370
375
377
379
380
381
382

384



