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Introduction

Oxfam Kenya and its partners through the Tax Justice Programme have initiated a three year project on 
Domestic Resource Mobilization (DRM) in 3 counties of Kenya, namely Nairobi, Wajir and Turkana. The proj-
ect, titled “Progressive mobilization and management of domestic resources for quality delivery of pub-
lic services in three counties of Kenya” seeks to support civil society organisations, community based 
organisations, and communities in the 3 counties, to be better placed to demand progressive taxation, 
more accessible public services and an accountable government. The project mainly intends to contrib-
ute to a more progressive, transparent and accountable tax and expenditure regime that result in reduced 
inequality and improved quality of life for poor, vulnerable and marginalized women and youth. 

Objectives of the Baseline Survey

The main objectives if the survey were:
i)	 Analyse existing legislation in the three counties on taxation, public participation, resource mo-

bilization, allocation and expenditure;
ii)	 Analyse the progressiveness/repressiveness of the tax regime in Kenya and recommend the re-

quired changes to make Kenya’s tax regime more progressive;
iii)	 Analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen participation particularly of women and youth in 

decision making processes in the planning and budgeting at the county governments particular-
ly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir; 

iv)	 Analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen participation particularly of women and youth in 
holding duty bearers and service providers accountable on effective delivery of public services 
particularly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir; 

v)	 Level of Government investment in the provision of essential public services at the National and 
County level; 

vi)	 Knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels of citizens especially poor and marginalized women 
and youth of the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP) and County budgets;

vii)	 Survey the Knowledge, attitudes and perception of duty bearers, government officials and ser-
vice providers on citizens’ rights as tax payers, and government roles and responsibilities for tax 
justice, budgeting and public service delivery among women and youth in target Counties;

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY



Approach and Methodology

The baseline survey adopted both qualitative and quanti-
tative research approaches. The qualitative phase entailed 
Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with key stakeholders and 
opinion shapers in the civil society space, county and na-
tional governments; and Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 
with various respondents such as women, men and youth; 
as well as literature review of various documents, while 
the quantitative phase involved household interviews with 
a representative sample of 1,200 (400 per county) target-
ing members of the general public in the 3 target counties 
(Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi). The data was collected in all 
the sub-counties of the 3 counties except Turkana East 
sub-county which was experiencing insecurity at the time 
of the survey. This translated into a margin of error of 4.9% 
at a 95% confidence level in each of the 3 counties.

Key Findings

Public participation was considered in a broad sense, as 
the active involvement of the public in policy-making pro-
cesses (Tanaka, 2007; Carlitz, 2010; Lakin, 2013). Only 2.5% 
of the respondents are fully involved in decision making 
towards county budget making and expenditure in Wa-
jir County. Both in Nairobi and Turkana County, only about 
2.0% and 1.6% of the surveyed households are fully in-
volved in decision making towards county budget making 
and expenditure. Only 2.7% of the surveyed households in 
Wajir County have given their opinion on how the county 
should be run, while in Nairobi and Turkana County only 
7.3% and 7.1% respectively gave their opinion to their 
county government on how it should be run.

In Turkana County, a majority (74.9%) of the surveyed 
households reported as not being involved in decision 
making by the county government towards county budget 
making and expenditure compared to Wajir, 64.1% and Nai-
robi, 52.2%. Turkana County recorded the highest number 
of surveyed respondents who indicated that they had ever 
participated in a public meeting to discuss their county 
budget at 18.3% of those surveyed, while only 4.5% and 
3.3% of the surveyed respondents had ever participated in 
a public meeting to discuss their county budget in Nairobi 
and Wajir County respectively. Thus, public participation 
on budgetary issues at the county level since devolution 
came into place is very low as is evident from the baseline 
data. The differences in Nairobi and Wajir counties are not 
statistically significant. 

For those who had participated in the public meetings to 
discuss their county budgets, 38.8% indicated that the 
meeting had been convened by their area MP/Senator/
MCA, 35.8% indicated that the convener was civil soci-
ety/community based organization, 13% indicated that 
the meeting was convened by the county assembly, while 

12.4% indicated that the convener was the county exec-
utive. Therefore, a majority of the convenors of the public 
meetings to discuss budgets were convened by either the 
legislators in the county or civil society/community based 
organizations. This goes to show that the legislators are 
seemingly playing their critical role of budget oversight 
and information dissemination while the civil society/
community based organizations are playing their com-
plimentary role of providing information on public needs 
and priorities through their connections with citizens, and 
communities in the counties. However, there is still much 
more that needs to be done to have more people convened 
to discuss county budgets. 

In Nairobi County, 53.5% of the surveyed respondents 
opined that there had been an increase in allocation of 
county resources on the various basic services since 
devolution came into existence in 2013 (Such as health, 
water, education, roads etc.), 24.8% opined that there had 
been no increase while 21.7% opined that they did not 
know if there had been any increase in the allocation. In 
Turkana County, only 8.8% of the surveyed respondents 
opined that there had been an increase in allocation of 
county resources on the various basic services (Such as 
health, water, education, roads etc.), while 38.2% opined 
that there had been no increase and 53% did not know if 
there had been any increase in the allocation of county 
resources on the various basic services (Such as health, 
water, education, roads etc.). In Wajir County, 14% of the 
surveyed respondents opined that there had been an in-
crease in the allocation of county resources on the various 
basic services (Such as health, water, education, roads 
etc., while 50.9% opined that there had been no increase 
and 35% opined that they did not know if there had been 
an increase since devolution came into existence in 2013. 
What is to note is that this was solely based on percep-
tion of the surveyed respondents. Therefore, the percep-
tion that more is being allocated to basic services since 
devolution seems to be mostly prominent in Nairobi County 
whilst in Wajir and Turkana the citizens still were seemingly 
not feeling the impact of devolved resources to basic ser-
vices. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents are not satisfied 
with the timeliness of public service delivery by the nation-
al government as opined by 54%, 71% and 45% of the re-
spondents in Nairobi, Wajir and Turkana counties respec-
tively. However, 3 in every 10 of the surveyed respondents 
in Turkana County are satisfied with the timeliness of pub-
lic service delivery by the national government in contrast 
to at least 2 in every ten in Nairobi and Wajir counties. 

During the desk review for this survey, it was noted that 
the proportion of development expenditure in total GoK 
spending considerably expanded over the last decade 
(2003 – 2013). Further increase in the proportion of devel-
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opment expenditure is expected, and mostly attributable 
to the Public Finance Management (PFM) Act, 2012 that 
now requires the government, both national and county, 
to allocate at least 30% of the budget to development pro-
grammes or activities.  Commencing FY2012/13, the con-
stitution of Kenya 2010 required the national government 
to transfer at least 30% of budget to 47 semi-autonomous 
devolved government structures. Notably Kshs 210 billion 
was earmarked for transfer to the counties in FY2013/14, 
and another Kshs 226.7 billion allocated for transfer to the 
counties in FY2014/15. Majority of the counties allocated 
at least 30% of total revenues to development. There has 
been a generally progressing trend in allocation of resourc-
es to sectors deemed pro-poor1  though the proportion in 
total government spending has not grown significantly. 
Allocations to pro-poor sectors amounted to Kshs 87.1 bil-
lion in FY2002/03 and were projected to be around Kshs 
312.6 billion in FY2016/17. However, the proportion of to-
tal pro-poor allocations in total GoK expenditure appeared 
to steadily decline from 32.1% in FY2003/04 to 21.8% in 
FY2016/17 compared to the yearly annual budgets.

Nairobi County seems to have prioritised more of its devel-
opment budget on public works and infrastructure, health, 
water and environment which are in line with the top 3 
areas that the citizen’s would like the county to prioritize 
on. However, the county should focus more on health and 
water as they are the top most priority areas according to 
the surveyed respondents. On the other hand, the Turkana 
County budget allocations are in line with the people’s pri-
orities according to our analysis as the budget addresses 
what was mentioned by the surveyed respondents as key 
areas the county should focus on when making the bud-
get key among them being health, water and sanitation, 
education, irrigation and agriculture. Wajir County has pri-
oritised public works, water, energy, environment and nat-
ural resources and public health comes in a distant fourth. 
Thus, the county should consider putting more resources 
into public health and water as they are the top priorities 
for the citizens of Wajir County. 

In all the 3 counties, a majority of the surveyed respon-
dents, indicated that they could not recall the Non-Gov-
ernmental Organizations (NGOs) or Civil Society Organiza-
tions (CSOs) engaged in budget advocacy, civic education 
on matters to do with budgeting and taxation, and train-
ings on budgeting and taxation in their county with those 
aware being 19.4% in Turkana County, 11.6% in Nairobi 
County, and 3% in Wajir County, therefore CSOs engaged 
in budget advocacy, civic education on matters to do with 
budgeting and taxation, and trainings on budgeting and 
taxation in the 3 counties are not visible in their activities 
according to a majority of the surveyed respondents. 

The level of satisfaction with the county budget allocation 
and expenditure in relation to the surveyed peoples’ needs 
and priorities in the various counties was 45.1% in Nairobi 
County, 41.8% in Turkana County and 47.6% in Wajir Coun-
ty. This shows that less than half of the county residents 
in the 3 counties of interest feel that the county govern-
ments allocate and spend their money based on the peo-
ple’s wishes and needs. Perhaps this can be related to the 
low number of those who opined that the county govern-
ments involve them in their decision making concerning 
various issues in the county. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents in all the three 
counties are aware that it is their duty to pay taxes; 92.9% 
in Nairobi County, 75.5% in Turkana County and 60.2% of 
those in Wajir County.

On the other hand however, a majority of the surveyed 
respondents in all the 3 target counties indicated that 
Kenya’s tax system is not fair: 75.5% of the surveyed re-
spondents in Nairobi County, 59.8% in Turkana County, and 
60.4% in Wajir County.  Key informants were of the view that 
there are aspects of Kenya’s tax regime that are progres-
sive and some that are regressive.  The regressive aspects 
of the tax regime in Kenya as opined by tax experts are ma-
jorly; The VAT tax which is applicable to everyone notwith-
standing their financial ability. Similarly, tax experts agreed 
that some aspects of Kenya’s tax regime are progressive 
such as PAYE – which has enabled the country to finance a 
majority of its budget without external help.

A majority (57.2%) of the surveyed respondents in Nairo-
bi County indicate that they would refuse to pay a tax or 
a fee to the government if they had a chance of not being 
caught while 40.7% of the respondents in the same county 
would still pay the tax or fee to the government regardless. 
In contrast,  a majority of residents in Turkana County and 
Wajir County (59.2% and 62.6% respectively), would not 
refuse to pay a tax while 23.1% and 9.2% of the surveyed 
respondents in Turkana and Wajir counties respectively 
would refuse to pay a tax or a fee to the government if they 
had a chance of not being caught. 

Still on taxes paid by the respondents, a majority of the 
surveyed respondents in Nairobi County (81.1%), Turkana 
County (63.6%) and Wajir County (67.3%) opined that they 
do not receive good quality services from the taxes that 
they pay. These findings are corroborated by an earlier re-
search commissioned by Oxfam Kenya and undertaken by 
the Africa’s Voices Foundation (AVF) regarding the same 
issues2. Meaning whilst citizens are aware of their duty to 
pay taxes and in some instances would not evade payment 
of such taxes, they are also keenly aware that the taxes 
paid do not translate to the delivery of quality essential 
public services. 

1Pro-poor spending as per this analysis reflects allocations to: - Health, water and sanitation, Education (largely primary edu-
cation), Agriculture livestock and fisheries, and Special programmes - in areas of Social protection, gender, and social services.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

•	 In relation to the levels of engagement and modal-
ities of inclusion, respondents indicated that they 
did not feel sufficiently included in the budget pro-
cess. A majority of respondents had not participat-
ed in public engagement forums to discuss county 
budget issues. Also a very small proportion of re-
spondents indicated that they had prior experience 
participating in civic education programmes on taxa-
tion and budget making. This was further complicat-
ed by the fact that a very small proportion of respon-
dents indicated prior participation in civic education 
programmes. The frequency of invitation to forums 
where issues around taxation and budgeting are dis-
cussed or decided on was very low with most of the 
respondents indicating that they had been invited on 
average 1 – 2 times in a year. This point to the need to 
re-look at or further interrogate how counties con-
duct public participation.

•	 On the role Civil Society and other third-party in-
termediaries should play in the budget process 
and on conversations on taxation, it emerged that 
a lot of the engagement forums were convened by 
politicians (MP/MCA/Senator). However, civil society 
played a significant role in mobilising for participa-
tion and convening public engagement forums on 
budget making processes. This underscored the 
critical role played by CSOs in facilitating and shap-
ing public engagement in issues around budgeting. 
Most of the participants were of the opinion that 
CSOs functioned to organise community members to 
participate in the budget forums. They also helped 
in conducting civic education around taxation and 
budget making and also in relaying information to the 
public.

•	 Regarding access to information and levels of 
knowledge on taxation and budgeting, radio re-
mains the main source of information on budgets. It 
was also one of the most trusted mediums to convey 
budget information. However, there was an indica-
tion that in spite of existing sources of information 
on budgeting, a vast proportion of the population 
were unaware of proportions of the budget that were 
allocated to different levels of governments as well 
as to different sectors. It appears as though access-
ing information on the budget and the budget mak-
ing process is still significantly challenging.

•	 On the knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels 

of citizen’s especially poor and marginalized wom-
en and youth of the County Integrated Development 
Plans (CIDP) and County budgets, it emerged that the 
county governments considered in the survey ap-
peared not to favour sufficient diversity in the bud-
get forums but also within the government itself. 

•	 Regarding existing legislation in the three counties 
in Kenya (Turkana, Nairobi and Wajir) on taxation, 
public participation, resource mobilization, allo-
cation and expenditure, there appeared to be suf-
ficient legislation to anchor participation. However, 
the implementation and establishment of key provi-
sions of such legislation in order to achieve mean-
ingful participation was still a work in progress. As 
such, whilst it did not stifle participation per se, the 
lack of full enforcement of legislation appeared not 
to effectively facilitate public participation.

•	 Finally, In terms of progressiveness/repressiveness 
of the tax regime it emerged that a majority of re-
spondents appeared to think that most of their tax-
es did not go into delivery of quality services. Many 
also indicated that the existing tax system was not 
fair to everyone. Many respondents felt that those 
at the bottom of society, the poor, were overly taxed 
yet the returns on their tax was not commensurate 
in terms of public services and poverty reduction 
programmes. There was an overall feeling that whilst 
tax revenues went up and taxes increased; both in 
breadth and in rates, this was not translating into 
desirable outcomes such as improved access to 
quality services and goods as well as provision of 
quality public services and goods.

Recommendations

•	 Based on the above conclusions from the survey, 
the following are the recommendations:

i.	 Oxfam and its partners should advocate for 
County Governments to develop and agree on 
a policy framework or at least guidelines on the 
conduct of public participation. This is especial-
ly in regards to the modalities for inclusion for 
the public in public engagement forums since 
very few are included in the county decision 
making. 

ii.	 Oxfam and its partners in the counties should 
also interrogate how effective public participa-
tion is being done by county governments, and 
whether the outcome of engaging the public is 
reflective of its aspirations/priorities. The find-

2https://kenya.oxfam.org/policy_paper/progressive-mobilisation-and-management-domestic-resources-quality-deliv-
ery-public
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ings can then be shared with the county gov-
ernment and can be used to help the county in 
knowing what sectors they should focus on in 
terms of budgetary allocations. 

iii.	 Oxfam and its partner CSOs should lobby the 
government to allocate more resources to pro-
poor sectors based on their analysis. Oxfam 
in collaboration with other like-minded CSOs 
should come up with position papers that will 
be used to influence policy towards allocation 
of more resources to pro-poor sectors in the an-
nual national budget.

iv.	 Oxfam and its partner CSOs should come up with 
programs that will advocate for the county gov-
ernments to ensure that there is diversification 
of people who participate in public forums to 
discuss county matters. Specifically, the advo-
cacy efforts should be geared to ensuring wom-
en, youth, physically disabled, and the margin-
alised have ways of and the space to participate 
in giving their views to the county governments 
on matters of importance to them. 

v.	 Oxfam and its partners/stakeholders should 
start building the capacity of communities to 
understand the process of coming up with a 
CIDP ahead of the next process after 2018. They 
should also lobby county governments to en-
sure that they involve the public in giving their 
views towards the next CIDPs. Further, Oxfam 
and its partners should collaborate with the 
county governments in identifying the most 
pressing needs of the people in each county, so 
that they can be included in the CIDPs.

vi.	 In relation to the above recommendation, Oxfam 
and its partners should also advocate for more 
community involvement in development of CI-
DPs, contribution of budget proposals and so-
cial audits to achieve sustainable development 
initiatives. The public should be encouraged to 
take up public participation as a duty since it is 
their right to do so. County governments should 

increase forums and opportunities for dialogue 
with the public on taxation and other domestic 
resource mobilisation matters at County levels.

vii.	 Oxfam and its partners too should advocate for 
increased access to information on budgeting 
(across all the stages from formulation to re-
view) through expanded channels such as local 
radio stations, ward administrators, MCAS, etc. 
for delivery to improve quality of citizen par-
ticipation since it was noted from the survey 
that information on budgets from the coun-
ties is rarely availed to the public in time or not 
availed at all; while county governments should 
increase avenues for sharing of public informa-
tion on budgeting, taxation and other public fi-
nance maters including planning as required by 
law, Further, Oxfam and its partners can partner 
with county government and local media in the 
counties to share/popularise the public par-
ticipation schedules, in order to give citizens 
enough lead time to engage during the public 
participation forums.

 
viii.	 Development partners should support capacity 

development for county governments and CSOs 
engaging in advocacy and policy making on do-
mestic resource mobilisation at county levels. 

 ix.	 The national government needs to increase 
awareness on how much resource it has mo-
bilised, how it has allocated these resources to 
the counties as well as the various sectors.  On 
the other hand, citizens should be taking part in 
tracking the expenditure to ensure the resourc-
es allocated are accounted for; this pro-active-
ness from both sides is a way of enhancing of 
re-establishing the social contract between the 
Government and the public.

x.	 Finally, development partners should contin-
ue engagements to broker dialogue between 
County and national government, Civil Society 
and citizens on taxation and budgeting.

12 DRM Baseline Survey Report



01INTRODUCTION
AND BACKGROUND
INFORMATION

1.1.	 About Oxfam Kenya

Oxfam Kenya, through its Tax Justice Programme and in partnership with other national and local partners 
are implementing a three year project on Domestic Resource Mobilization (DRM) with financial support 
from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Finland. The project titled “Progressive mobilization and manage-
ment of domestic resources for quality delivery of public services in three counties of Kenya” is general-
ly aimed at supporting civil society organisations, community based organisations, and communities in 
Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir counties, to be better placed to demand progressive taxation, more accessible 
public services and an accountable government. In so doing, the project seeks to contribute to promoting 
accountable, transparent and gender sensitive resource mobilization, allocation and spending of county 
governments towards public services in order to tackle inequality and poverty. 

Further, the project intends to contribute to a more progressive, transparent and accountable tax and 
expenditure regime that result in reduced inequality and improved quality of life for poor, vulnerable and 
marginalized women and youth in Kenya. 

Specifically, Oxfam and its partners seek to ensure that the project is able to support women and youth to 
effectively influence progressive policy changes on government revenue raising, budgeting and spending 
that deliver increased investment in public services that respond to their needs, priorities and rights in  
Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi counties. 

Oxfam Kenya thus commissioned this baseline survey to provide programme staff and partners with de-
tailed baseline data on key project indicators that will enable better programming and advocacy as well as 
the objective measurement of the impact of the project on the targeted stakeholders and subsequently, 
the changes taking place over the course of the project. 

Objectives of the Survey:

The baseline survey had the following objectives; 
a)	 Undertake baseline study to provide Oxfam and its partners engendered baseline data against 

log frame indicators;
b)	 Provide Oxfam, its partners and the different stakeholders involved in tax and budget monitoring 



programmes, accurate and reliable information 
on taxation, county budgeting process, resource 
mobilization, allocation and expenditure which 
will also inform influencing and campaigning ac-
tivities;

c)	 Analyse existing legislation in the three counties 
on taxation, public participation, resource mobili-
zation, allocation and expenditure;

d)	 Analyse the progressiveness/repressiveness of 
the tax regime in Kenya and recommend the re-
quired changes to make Kenya’s tax regime more 
progressive;

e)	 Analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen 
participation particularly of women and youth in 
decision making processes in the planning and 
budgeting at the county governments particularly 
in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir; 

f)	 Analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen 
participation particularly of women and youth in 
holding duty bearers and service providers ac-
countable on effective delivery of public services 
particularly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir; 

g)	 Level of Government investment in the provision 
of essential public services at the National and 
County level; 

h)	 Knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels of 
citizens especially poor and marginalized women 
and youth of the County Integrated Development 
Plans (CIDP) and County budgets;

i)	 Survey the Knowledge, attitudes and perception 
of duty bearers, government officials and service 
providers on citizens’ rights as tax payers, and 
government roles and responsibilities for tax jus-
tice, budgeting and public service delivery among 
women and youth in target Counties;

j)	 Provide clear guidance and recommendations on 
ways to strengthen monitoring of the project to 
maximize learning and adjust/improve the project 
design, logic of intervention and monitoring indi-

cators, if necessary;
k)	 Recommend practical, realistic, appropriate and 

innovative approaches the project can employ to 
facilitate citizen participation in decision making 
process at the national and county levels as well 
as building an advocacy around a proper tax re-
gime in Kenya;

l)	 Provide recommendations and strategies on pro-
moting fair taxation and utilization for basic public 
service delivery in Kenya. 

1.2.	 Scope of the evaluation

The baseline survey was conducted in three counties 
namely; Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi. The survey targeted 
members of the general public, representatives of civil 
society organizations and community based organiza-
tions conducting civic education on budgets, public par-
ticipation and taxation, national and county government 
representatives, county assembly representatives, media 
and tax experts. [See annex for a comprehensive list of the 
target groups 

1.3.	 Structure of the Report

This report is divided into six chapters. Chapter one of the 
report entails an introduction and background information 
on the baseline survey. It outlines the survey background 
and objectives. Chapter two of the report illustrates the 
approach and methodology adopted in executing the 
baseline survey. Chapter three of the report contains liter-
ature review with respect to the baseline objectives. Chap-
ter four of the report presents key findings of the survey 
with respect to the baseline objectives. Chapter five of the 
report outlines conclusion and recommendations of this 
baseline survey. Finally, chapter six contains the survey 
demographics, survey tools and other annextures to the 
report. 
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02APPROACH AND 
METHODOLOGY

2.1    Adopted Approach

The baseline survey adopted both qualitative and quantitative research approaches. The qualitative 
phase entailed Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) and Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with various respon-
dents as well as literature review of various documents, while the quantitative phase involved household 
interviews with a representative sample of members of the general public in the three target counties [the 
complete details of the achieved sample and interviewed stakeholders is contained in the annexes]. The 
baseline survey tools for the KIIs and FGDs entailed open-ended and deep probing questions. Additional 
household data was collected using structured questionnaires, developed to meet the survey objectives. 
Data from secondary sources was also used during the baseline survey. The purpose of incorporating both 
qualitative and quantitative research approaches was to enable the triangulation of the survey findings. 

2.2   Adopted Methodology

a)	 Desk/Literature Review

This entailed review of all relevant documents, which include the following:
The project proposal;
•	 The Tax Justice programme log frame;
•	  Africa’s Voices Foundation (AVF) Tax Justice Report (baseline) for Oxfam; Final report on analysis 

of DRM for basic public service delivery in Kenya to NTA & Oxfam;
•	 Kenya School of Government, Centre for Devolution Studies Working Paper; Building Public Par-

ticipation in Kenya’s Devolved Government (2015); 
•	 Open Society Initiative for Eastern Africa and the Institute of Development Studies, University of 

Nairobi; Kenya: Democracy and Political Participation (2014);
•	 National Democratic Institute State of Governance Report 2014;
•	 Mobilising Progressive Domestic Resources for Quality Public Services (Annual Report_2015);
•	 Previous reports on public participation, DRM, budgeting and taxation produced by various 

organization such as The Institute of Economic Affairs – Kenya (IEA-Kenya), The National Tax 
Association (NTA), Society for International Development (SID), The Institute for Social Account-
ability (TISA), International Budget Partnership (IBP) – Kenya, Infotrak Countytrak Polls, amongst 
other national civil society organizations dealing with the mentioned issues;



•	 Other relevant documents on public participation 
and budgeting especially in the 3 target counties.

b)	 Key Informant In-depth Interviews

	 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) were conducted 
with various key stakeholders who had insights 
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and deep understanding of taxation, budget mak-
ing process and public participation in the nation-
al and county governments. The details of the ac-
tual KII distribution and respondents are available 
in the annexures. The target sample distribution 
was as follows: 

c)	 Focus Group Discussions

	 Focus group discussions were conducted with 
youth, women and men in the 3 target counties. 

National and County government officials

CSOs and CBOs

Oxfam Staff
Local Media Houses

National Government Representatives

Wajir County
Venue – Wajir Town and 
Wajir North)

Turkana County
Venue – Lodwar Town 
and Lokichar)

Nairobi County
(Venue – Nairobi)

The respondents were recruited from the community with the help of Oxfam in Wajir and Turkana. For one to be eligible to partic-
ipate in the focus group discussion, they had to be members of an organised group, such as women group, youth group etc. and 
have knowledge of the county government and its mandate. 

County Assemblies 
•   Chairmen of the budget appropriations committee in the 3 counties;
•   Office of the Clerk of the county assembly or their designate in the 3 

counties; 
County Executive 
•   County Executive’s/Chief Officers in charge of Finance and economic 

planning in the 3 Counties.
Executive Directors, Programme Staff and Civic Educators concerned with 
programs targeting the general public on tax advocacy, public participation and 
budgeting.
Program Coordinators in Wajir and Turkana.
Media Houses involved in the project from 2 counties
•	 Wajir Community Radio;
•	 Radio Jambo – Turkana.

National Government officers concerned with taxation and budgeting;
•	 Office of the Auditor General;
•	 Commission for Revenue Allocation;
•	 Office of the Controller of Budget;
•	 The Directorate of Budget, Fiscal and Economic Affairs at the Treasury.

Women 
Youth
Men

Women 
Youth
Men

Women
Youth 
Men

1 Urban and 1 Rural
1 Urban and 1 Rural
1 Urban and 1 Rural
Total = 6
1 Urban and 1 Rural
1 Urban and 1 Rural
1 Urban and 1 Rural
Total = 6
1 Lower Class and 1 Middle Class per category
Total = 6

Target Group				    Types of Respondents

FGD Groups			   FGD make-up		   No. of FGDs

Table 1: KIIs distribution

Table 2: FGDs distribution

The number of respondents per FGD varied from 
8-12 with each group taking between 1.5-2 hours. 
In total, 18 FGDs were conducted and were cate-
gorised as follows: 
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d)	 The Quantitative Approach

	 Infotrak conducted face-to-face interviews in 
Turkana, Nairobi and Wajir with adult members of 
the general public who are 18 years and above. 
The sample was stratified in a way to incorpo-
rate the gender (male/female) of the respondent, 
place of respondent (urban/rural), and the social 
economic class of the respondents.

	 The sample for the survey was n= 1,200 face to 
face interviews. The interviews were conducted 
using Infotrak’s customised ODK CAPI (computer 
assisted personal interviews) system.  

Sampling

Overall, the survey had a sample size of 1,200 across the 
3 target counties. Allocation of the proposed 1,200 sam-
ple to the 3 counties was done via cluster sampling where 
each county was allocated the same sample size of 400 
interviews.  This translated into a margin of error of 4.9% at 
a 95% confidence level for each one of the 3 counties. Our 
sampling frame was the 2009 Kenya Census adult popula-
tion (18+ years).  The specific number of clusters to be vis-
ited per sub-county was derived at using Probability Pro-
portionate to Population Size methodology (PPS) for adult 
population (18+ years). This helped in determining the 
number of clusters to be sampled per sub-county/sub-lo-
cation.  At least a minimum of 20 households were to be 
interviewed in each cluster. For sub-counties with more 
2 clusters, 40 households were interviewed..  The sample 
was designed using Population Proportionate to Size (PPS) 
with the 2009 Kenya Population and Housing Census being 
used as the sampling frame. The County was used as the 
key administrative unit. During sample selection, we em-
ployed a mixture of both cluster and random sampling. The 
sample elements were selected independently from each 
enumeration area (EA) in a manner consistent with the 
measurement objectives of this survey. In a nutshell, the 
following measures were taken to ensure that the sample 
arrived at was representative of the larger population and 
therefore was able to provide useful and accurate statis-
tics.

•	 Use of a combination of random and systematic 
sampling in selection of EAs and households in-
cluded in the survey and by extension ensuring all 
sub-counties are covered so as to guarantee that 
the sample adequately represents the population;

•	 Coverage of the various sub-groups to ensure that 
key segments of the population are represented;

•	 The error of non-response was minimized by ensur-
ing maximum participation of survey respondents 
and therefore a good representation;

The detailed sample distribution is available at the annex-
ures.

Household sampling was done using the Kish grid which 
was incorporated in the scripted questionnaire. The Kish 
Grid was used to select the sampled respondents whereby 
the Enumerator would list all the eligible members of the 
household (in this case, persons residing in the household 
and aged 18 years and above) in a systematic order; by age 
i.e.  Starting with the oldest person; as well as gender for 
each eligible household member. 

2.3.   Data Collection Instruments

The consultant, in consultation with Oxfam and her part-
ners, designed three different data collection tools name-
ly; Household Survey tool, Focus Group Discussion Guide, 
and the Key Informants Interview Guide. The tools were de-
signed to capture all the objectives of the baseline survey. 
The tools are contained in the annextures. 

2.4.   Survey Schedule, Training and
          Piloting 

The consultant held a centralized training for the key proj-
ect team on 20th July, 2016 to 22nd July, 2016.  During the 
training, the data collection team was taken through the 
survey objectives, survey tools, household and respon-
dent selection process, and field logistics. After training, 
the data collection team were deployed to the field to pilot 
the household survey questionnaire.

2.5.   Fieldwork

Data collection started on 27th July, 2016 and ended on 
11th August, 2016 in all the surveyed counties. Focus group 
discussions and key informant interviews were moderated 
by the Consultant’s technical team who were well versed 
with the objectives of the survey. For the household sur-
vey, the consultant engaged the services of enumerators 
from the programme implementation counties who are 
well versed with the local terrain, culture and languages.

2.6.    Data Processing and Analysis

Quantitative data was processed and analysed using SPSS 
version 21 and Microsoft Excel. On the other hand, qualita-
tive data was transcribed, entered into grids and emerging 
themes identified. Quantitative findings were then trian-
gulated with qualitative and literature review findings. 

2.7.   Quality Control and Assurance

Strict quality control and assurance measures were put 
in place to ensure proper data collection. Field accompa-
niments were made to ensure the right households and 



respondents were selected and interviewed respectively 
and the survey questions were properly administered. For 
KIIs and FGDs, the discussions were audio-recorded as 
a back up to the note taking. Further, data cleaning was 
undertaken on a daily basis to ensure quality of the data 
by running plausibility reports for each team. This formed 
a check basis upon which feedback would be given to all 
the teams in the morning before proceeding to the field. 
The use of mobile data collection also enabled the captur-
ing of GPS coordinates for verification of the exact location 
where the interviews were conducted. 

2.8.   Challenges experienced during the 		
         Evaluation

Several challenges were experienced during the evalua-
tion. Some of the challenges experienced are as follows:

•	 Logistical challenges which forced some field 
teams to delay with their field work;

•	 Vast and remote areas in the target counties. Some 
of the sampled areas were remote and far apart 
hence occasioning delays in field work.

•	 There were cases of insecurity in some of the sam-
pled areas such as in Turkana East sub-county. 
Thus, with the advice of the Oxfam’s coordinator in 
Turkana, the consultant did not sample in Turkana 
East sub-county which was inaccessible during the 
survey period due to insecurity. Therefore, the con-
sultant over-sampled Turkana Central and Loima 
sub-counties in place of this sub-county.

Getting hold of key informants from various, government 
departments, county assemblies and executives proved to 
be an uphill task since most of them either refused to be 
or avoided being interviewed or were not present in their 
respective counties during the survey period. 
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03LITERATURE
REVIEW

Public engagement: A strategy for progressive taxation and budgeting? 

Taxation and public sector budgeting are fundamental activities of government: these signify and embody 
the social contract between citizens and government. They actualise the agreement between people 
and their governments that involves citizens making private resources available to government (in the 
form of tax) in return for public services and other necessities that meet national priorities and interests 
(Gomez, Friedman & Shapiro, 2005; Tanaka, 2007; Justice & Dulger, 2009; Carlitz, 2010). As such, citizens 
rightfully expect of their governments, efficient, fair, equitable and transparent delivery of public services 
and goods (Tanaka, 2007). Over the years, public engagement or participation has increasingly been en-
couraged to ensure that government is more accountable and responsive to citizen demands. Notably, 
over 1200 municipalities across the world today are understood to be employing participatory approaches 
in budgeting and on conversations on taxation involving citizens (Zhang and Yang, 2009). 

What is public engagement?

As a concept, public engagement has been used to imply, in a broad sense, the active involvement of the 
public in policy-making processes (Tanaka, 2007; Carlitz, 2010; Lakin, 2013). Such participation is viewed 
both from the form of formal governmental processes or in parallel civic process. “…the participation of 
private actors in the public sphere, conducted through direct and indirect interactions of civil society 
organisations and citizens-at-large with government, multilateral institutions and business establish-
ments to influence decision making or pursue common goals” – (World Bank, 2003: 1). Public engagement 
is also viewed as an avenue for promoting economic development, encouraging more equitable allocation 
of public resources, and more efficient poverty reduction initiatives (OECD, 2001). Public engagement can 
be viewed from three main perspectives: information, active participation and consultation (OECD, 2001; 
World Bank, 2003; Tanaka, 2007; Carlitz, 2010). 

Why engage the public? 

Public participation may be regarded as a way of empowerment and as vital part of democratic gover-
nance. Existing literature suggests that governments continue to encourage citizen participation mainly: 
i) to inform the public of government decisions, ii) to involve the public in government decision making, iii) 
improve government’s understanding of public expectations, iv) to adjust services to the preferences of 



the public, v) understand public priorities, and vi) to obtain 
information from the public on the quality of government 
services (Gomez, Friedman & Shapiro, 2005; Tanaka, 2007; 
Justice & Dulger, 2009; O’Meara et al, 2010; Berener, 2009; 
GFOA, 2009; Carlitz, 2010). 

Public participation and budgeting

It is argued that strengthening the transparency and open-
ness of public budgets can help promote social account-
ability and facilitate the building of public confidence in 
overall government, its legitimacy and credibility (Tanaka, 
2007; Carlitz, 2010; Lakin, 2013). There are also those who 
argue that beyond budgeting, public engagement can be 
both a “means” and an “end” for democratic governments 
(Gomez, Friedman & Shapiro, 2005; Tanaka, 2007; Carlitz, 
2010). It could make citizens better educated about public 
policies and allow government to build more effective and 
responsive institutions by tapping into the experience and 
expertise of their constituents (Friedman & Shapiro, 2005; 
Tanaka, 2007; Justice & Dulger, 2009; O’Meara et al, 2010; 
Carlitz, 2010). 

Clarlitz (2010) reviewed budget-related transparency and 
accountability initiatives aiming to analyse their impact. 
He argues that building horizontal and vertical alliances 
between stakeholders, producing and making legitimate 
information available to the public, legal empowerment 
and international support remain some of the effective 
ways towards accruing the most from public engagement 
in budgeting processes (Clarlitz, 2010).

Tanaka (2007) explored citizen engagement in the budget 
process. She argues that public engagement in budgeting 
can lead to: i) citizens providing more input into the estab-
lishment of priorities and feel that they have a stake in out-
comes, ii) citizens placing greater trust in government and 
public officials, iii) greater equity  and better protection 
of interests of under-represented and vulnerable groups, 
iv) government being more open and transparent and ac-
countable, and v) chances of wastage of resources, and 
corruption, are reduced, vi) more accurate understanding 
of public finances (Tanaka, 2007). 

Kang & Min (2013) investigated the different public partic-
ipation mechanisms in Korea and illustrated how public 
inputs are reflected in the country’s budget process and 
fiscal policies (Kang & Min, 2007). They argue that incor-
porating public participation mechanisms in the budget 
process in Korea was possible because of support from 
budget authorities and political leaders as well as nongov-
ernmental organizations (Kang & Min, 2007).

Lakin (2013) has extensively studied public participation 
in the budget process in Kenya. He argues that in terms 
of what to discuss, engagements on the budget process 

could focus on; i) determining how to spend development 
(capital) funds on investment projects in the county, ii) de-
termining how to spend part of the recurrent or operational 
budget, and iii) determining allocations to specific sectors 
of interest like health or education (Lakin, 2013).  

Gomez, Friedman & Shapiro (2005) argue that access to 
budget documents is vital to ensuring government finan-
cial accountability, and for the public’s informed participa-
tion in budget debates (Gomez, Friedman & Shapiro, 2005). 
They contend further that countries should take much 
larger steps to further open national budget processes to 
broader citizen participation (Gomez, Friedman & Shapiro, 
2005). 

Lastly, O’Meara et al (2010) investigated community and 
facility-level engagement in planning and budgeting for 
the health sector in Kilifi County Kenya. They established 
that engagement of the community through committees 
influenced target and priority setting. They maintain that 
even limited community involvement can influence health 
sector planning and may allow for activities and invest-
ments to be tailored to local needs, but this can easily 
be over-ridden by national frameworks for target setting 
(O’Meara et al, 2010).

Public engagement and taxation 

Regarding taxation, public engagement has been touted 
as a mechanism through which governments can increase 
the understanding of the public on the intricacies and 
complexities that characterise the nexus between taxa-
tion and service delivery. It has also been argued that pub-
lic engagement on taxation can be leveraged to build legit-
imacy and credibility of government (Tanaka, 2007; Lakin, 
2013; Beuermann & Amelina, 2014). This in turn can en-
courage citizens to pay taxes, investors to commit funds, 
and donors to top up existing sources of revenue (Tanaka, 
2007; Lakin, 2013; Beuermann & Amelina, 2014). In fact, 
many endorse the idea that through active engagement of 
citizens on taxation, modern government can strengthen 
themselves as it ensures that government programmes 
reflect public interests, views and values (Tanaka, 2007; 
Beuermann & Amelina, 2014).

There is evidence suggesting that citizen engagement in-
creases tax revenues. Beuermann & Amelina (2014) carried 
out an experimental evaluation of the participatory bud-
geting model. They established that in administratively 
matured and politically decentralised local governments, 
increased public participation in the process of decision 
making increased local taxes, ensured larger volumes 
of the public budget is invested in services prioritised by 
citizens and increased public satisfaction with public ser-
vices (Beuermann & Amelina, 2014). 
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Citizens often demonstrate a lot of appetite for public 
services but do not appear to match this with willingness 
to pay for them (Tanaka, 2007). While citizens welcome 
spending that provides visible and immediate benefits, 
many seem blind to the need for essential public goods and 
resist investments in them (Tanaka, 2007). There seems 
to be gaps in information and understanding amongst 
the public on the need for short-term fiscal trade-offs for 
long-term budget outlooks (Tanaka, 2007; Beuermann & 
Amelina, 2014) 

Social Contract

The social contract is a binding relationship that exists 
among members of society and the state (in its holistic na-
ture). It outlines mutual roles and responsibilities, for the 
State to ensure the good of the people who constituted 
it and for the people to ensure the common good of the 
whole (Rousseau, 1762); this then essentially brings people 
together for mutual preservation. The social contract can 
be broken down into three key categories: i. Expectations 
as to how interactions between state and society should 
function both directly and indirectly. A plausible social con-
tract is one that comprises and references such expecta-
tion sufficiently. Thus, it behooves the state to consult the 
public whenever it has any plans it wants to implements 
for example during the budget making process. The public 
should be invited to give their views on what they expect 
the budgets to focus on and what their needs are, while 
the government should also put forward its own proposi-
tion. This discussion should end in a compromise, where 
both sides are satisfied.  ii. Capacity-entails not only the 
ability of the state to allocate the resources in line with ex-

pectations but also the desire to do so to better society. It 
therefore incorporates not only the availability of materials 
and technical resources but also the level of responsive-
ness to the needs of society based on discussions held 
between the state and the citizenry. The citizens should 
also play their part by paying taxes which will later be used 
by the state to offer various services and goods. iii. Pro-
cesses-that take place within a social contract would af-
firm inclusive and deliberate political, economic and social 
participation at every level of society. This is where public 
engagement is important and it should be held in an open 
manner and in accordance to the existing laws. Credibility 
of the social contracts lies with guaranteed service deliv-
ery, management of criticisms, and promotion of relation-
ships in society and the reduction of inequalities as well 
marginalization (UNDP, 2012, p. 18).

Conclusion

The literature suggests that successfully engaging the 
public in conversations around taxation and the budget 
process offers an opportunity for encouraging good gov-
ernance practices and adoption of responsible fiscal poli-
cies. Engaged citizens are more knowledgeable about gov-
ernment, hold more thoughtful and sophisticated views of 
public policy, and are less cynical in their attitudes toward 
government. Nonetheless, the clamor for citizen engage-
ment must recognize that budgeting and tax policy mat-
ters are technically complex and politically difficult. This 
has significant implications on the level of engagement 
as well as the quality of interactions with government on 
budgeting, taxation and service delivery. 
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04BASELINE SURVEY 
FINDINGS

4.1   Survey Demographics

Overall, 51.5% of the respondents were female while 48.5% were male as depicted in table 3 below. 54.3% of 
the respondents were from urban areas, 2.6% were from peri-urban areas while 43.1% were from rural areas 
as depicted below. 

Table 4 below depicts the age and marital status of the surveyed respondents. 7.5% were aged 18-20 years, 
21.8% were aged 21-25 years, 23.5% were aged 26-30 years, 13.5% were aged 31-35 years, 14.8% were aged 
36-40 years, 5.9% were aged 41-45 years, 4.9% were aged 46-50 years while 8% were aged 51+ years. On 
the other hand, 61.4% of the surveyed respondents were married, 28.7% were single, 4.2% were divorced/
separated while 5.7% were widowed. 

Table 5 below depicts the religion and social class of the surveyed respondents. 28.5% were Catholics; 31.9% 
were Protestants; 37.1% were Muslim; 0.5% were Hindu; while 2% belonged to other religions. On social class; 
0.6% belonged to social economic class AB; 5.9% belonged to social economic class C1; 38.7% belonged to 
social economic class C2; while 54.9% belonged to social economic class D. According to Infotrak’s LSM 
descriptor, those in SEC AB belong to higher managerial, administrative or professional occupations.  They 
include senior corporate executives, CEOs, General Managers, NGO executive directors etc. They also include 
Entrepreneurs or owner of medium to large enterprise as well as large scale/ranch Farmers. They live almost 
exclusively in affluent suburbs of major urban areas in Kenya and they own and live in their dream houses. 

Male
48.5%

18-20

7.5%

Urban
54.3%

31-35

13.5%

36-40

14.8%

41-45

5.9%

46-50

4.9%

51+

8.0%

Single

28.7%

Married

61.4%

Divorced/
Separated
4.2%

Widowed

5.7%

Total

100.0%

Total

100.0%

Female
51.5%

21-25

21.8%

Peri-Urban
2.6%

Total
100.0%

26-30

23.5%

Rural
43.1%

Total
100.0%

Gender					     Residence

Age							       Marital Status

Table 3: Survey Demographics: Gender and Residence

Table 4: Survey Demographics: Age and Marital Status



Figure 1: Extent to which citizens have been involved (consulted) in decision making by the county government   
towards county budget making and expenditure

Those in SEC C1 are the Upper Middle Class. They include 
middle level corporate executives CEOs, General Managers, 
NGO executive directors etc. but of smaller organizations. 
They also include entrepreneurs or owners of SMEs and 
medium scale /small scale Farmers. Meanwhile, those in 
SEC C2 are known as the Middle lower middle class. It com-
prises of junior level executives/ clerks, teachers, small 

Overall, only 2.0% of the respondents have been consulted 
about the county budget making and expenditure by their 
county governments from the 3 surveyed counties as indi-
cated in figure 1 above.  A majority (63.3%) of the surveyed 
citizens have not been consulted in decision making by 
the county Government towards county budget making 
and expenditure. About 21.9% of the respondent have 
somewhat been involved and 12.8% of the respondent 

4.2    Level, extent and quality of citizen public participation

The purpose of this section was to analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen participation particularly of women and 
youth in holding duty bearers and service providers accountable on effective delivery of public services particularly in 
Nairobi, Turkana and  Wajir. Below are the findings.

In your opinion, to what extent have citizens been involved (consulted) in decision making in this county by the county 
government towards county budget making and expenditure? 

business owners, majority of government workers in the 
middle to lower level job groups as well as entrants in the 
private sector. They have an average income with some 
micro business and small savings. Finally, there is SEC D: 
This SEC is known as the middle lower class. These are 
manual workers (Labourers, house servants, waiters). They 
have little disposable income and live from hand to mouth.

Catholic
28.5%

Hindu
.5%

Protestant
31.9%

Other
2.0%

Total
100.0%

Muslim
37.1%

AB
.6%

C1
5.9%

C2
38.7%

D
54.9%

Total
100.0%

Religion								        Social class

Table 5: Survey Demographics: Religion and Social Class

They have been fully involved 2.0%

Don’t Know 12.8%

They have been involved to some extent 21.9%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

They have not been involved at all 63.3%

don’t know whether they have been involved in decision 
making towards the county making expenditure. This goes 
to show that generally, public consultation by the county 
governments in the 3 target counties is almost non-exis-
tent as is evident from the baseline data.  The study found 
out that there is no difference among inferences from Nai-
robi, Wajir and Turkana. 
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They have not been involved at all
They have been involved to some extent
Don’t know
They have been fully involved
Total 

52.2%
32.1%
13.7%

2.0%
100.0%

74.9%
18.6%

4.9%
1.6%

100.0%

64.1%
14.6%
18.8%

2.5%
100.0%

64.1%
14.6%
18.8%

2.5%
100.0%

Nairobi	                 Turkana                    Wajir                    Total
COUNTY

Table 6:  Extent to which citizens have been involved (consulted) in decision making by the county government 
towards county budget making and expenditure by county



Figure 2: Extent to which citizens have been involved (consulted) in decision making by the county government 
towards county budget making and expenditure by gender

In the target county, only 2%, 1.6% and 2.5% of the sur-
veyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir Counties 
respectively have been involved fully by the county gov-
ernments in decision making towards county budget mak-
ing and expenditure. This is in comparisons to a majority of 
the surveyed respondents in Turkana County (74.9%) Wajir 
County (64.1%) and Nairobi County (52.2%) who have not 
been involved in decision making towards county budget 
making and expenditure as indicated in table 6 above. 
Gender-wise, 2.3% of the surveyed females have been in-
volved in decision making while only 1.7% of the surveyed 

On citizen involvement in the running of the county gov-
ernment, only 2.7% of the surveyed households in Wajir 
County have given their opinion on how the county should 
be run, while only 7.3% and 7.1% of the surveyed respon-
dents have given their opinion on how the county should 
be run in Nairobi and Turkana Counties respectively as in-
dicated in table 4 below. More households in Nairobi Coun-
ty (7.3%) have been invited by the county government to 
attend a meeting or forum to discuss issues pertaining to 
their county than households in Turkana (5.6%) and Wa-
jir (3.2%) counties respectively as shown in table 7 below. 
On the other hand, slightly more male (6.7%) opined that 
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males have been involved in decision making towards 
county budget making and expenditure. More male re-
spondents were are not involved towards county budget 
making and expenditure than their female counterparts as 
indicate in figure 2 below with 67.9% of the surveyed male 
respondents opining that they have not been involved at 
all in decision making by the county government towards 
budget making and expenditure as compared to 59.3% of 
the surveyed female respondents. The study found out 
that there is no difference among the household findings 
from Nairobi, Wajir and Turkana. 

Male Female

20.9%

They have not been involved
at all

They have  been involved to
some extent

Don’t Know They have been fully involved

67.6%
59.3%

22.8%
9.8% 15.6%

1.7% 2.3%

the county government has ever obtained their opinion 
on how the county should be run as compared to their 
female counterparts (4.7%). The case was the same with 
6.8% of the surveyed male respondents indicating that 
they had ever attended a meeting or forum to discuss is-
sues pertaining to their county as compared to 4.1% of 
the surveyed female respondents who were of the same 
opinion. Overall, there was no statistical difference among 
the counties and between the genders on the issue of cit-
izen involvement in running the county government. This is 
show in table 7 below. 

Has your county government ever obtained your 
opinion on how your county should be run
Through invitation of your County Government, 
have you ever attended any meeting or forum to 
discuss issues pertaining to your County?

Yes
No
Yes
No

7.3%
92.7%

7.3%
92.7%

7.1%
92.9%

5.6%
94.4%

2.7%
97.3%

3.2%
96.8%

6.7%
93.3%

6.8%
93.2%

4.7%
95.3%

4.1%
95.9%

Nairobi (n=400)     Turkana (n=358)     Wajir (n=400)       Male	      Female
County				    Gender

Table 7: Citizen Involvement in running the County government by County and by gender

The highest number (24.6%) of those who indicated that 
the county government had ever obtained their opinion 
on how it should be run were aged 21-25 years, followed 
by those aged 26-30 years at 22%. On the other hand, the 
least (4.1%) number of those who indicated that the coun-
ty government had ever obtained their opinion on how it 
should be run were aged 18-20 years.

On the other hand, the same was true based on the aged 
brackets when it came to ever attending any meeting or 
forum to discuss issues pertaining to their counties with 
the highest number of those who attended being aged 21-
25 years at 32.1% and the least number being aged 18-20 
years at 1.6% as depicted in table 8 below. 
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Has your county government ever obtained your 
opinion on how your county should be run
Through invitation of your County Government, 
have you ever attended any meeting or forum to 
discuss issues pertaining to your County?

Yes
No
Yes
No

18-20
4.1%
7.7%
1.6%
7.8%

21-25
24.6%
21.6%
32.1%
21.2%

26-30
22.0%
23.6%
12.8%
24.2%

31-35
7.5%

13.9%
8.7%

13.8%

36-40
16.9%
14.7%
17.0%
14.7%

41-45
8.3%
5.7%

10.3%
5.6%

46-50
5.5%
4.9%
7.5%
4.8%

50+
11.1%

7.8%
10.0%

7.9%

Age

Table 8: Citizen Involvement in running the County government by age

The survey further sought to know what would make the 
respondents attend the public participation forums. In 
Turkana County about 46.6% of the surveyed respondents 
would participate in the forum if invited; 10.0% would par-
ticipate if they were aware of participation in the forums; 
13.8% would participate in order to contribute to the agen-
da setting in the county while 9.1% of the respondents did 
not have a good reason to attend the meetings. Another 
14.3% of the surveyed respondents would participate 
since the decisions made in the forums affect them; while 
5.4 % would participate since they have a constitutional 
right to attend the forum; 13.8% would attend the forums 
only if money was offered and only 9.1% of the surveyed 
respondents would attend to get insights on how the 
county budget is allocated.

In Nairobi County about 27.0% of the surveyed respon-
dents would participate in the forum if invited; 23.0% 
would participate if they were aware about participation in 
the forums; 29.4% would participate to contribute to the 
agenda setting in the county while 12.9% of the surveyed 
respondents didn’t have a good reason to attend. Another 

Gender-wise, slightly more male than female would attend 
the forums if invited to participate at 30.2% male and 25% 
female respectively. More female (24.7%) would attend if 
there was awareness about participation in the forums 
as compared to their male counterparts at 19.5%. On the 
other hand, more females (21%) would attend to contrib-
ute to the agenda setting in their county as compared to 
their male counterparts at 19.7%. More male (18.4%) would 
attend the forums as the decisions made affect them as 

30.0% of the surveyed respondents would participate in 
the forums as the decisions made affect the; 21.4 % would 
participate since it is their constitutional right to attend 
the forum; 14.0% would attend the forums only if money 
was offered while 9.1% of the surveyed respondents would 
participate to get insight on how the county budget is al-
located.

In Wajir County about 10.7% of the surveyed respondents 
would participate in the forum if invited; 32.4% would par-
ticipate if they were aware of the participation in the fo-
rums; 18.3% would participate to contribute to the agen-
da setting in the county while 32.4% of the respondents 
didn’t have a good reason to attend. Another 7.5% of the 
respondents would participate since they are affected by 
the decisions made in the forums; 10.3 % would participate 
since they have constitutional right to attend the forum; 
2.5% would attend the forums only if money was offered 
and 2.3% of the surveyed respondents would participate 
to get insights on how the county budget is allocated as 
depicted in table 9 below.

Table 9 below has the details

If invited to participate/attend the forums
If there was awareness about participation in the forums
To contribute to agenda setting in our county
I don’t have a good reason
The decisions made in the forums affect me
It is my constitutional right to attend the forums
If money was offered to me to attend the forums
To get insight on how the county budget is allocated
Total

27.0%
23.0%
29.4%
12.9%
30.0%
21.4%
14.0%
17.6%

100.0%

46.6%
10.0%
13.8%

9.1%
14.3%

5.4%
13.8%

9.1%
100.0%

10.7%
32.4%
18.3%
32.4%

7.5%
10.3%

2.5%
2.3%

100.0%

27.5%
22.2%
20.4%
18.7%
16.8%
12.2%
9.8%
9.3%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 Turkana                    Wajir                    Total
COUNTY

Table 9:  Reasons for attending /participation in county public participation forums by County

compared to their female counterparts at 15.4%. There 
was no significant difference between the male and fe-
male respondents who opined that they would attend the 
forums since it was their constitutional right to do so. More 
male opined that they would attend the forums if money 
was offered to them compared to their female counter-
parts at 11.3% and 8.4% respectively. This is depicted in 
table 10 below.
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Table 11 below has the details on respondents’ atten-
dance/ participation in county public participation by age. 
The highest (29%) number of those aged 18-20 years old 
would attend if invited to participated; 26.6% of those 
aged 21-25 years would attend the forums as the deci-
sions made in the forums affect them; this was the same 
case with those age 26-30 years at 30.4%, 31-35 years at 

If invited to participate/attend the forums
If there was awareness about participation in the forums
To contribute to agenda setting in our county
I don’t have a good reason
The decisions made in the forums affect me
It is my constitutional right to attend the forums
If money was offered to me to attend the forums
To get insight on how the county budget is allocated
Total

30.2%
19.5%
19.7%
16.1%
18.4%
12.3%
11.3%

9.0%
100.0%

25.0%
24.7%
21.0%
21.1%
15.4%
12.2%

8.4%
9.7%

100.0%

27.5%
22.2%
20.4%
18.7%
16.8%
12.2%
9.8%
9.3%

100.0%

Male	       Female                       Total
GENDER

Table 10: Reasons for attending /participation in county public participation forums by Gender

27.8%, and 36-40 years at 24.6%; 30.7% of those aged 41-
45 years would attend to get insights on how the coun-
ty budget is allocated; 31.2% of those aged 46-50 years 
would attend since the decisions made in the forums af-
fect them while the case was the same for those aged 50+ 
years at 32.6% as shown in table 11 below. 

The decisions made in the forums affect 
me
To contribute to agenda setting in our 
county
To get insight on how the county budget 
is allocated
If invited to participate/attend the forums
If there was awareness about participa-
tion in the forums
It is my constitutional right to attend the 
forums
If money was offered to me to attend the 
forums
I don’t have a good reason
Total

18-20
21.5%

27.5%

12.9%

29.0%
12.1%

12.4%

7.6%

8.3%
100.0%

21-25 
26.6%

19.5%

21.1%

13.0%
24.1%

14.2%

15.3%

13.3%
100.0%

26-30
30.4%

22.3%

21.0%

16.6%
15.0%

13.2%

8.1%

7.8%
100.0%

31-35
27.8%

26.3%

21.8%

18.0%
11.4%

10.4%

8.3%

5.7%
100.0%

36-40
24.6%

21.2%

21.1%

21.5%
16.8%

11.8%

8.1%

9.5%
100.0%

41-45
23.7%

17.4%

30.7%

20.1%
15.9%

10.1%

16.9%

12.2%
100.0%

46-50
31.2%

22.7%

16.0%

26.1%
22.9%

13.1%

3.6%

7.3%
100.0%

50+
32.6%

22.0%

14.9%

20.5%
13.1%

9.0%

6.5%

9.0%
100.0%

27.5%

22.2%

20.4%

18.7%
16.8%

12.2%

9.8%

9.3%
100.0%

Age
Total

Table 11: Attending /participation in county public participation forums by Age

In a year, how often has your county government been 
inviting county residents to discuss the county matters? 
A majority (51.1%) of the surveyed respondents indicated 
that they have never been invited by their county govern-
ment to discuss county matters. About 22.4% confirmed 
that they have been invited 1-2 times in a year; 15.6% in-
dicated that they have invited more than once per month; 

6.2% mentioned that they have been invited 3-4 times in a 
year and 3.2% of the surveyed respondents also confirmed 
that they have been invited once per month to discuss the 
county government matters. Only 1.5% of the residents in-
dicated that they have been invited 5-10 times in a year 
to discuss the county government matters. Figure 3 below 
illustrates this;



Figure 3: Frequency of county government inviting county residents to discuss the county matters
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Of the 51.1% of surveyed respondents who have nev-
er been invited by the county government to discuss the 
county matters, the highest incidences were observed in 
the Wajir County at 92.9%. A majority of the residents in 
Nairobi County also confirmed that they have been invited 
by the county government to discuss the county matters 
1-2 times as shown in table 9 below.  In Turkana County, 
nearly a half 49.4% of the surveyed respondents men-
tioned that they have been invited more than once by the 

Means used by the Counties to invite people to public par-
ticipation forums
Nearly half 49.5% of the surveyed respondents mentioned 
radio as one of the major means of invitation by the county 
government. About 28.3% mentioned ward administrators; 
21.0% Newspapers; 20.8% television and 20.7% Members 

 5 - 10 times in a year 1.5%

Once per Month 3.2%

3 - 4 times in a year 6.2%

More than once per month 15.6%

1 - 2 times in a year

Never 51.1%

22.4%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

county government to discuss the county matters. From 
the analysis on inviting residents by the county govern-
ment, the data reveals that the incidence for the three 
counties is quite similar: 5-10 times in a year is quite low 
with Nairobi at 2.6%; 1.3% in Turkana and 0.5% in Wajir 
County as shown in table 12 below. From the data, the 3 
county governments rarely have public discussions with 
their citizens to discuss county matters as opined by a 
majority of the surveyed respondents.

Never
1 – 2 times in a year
More than once per month
3 – 4 times in a year
Once per Month
5 – 10 times in a year
Total

29.9%
51.5%

1.7%
13.4%

.9%
2.6%

100.0%

28.5%
7.4%

49.4%
4.2%
9.1%
1.3%

100.0%

92.9%
5.1%

.5%

.5%

.5%

.5%
100.0%

51.1%
22.4%
15.6%
6.2%
3.2%
1.5%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 Turkana                    Wajir                    Total
COUNTY

Table 12: Frequency of county government inviting county residents to discuss the county matters by county 

of county assemblies. Further 12.6% of the respondents 
also mentioned posters and billboards; 6.5% mentioned 
social media and only 4.2% mentioned SMS. Figure 4 below 
depicts how county government use various methods to 
invited citizens to discuss county matters 



Figure 4: Means that county has been using to invite people to discuss the county matters
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SMS 4.2%

Social Media 6.5%

Posters and Billboards 12.6%

MCAs 20.7%

Television 20.8%

Newspapers 21.0%

Ward Administrators 28.3%

Radio 49.5%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

The most popular avenues for inviting residents to discuss 
county matters in Nairobi are radio as mentioned by 60.9% 
of the surveyed respondents, newspapers mentioned by 
50.6% of the surveyed respondents and television men-
tioned by 49.7% of the surveyed respondents. In Turkana 
County, the most popular avenues used to invite people 
to discuss county matters are ward administrators men-
tioned by 42.6% of the surveyed respondents and MCAs 
mentioned by 41.6% of the surveyed respondents. Mean-
while, in Wajir County, the most popular means of inviting 
people to discuss county matters is through radio as men-

tioned by 64.6% of the surveyed respondents and ward 
administrators as mentioned by 36.6% of the surveyed 
respondents. The survey data thus goes to show that de-
pending on the specific county, there are various means 
that work in inviting members of the public to discuss 
county matters. What comes out from the survey is that 
ward administrators and MCAs are a popular means of invi-
tation in the far flung counties as opposed to Nairobi Coun-
ty which is using the media more to invite the public. Table 
13 below indicates the means used by the surveyed coun-
ties to invite the public to discuss about county matters. 

Thinking about public participation; how easy or difficult 
would you say it is?
Generally, it is still difficult for the people to participate in 
forums that are called to make budgets. Findings reveal 
that 65% find it difficult while 75.6% of those who partici-

Radio
Ward Administrators
Newspapers
Television
MCAs
Posters and Billboards
Social Media
SMS

60.9%
8.1%

50.6%
49.7%

8.4%
23.5%
13.7%

5.3%

29.8%
42.6%

4.4%
3.9%

41.6%
9.3%

.2%
1.9%

64.6%
36.6%

1.2%
2.4%
4.9%

.6%
5.5%
6.1%

49.5%
28.3%
21.0%
20.8%
20.7%
12.6%
6.5%
4.2%

Nairobi	                 Turkana                    Wajir                    Total
COUNTY

Table 13: Means that county has been using to invite people to discuss the county matters by county

pate find it difficult to influence decisions on county bud-
gets. Another 67.2% find it difficult to access information 
on county budget legislation and project plans as shown 
in table 14 below. 

To participate in your County budgeting and planning
To influence your County decision making
To access information on your county budgets, legislation 
and project plans 

19.4%
32.9%
30.2%

45.6%
42.7%
37.0%

27.2%
19.2%
24.5%

7.8%
5.2%
8.2%

Very Difficult	 Difficult	                Easy	 Very Easy

Table 14: Ease of Public participation



Would you say your county government observes the fol-
lowing values and principles? 
22.8% of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County opined 
that the county government observes transparency and 
accountability in it affairs as compared to 24.6% in Nai-
robi County and 27.5% in Turkana County. A paltry 10% 
of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County opined that 
their county government observes equality/inclusion 
of the people from all diversities into the government; in 
comparison to 31% and 32.6% of the surveyed respon-
dents in Turkana and Nairobi counties respectively. 16.5% 
of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County opined that 
their county government observes equitable distribution 
of county resources in contrast with 30.2% and 31% in 
Nairobi and Turkana counties respectively. On the other 
hand, 16% of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County 
opined that their county government observes the princi-
ple of recognition and inclusion of women into the county 
government as compared to 33.8% and 58.9% of those in 
Turkana and Nairobi counties respectively. Only 12.5% of 

In Nairobi County 50.3% of the residents have difficulty in 
accessing information on county budgets, legislation and 
project plans; about 49.2% have difficulty in participating 
in budget and planning while 46.1% have difficulty in influ-
encing county decision making.

 In Turkana County, 39.1% of the residents have difficulty in 
accessing information on county budgets, legislation and 
project plans; about 41.3% have difficulty in participating 

in the budget and planning while 37.0% have difficulty in 
influencing county decision making.

In Wajir County 36.2% of the residents have difficulty in 
accessing information on county budgets, legislation and 
project plans; about 43.4% have difficulty in participating 
in budget and planning while 34.3% have difficulty in in-
fluencing county decision making. Table 15 below has the 
details.

To participate in your County budgeting and planning
To influence your County decision making
To access information on your county budgets, legislation 
and project plans 
Total 

49.2%
46.1%
50.3%

48.5%

41.3%
37.0%
39.1%

39.1%

43.4%
34.3%
36.2%

38.0%

44.7%
39.3%
42.1%

42.1%

Nairobi	                 Turkana                    Wajir                    Total
COUNTY

Table 15: Ease of Public participation by County
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the surveyed respondents in Wajir County opined that their 
county government observes the principle of recognition 
and inclusion of youth into the county government, in con-
trast to 28.3% and 56.1% of the surveyed respondents in 
Turkana and Nairobi counties respectively. Finally, 14.8% 
of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County opined that 
the county governments have taken services closer to the 
people, while the number was higher in Turkana and Nai-
robi counties respectively at 29.7% and 62% respectively 
as shown in table 16 below. From the survey, it is evident 
that a majority of the residents in do not feel that their 
county governments are transparent and accountable in 
their affairs, neither do they observe equality/inclusion of 
people from all diversities into the government nor equally 
distribute resources in the county. On recognition of youth 
and women in the county government and taking service 
provision closer to the people, a majority of the surveyed 
respondents in Wajir and Turkana counties  do not feel that 
their county governments observes these values and prin-
ciples. 
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Transparency and accountability in its affairs 

Equality/inclusion of people from all diversities into the 
government 

Equitable distribution of county resources

Recognition and inclusion of women into the county
government

Recognition and inclusion of youth into the county
government

Taking service provision closer to the people 

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Yes
No
Don’t Know
Yes
No
Don’t Know

24.6%
73.2%

2.2%
32.6%
62.1%

5.3%
30.2%
64.5%

5.3%
58.9%
35.2%

5.9%
56.1%
37.7%

6.3%
62.0%
32.8%

5.2%

27.5%
65.1%

7.4%
31.0%
48.0%
21.1%
31.0%
56.7%
12.3%
33.8%
47.1%
19.1%
28.3%
54.0%
17.7%
29.7%
50.4%
19.8%

22.8%
72.8%

4.5%
10.0%
83.5%

6.5%
16.5%
74.0%

9.5%
16.0%
66.5%
17.5%
12.5%
69.5%
18.0%
14.8%
65.7%
19.5%

25.2%
71.3%

3.5%
22.6%
67.3%
10.1%
24.3%
67.0%

8.7%
37.2%
48.4%
14.5%
31.2%
56.5%
12.3%
35.0%
51.1%
13.8%

24.5%
69.9%

5.6%
25.9%
63.1%
11.1%
27.1%
63.8%

9.1%
35.5%
51.0%
13.5%
33.7%
51.0%
15.3%
36.4%
48.2%
15.4%

Nairobi      Turkana          Wajir            Male      Female
County	                             Gender

Table 16: Citizen Involvement in running the County government by County and by gender

The survey further sought to find out if respondents would 
take part in actions that citizens involve themselves in 
as part of demanding for their rights and presenting their 
thoughts to the county governments; and if they did take 
part, how often, while on the other side, if they did not take 
part, would they ever take part. Table 14 below illustrates 
the general picture across all the surveyed respondents. 

27.1%, 32.7% and 50.5% of the surveyed respondents in 
Wajir, Nairobi and Turkana counties respectively had ever 
got together with other in their community to raise an is-
sue with the authorities at least once while 33.4%, 49.9% 
and 53.9% in Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi counties respec-
tively had never got together with others in the community 
to raise an issue with the authorities but could do if had 
a chance. 13.4%, 16.1% and 23% of the surveyed respon-
dents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir counties respectively 
would never get together with others in their community to 
raise an issue with the authorities. 

11.7%, 21.3%, and 36.7% of the surveyed respondents in 
Wajir, Nairobi and Turkana counties respectively had ever 
attended a demonstration or protest march in their coun-
ties; 27.5%, 34.2%, and 39.8% of the surveyed respon-
dents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir counties respectively 
had never attended a demonstration or protest march but 
would if given the chance while 29%, 48.6% and 51.2% of 
the surveyed respondents in Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi 
counties respectively would never attend a demonstration 
or protest march. 

20.5%, 24.9% and 44.9% of the surveyed respondents in 
Wajir, Nairobi and Turkana had attended a civic education 
meeting at least once; 35.2%, 43%, and 64.2% of the sur-

veyed respondents in Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi counties 
respectively had never attended a civic education meeting 
but would do so if given the chance. In contrast, 10.9%, 
20% and 36.4% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi, 
Turkana and Wajir counties respectively would never at-
tend a civic education meeting. 

20.6%, 23.8% and 50.3% of the surveyed respondents in 
Wajir, Nairobi and Turkana counties respectively have ever 
contacted an elected leader to raise an issue of concern, 
while 32%, 42.1% and 62.4% of the surveyed respondents 
in Turkana, Wajir and Nairobi counties respectively had not 
contacted an elected leader to raise an issue of concern 
but would do so if given a chance. This is in comparison 
with 13.7%, 17.7% and 37.3% in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir 
counties respectively, who would never contact an elect-
ed leader to raise an issue of concern,

Finally, 17.8%, 25.8% and 35.5% of the surveyed respon-
dents in Wajir, Nairobi and Turkana counties respectively 
had shared a proposal and developed community plans 
with their respective county governments, while 37.6%, 
43.3% and 65.2% of the surveyed respondents in Tur-
kana, Wajir and Nairobi counties respectively had never, 
but would if given a chance share a proposal and develop 
community plans. This is in comparison to 9%, 26.9% and 
38.9% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana and 
Wajir counties respectively who would never share a pro-
posal or develop a community plan as depicted in table 17 
below. 



The survey then asked the respondents to choose be-
tween two statements and choose either of the state-
ments. Statement A reads as: If the county government 
called for a citizens’ consultative forum to solicit opinions 
on issues, I would be sure to attend and offer my opinion; 
while statement B read as: If the county government called 
for a citizens’ consultative forum, I would NOT attend. We 
further sought to know what statement the respondent 
chose and their level of agreement with the statement. 

To further gauge the pro-activeness of the county resi-
dents in participating in county affairs, the survey posed 
2 statements to them, which they were required to choose 
one and indicate their level of agreement with it. The state-
ments were Statement A which read as: If the county gov-
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Got together with others in your community to raise an 
issue with the authorities 

Attended a demonstration or protest march

Attended a civic education meeting 

Contacted an elected leader to raise an issue of concern

Sharing of proposals and developing community plans 

Yes, Often
Yes, A few times
Yes, Once
No, But would if had a chance
No, Would never
Yes, Often
Yes, A few times
Yes, Once
No, But would if had a chance
No, Would never
Yes, Often
Yes, A few times
Yes, Once
No, But would if had a chance
No, Would never
Yes, Often
Yes, A few times
Yes, Once
No, But would if had a chance
No, Would never
Yes, Often
Yes, A few times
Yes, Once
No, But would if had a chance
No, Would never

1.8%
13.4%
17.5%
53.9%
13.4%

2.9%
6.4%

12.0%
27.5%
51.2%

3.0%
10.3%
11.6%
64.2%
10.9%

1.1%
9.3%

13.4%
62.4%
13.7%

3.6%
10.7%
11.5%
65.2%

9.0%

16.9%
15.9%
17.7%
33.4%
16.1%

7.1%
13.5%
16.1%
34.2%
29.0%

8.1%
12.7%
24.1%
35.2%
20.0%
11.6%
18.0%
20.7%
32.0%
17.7%

5.0%
13.0%
17.5%
37.6%
26.9%

2.3%
12.0%
12.8%
49.9%
23.0%

1.3%
4.1%
6.3%

39.8%
48.6%

1.0%
9.0%

10.5%
43.0%
36.4%

1.5%
8.2%

10.9%
42.1%
37.3%

1.0%
6.0%

10.8%
43.3%
38.9%

Nairobi      Turkana          Wajir 
County

Table 17: Respondents involvement on list of actions people sometimes take as citizens by county and gender

ernment called for a citizens’ consultative forum to solicit 
opinions on issues, I would be sure to attend and offer my 
opinion; while Statement B read as: If the county govern-
ment called for a citizens’ consultative forum, I would NOT 
attend. 60% of the surveyed respondents opined that they 
were in agreement with statement A, in comparison with 
37% who were in agreement with statement B. Only 3% 
of the surveyed households neither agree nor agree with 
statement A or statement B. Therefore, from the findings, 
it is worth noting that a majority of the surveyed respon-
dents would be sure to attend and offer their opinions if 
called for a citizens consultative forum. 

Figure 5 below has the details.
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Figure 5: Call for a citizens’ consultative forum to solicit opinions on issues

60%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

37%

3%

If the county government called for
a citizen’s consultative forum to
solicit opnions on issues, I would

be sure to attend and offer my opinion

If the county government called for
a citizen’s forum, I would NOT

attend.

I agree with neither

A majority of the surveyed respondents in all the 3 counties 
would attend a citizen’s consultative forum organized by 
the county government in order to give their opinions. This 
was opined by 58.9%, 59.4% and 60.8% of the surveyed 
respondents in Nairobi, Wajir and Turkana counties who 
were in agreement with statement A. The opinion was the 
same across the 2 genders with a majority of the male and 
female respondents being in agreement with statement 
A as opined by 58.4% and 60.8% of male and female re-
spondents respectively. However, Turkana County had the 

highest number of respondents who opined that they were 
not in agreement with either statement A or B as shown 
in table 18 below. Thus, from the survey, it is evident that 
a majority of the citizens (almost 6 in every 10) are willing 
to participate in forums organized by the counties and 
offer their input on how the county should be run. County 
governments should thus put in place strong mechanisms 
and structures that will facilitate this engagement with the 
public.

4.3    Quality of citizen participation in deci-
sion making processes in the planning 
and budgeting at the county govern-
ments; 

The survey established that there is minimal active in-
volvement of the citizenry in county budget planning. 
Turkana County recorded the highest number of surveyed 
respondents who indicated that they have ever partici-
pated in a public meeting to discuss their county budget 
at 18.3% of those surveyed, while only 4.5% and 3.3% of 

 I AGREE with Statement A
I AGREE with statement B 
I agree with neither
Total

58.90%
40.20%

0.90%
100.00%

60.80%
33.50%

5.70%
100.00%

59.40%
37.50%

3.10%
100.00%

58.40%
37.90%

3.60%
100.00%

60.80%
36.80%

2.40%
100.00%

Nairobi                    Turkana                         Wajir                       Male                 Female
County	                                                      Gender

Table 18: Call for a citizens’ consultative forum to solicit opinions on issues by county and age 

the surveyed respondents had ever participated in a public 
meeting to discuss their county budget in Nairobi and Wajir 
County respectively as shown in table 19 below. 
Overall, only 10.4% and 6.3% of the surveyed male and 
female respondents respectively indicated that they had 
ever participated in a public meeting to discuss their coun-
ty budget. 

The highest incidence of participation in a public meet-
ing to discuss their county budget across the various age 
groups was reported in the age bracket of 36-40 years at 



Figure 6: Convener of the meeting to discuss county budget

Yes
No
Total

Nairobi
4.5%

95.5%
100.0%

Turkana
18.3%
81.7%

100.0%

Male
10.4%
89.6%

100.0%

Wajir
3.3%

96.7%
100.0%

Female
6.3%

93.7%
100.0%

18-20
7.8%

92.2%
100.0%

21-25
8.4%

91.6%
100.0%

26-30
5.8%

94.2%
100.0%

31-35
5.9%

94.1%
100.0%

36-40
11.5%
88.5%

100.0%

41-45
7.8%

92.2%
100.0%

46-50
8.9%

91.1%
100.0%

50+
8.3%

91.7%
100.0%

County 		              Gender   		                                         	 Age

Table 19: Participation in a public meeting to discuss county budget by county, age and Gender 

11.5% as illustrated in table 19 below. The lowest inci-
dence of participation in a public meeting to discuss their 
county budget across the various age groups was report-

ed in the age bracket of 26-30 years at 5.8% as illustrated 
in table 19 below. 

For those who had participated in the public meetings to 
discuss their county budgets, 38.8% indicated that the 
meeting had been convened by their area MP/Senator/
MCA, 35.8% indicated that the convener was civil soci-
ety/community based organization, 13% indicated that 
the meeting was convened by the county assembly, while 
12.4% indicated that the convener was the county execu-

tive as illustrated in figure 6 below. Thus, the survey shows 
that those playing a critical role in convening and discuss-
ing budget matters in the county are the elected/nomi-
nated legislators and CSOs. Overall, the county executive is 
playing a very minimal role when it comes to organizing and 
convening meetings to discuss county budgets. 

In Nairobi County, half (50.1%) of the surveyed respon-
dents indicated area MP/Senator/MCA as the convener 
of the meeting to discuss county budgets, followed by 
27.6% who indicated that it had been the County Execu-
tive. In Turkana County, 41.8% indicated that the convener 
was civil society/community based organization, followed 
closely by the area MP/Senator/MCA indicated by 39.3% of 
the surveyed respondents in the county. In Wajir County, 
38.9 % of the surveyed respondents indicated that the 
convener of the public meeting was civil society/commu-

County Executive 12.4%

County Assembly

Civil Society/Community
Based Organization

Area MP/Senator/MCA

13.0%

35.8%

38.8%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 40.0% 45.0%

nity based organization followed by the area MP/Senator/
MCA at 22.9% and the county assembly at 22.7% as illus-
trated in table 20 below. 

Gender-wise, more females than males opined that the 
convenor of the meeting was the area MP/senator/MCA 
as indicated by 51.9% female and 30.2% male. More males 
than females opined that the convenors were CSOs and 
County Assembly as depicted in table 20 below.
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Area MP/Senator/MCA
Civil Society/Community Based Organization
County Assembly
County Executive
Total

50.1%
11.6%
10.7%
27.6%

100.0%

39.3%
41.8%
11.5%

7.4%
100.0%

Nairobi                    Turkana                         Wajir                       Male                 Female
County	                                                      Gender

Table 20: Convener of the public meeting to discuss the county budgets vis-à-vis the county and gender

22.9%
38.9%
22.7%
15.4%

100.0%

30.2%
40.5%
16.4%
12.9%

100.0%

51.9%
28.7%

7.8%
11.6%

100.0%
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Figure 7: Topics discussed during the meeting to discuss county budget

With regards to the topics discussed during the public meetings, 75.4% indicated that they discussed county planning 
and development, 25.7% indicated that the county budget was discussed in the meetings while 14.9% indicated that they 
discusses county legislation/policy as illustrated in figure 7 below.

In Nairobi County, a majority of the respondents indicated 
that they discussed county planning and development as 
well as county budget in the public meetings at 55.1% and 
55.8% respectively. In Turkana County, 8 in every 10 of the 
surveyed respondents indicated that the public meetings 
discussed county planning and development, while 14.3% 
and 14.1% of the surveyed respondents in the county indi-
cated that they discussed the county budget and county 

Awareness of the amount of money allocated by the na-
tional government to county government in the previous 
financial year
In the 3 counties where the survey was conducted, only 
4.8% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi and Turkana 
Counties respectively were aware of the amount of mon-

County Legislation/Policy 14.9%

County Budget 25.7%

County Planning and
development

75.4%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

legislation/policy respectively. In Wajir County, 73.2% of 
the surveyed respondents mentioned county planning and 
development as a topic discussed during the public meet-
ings, while 44.8% of the surveyed respondents mentioned 
county budgets as shown in table 21 below. 

Table 21 below also illustrates the topics discussed in the 
public meetings vis-à-vis gender and age.

County Planning and development
 County Budget
 County Legislation/Policy
Total 

55.1%
55.8%
27.7%

100.0%

81.2%
14.3%
14.1%

100.0%

73.2%
44.8%

0.0%
100.0%

74.1%
30.0%
15.1%

100.0%

77.6%
18.8%
14.5%

100.0%

Nairobi                    Turkana                         Wajir                       Male                 Female
County	                                                      Gender

Table 21: Perceptions of county planning topics discussed during the meetings by County, and Gender 

ey allocated by the national government to their county 
government in the previous financial year, while 2.5% of 
the surveyed respondents in Wajir County are aware of the 
amount of money allocated by the national government to 
their county government in the previous financial year as 
illustrated in table 22 below. 

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Total 

4.8%
83.3%
11.9%

100.0%

4.8%
47.1%
48.1%

100.0%

2.5%
75.0%
22.6%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 		  Turkana                    		       Wajir
COUNTY

Table 22: Awareness of the amount of money allocated by the national government to county government in the  
previous financial year by county

The survey further sought to find out the level of agree-
ment or disagreement by the respondents on a wide range 
of issues concerning county resource management. 

33.2% of the surveyed respondents disagreed with the 
statement that the county government has helped to re-

duce poverty levels in their county, while 28.3% strongly 
disagreed with the same statement. 12.6% neither agreed 
nor disagreed, 20.9% agreed with the statement while only 
5.1% strongly agreed with the statement. 
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44.4% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the county 
governments had improved health services in the county, 
7.4% strongly agreed with the statement, 15.5% neither 
disagreed or agreed, 20.7% disagreed with the statement 
while 12.1% strongly disagreed with the statement.

28.7% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the coun-
ty government has improved roads in the county, 8.1% 
strongly agreed with the statement, 17.6% neither agreed 
nor disagreed with the statement, 27.8% disagreed with 
the statement and 17.7% strongly disagreed with the 
statement. 

29.6% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the coun-
ty government has improved access to clean water within 
the county, 8% strongly agreed with the statement, 16.5% 
neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement, 25.3% 
disagreed with the statement, while 20.7% strongly dis-
agreed with the statement. 

37.7% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the county 
government has improved access to education within the 
county, 10.2% strongly agreed with the same statement, 
17.8% neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement, 

22.6% disagreed with the statement, while 11.6% strongly 
disagreed that the county government has improved ac-
cess to education within the county. 

30.8% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the coun-
ty government had improved security in the county, 8.6% 
strongly agreed with the same statement, 18% neither 
agreed nor disagreed with the statement, 24.6% disagreed 
with the statement, while 17.9% strongly disagreed with 
the statement. 

29.4% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the county 
government has prioritized women in its budget allocation 
within the counties, 9.5% strongly agreed with the state-
ment, 15.4% neither agreed nor disagreed, and 26.3% dis-
agreed with the statement, while 19.5% strongly disagreed 
with the statement. 

28.1% of the surveyed respondents agreed that the coun-
ty government has prioritized youth in its budget allocation 
within the counties, 10.5% strongly agreed, 13.7% neither 
agreed nor disagreed with the statement, did 27.6% dis-
agree with the statement while 20.1% strongly disagreed 
with the statement as illustrated in table 23 below.
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County Government has helped to reduce poverty 
levels in my county 
The County Government has improved health services 
in the county 
The County Government has improved roads in my 
county 
The County Government has improved access to clean 
water within the county 
The county government has improved access to 
education within the county 
The county government has improved security within 
the county
The county government has prioritized women in its 
budget allocation within this county 
The county government has prioritized youth in its 
budget allocation within this county
Total 

28.3%

12.1%

17.7%

20.7%

11.6%

17.9%

19.5%

20.1%

18.5%

33.2%

20.7%

27.8%

25.3%

22.6%

24.6%

26.3%

27.6%

26.0%

12.6%

15.5%

17.6%

16.5%

17.8%

18.0%

15.4%

13.7%

15.9%

20.9%

44.4%

28.7%

29.6%

37.7%

30.8%

29.4%

28.1%

31.2%

5.1%

7.4%

8.1%

8.0%

10.2%

8.6%

9.5%

10.5%

8.4%

48.3%

62.9%

56.3%

55.8%

62.4%

57.5%

56.6%

56.2%

57.0%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree

Agree Strongly 
Agree

Total

Table 23: Respondents perception on how county government has utilized its resources for the last three years

Table 24 below illustrates the level of agreement/dis-
agreement with statements about county service delivery 
and resource use in the 3 counties where the survey was 
conducted.  More surveyed respondents in Nairobi agreed 
that the county government has helped reduce poverty 
levels in their county as compared to surveyed respon-
dents in Turkana and Wajir counties. 6 in every 10 of the 
surveyed respondents in Nairobi County agreed that the 
county government has improved health services in the 
county as compared to 4 in every 10 of the surveyed re-
spondents in Wajir and Turkana counties respectively. 

45.4% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County 
agreed that the county government has improved roads in 
the county as compared to 34.7% and 30.2% of the sur-
veyed respondents in Turkana and Wajir counties respec-
tively. A majority (53.8%) of the surveyed respondents in 
Nairobi County agreed that the county government has im-
proved access to clean water in the county as compared to 
33.3% and 24.8% of the surveyed respondents in Turkana 
and Wajir counties respectively. 

4 in every 10 of the surveyed respondents in Wajir and Tur-
kana counties agreed that the county government has 
improved access to education within the county as com-
pared to almost 6 in every 10 of the surveyed respondents 
in Nairobi County. 4 in every 10 of the surveyed respon-
dents within the 3 target counties agreed that the county 
government has improved security within the county. 

A majority (59.9%) of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi 
County agreed that the county government has prioritized 
women in its budget allocation within this county in con-
trast to 34.4% and 22.6% of the surveyed respondents in 
Turkana and Wajir counties respectively. Finally, 55.2% of 
the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County agreed that 
the county government has prioritized youth in its budget 
allocation within this county, in comparison to 36.5% and 
23.6% of the surveyed respondents in Turkana and Wajir 
counties respectively.
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Civic Education has been defined as education in self-gov-
ernment. Democratic self-government means that citizens 
are actively involved in their own governance; they do not 
just passively accept the dictums of others or acquiesce 
to the demands of others. During the survey, a majority of 
the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County (81.7%), Tur-

County Government has helped to reduce 
poverty levels in my county

The County Government has improved health 
services in the county

The County Government has improved roads in 
my county

The County Government has improved access 
to clean water within the county

The county government has improved access 
to education within the county

The county government has improved security 
within the county

The county government has prioritized women 
in its budget allocation within this county

The county government has prioritized youth in 
its budget allocation within this county

48.60%
14.90%
36.60%
19.60%
15.70%
64.60%
32.50%
22.10%
45.40%
29.40%
16.70%
53.80%
25.30%
16.30%
58.30%
43.90%
18.30%
37.80%
 25.70%
14.40%
59.90%
30.10%
14.70%
55.20%

Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree 
Disagree
Neither Agree Nor Disagree
Agree

65.70%
11.10%
23.20%
39.20%
16.10%
44.70%
44.40%
20.90%
34.70%
46.90%
19.80%
33.30%
38.30%
19.00%
42.60%
41.70%
18.30%
40.00%
 46.00%
19.60%
34.40%
47.90%
15.70%
36.50%

70.50%
11.70%
17.80%
40.40%
14.80%
44.80%
59.60%
10.10%
30.20%
61.70%
13.50%
24.80%
39.20%
18.20%
42.50%
41.90%
17.40%
40.70%
 64.70%
12.70%
22.60%
65.40%
11.00%
23.60%

Nairobi	             Turkana                     Wajir
COUNTY

Table 24: Respondents perception on how county government has utilized its resources for the last three years 
by county

kana County (86.6%) and Wajir County (95.7%) had not par-
ticipated or listened to any civic education program within 
the past 1 year as illustrated in table 66 below. Table 25 be-
low also illustrates those who had participated or listened 
to any civic education program within the past 1 year.

Top among the topics discussed/addressed in the civic 
education program in Nairobi County were gender equality 
mentioned by 46.3% of the surveyed respondents, public 
participation mentioned by 31.2%, devolution mentioned 
by 27.4%, human rights and freedoms mentioned by 26.4%, 
democracy, mentioned by 16.3%, budgeting mentioned by 
13% and structure of the national/county governments 
mentioned by 11.9%. 

In Turkana County, the topics addressed in the civic edu-
cation program according to the surveyed respondents 
were gender equality (42.5%), devolution (23.4%), public 

Yes
No
Total 

18.3%
81.7%

100.0%

13.4%
86.6%

100.0%

4.3%
95.7%

100.0%

12.1%
87.9%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 	       Turkana                          Wajir          	                     Total
COUNTY

Table 25: Participation or listening to civic education program by County 

participation (22.6%), democracy (19.2%), human rights 
and freedoms (7.6%), budgeting (2.7%) and structure of 
national/ county governments mentioned by 2.4% of the 
surveyed respondents. 

In Wajir County, the topics addressed in the civic educa-
tion program according to the surveyed respondents were 
budgeting mentioned by 35.9%, human rights and free-
doms (35.3%), gender equality (21.6%), devolution (14.5%) 
and the structure of national/county governments men-
tioned by 7.2% as illustrated in table 26 below. 
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For those who had participated or listened to any civic ed-
ucation program within the past 1 year in Nairobi County, 
32.4% opined that the convener was a radio station pro-
gram, 20.5% indicated that the convener was TV station 
program, 15.9% indicated that the convener was a CSO/
CBO/NGO, 14.4% opined that the convener was the coun-
ty assembly, 14.2% indicated it was a civic educator while 
2.5% indicated that it was the county executive who has 
convened the civic education program. 

In Turkana County, 33.2% of the surveyed respondents 
indicated that the convener was the county assembly, 
30.4% indicated that it was a CSO/CBO/NGO, 21.4% indi-

Gender equality
Devolution
Public participation
Budgeting
Structure of national/county governments

Radio Station Program
Civil Society/Community Based Organization/NGO
County Assembly
TV Station Program
Civic Educator
County Executive
Total 

Yes
No
Total 

46.3%
27.4%
31.2%
13.0%
11.9%

32.4%
15.9%
14.4%
20.5%
14.2%

2.5%
100.0%

11.6%
88.4%
100%

42.5%
23.4%
22.6%

2.7%
2.4%

21.4%
30.4%
33.2%

3.0%
7.3%
4.7%

100.0%

19.4%
80.6%
100%

21.6%
14.5%

0.0%
35.9%

7.2%

12.5%
50.2%

6.1%
0.0%
6.3%

25.0%
100.0%

3.0%
97.0%
100%

Nairobi	                 		  Turkana                    		  Wajir

Nairobi	                 		  Turkana                    		  Wajir

Nairobi	                 		     Turkana                     	              Wajir

COUNTY

COUNTY

Table 26: Topics discussed in the civic education program by County

Table 27: Convener of the civic education Program by county

Table 28: Awareness of (NGOs) or Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) engaged in budget advocacy, civic education 
on matters to do with budgeting and taxation, and trainings on budgeting and taxation

cated that it was a radio station program, 7.3% indicated 
that it was a civic educator, 4.7% indicated that it was the 
county executive while 3% indicated that the convener 
was a TV station program. 

In Wajir County, half of the surveyed respondents (50.2%) 
indicated that the convener was a CSO/CBO/NGO, 25% in-
dicated that it was the county executive, 12.5% indicated 
that it was a radio station program, 6.3% indicated that it 
was a civic educator while 6.1% indicated that the con-
vener was the county assembly as illustrated in table 27 
below.

In all the 3 counties, a majority of the surveyed respondents, 
indicated that they did not know of any Non-Governmental 
Organizations (NGOs) or Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) 
engaged in budget advocacy, civic education on matters 

to do with budgeting and taxation, and trainings on bud-
geting and taxation in their county with those aware being 
19.4% in Turkana County, 11.6% in Nairobi County, and 3% 
in Wajir County as illustrated in table 28 below.

In Nairobi County, of those who were aware of Non-Govern-
mental Organizations (NGOs) or Civil Society Organizations 
(CSOs) engaged in budget advocacy, civic education on 
matters to do with budgeting and taxation, and trainings 
on budgeting and taxation in their county, 43.3% indicated 
that the NGOs/CSOs main work is relaying /making avail-
able information to the public on budgets, 42.1% indicated 
it was conducting education on budgets while 14.6% indi-
cated that the NGOs/CSOs main work was organizing mem-

bers of the community to participate in the budget forums. 
In Turkana County, a majority (69.9%) of the surveyed re-
spondents indicated that the main work of the NGOs/CSOs 
was organizing members of the community to participate 
in budget forums, 25.3% indicated that it was conducting 
civic education on budgets while 4.8% indicated that the 
NGOs/CSOs work was relaying /making available informa-
tion to the public on budgets. 



I am confident that I can access information on budget allocations and expenditure by 
the national government 
I am confident that I can access information on budget allocations and expenditure by 
my county government 
My county budgets and plans reflect citizenry needs, and priorities 

11.6%

88.4%

100%

19.4%

80.6%

100%

3.0%

97.0%

100%

Nairobi	    Turkana             Wajir

Table 30: Agreement/Disagreement on Statements Regarding Budget and expenditure by county

The survey also sought to find out the level of agreement 
or disagreement with statements regarding access to in-
formation, budget allocation and budget expenditure in 
the 3 counties. On access to information on budget al-
locations and expenditure by the national government, 
a majority of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County 
(55.8%) and Turkana County (55.9%) were of the opinion  
that they could not access the information while 48.1% of 
the surveyed respondents in Wajir County also opined that 
they couldn’t access the information. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County 
(56.2%) and Turkana County (51.4%) indicated that they 

Organizing members of the community to 
participate in budget forums
Conducting civic education on budgets
Relaying /making available information to 
the public on budgets
Total

14.6%

42.1%
43.3%

100.0%

69.9%

25.3%
4.8%

100.0%

9.8%

80.4%
9.8%

100.0%

46.7%

40.8%
12.6%

100.0%

58.8%

27.7%
13.5%

100.0%

Nairobi                    Turkana                         Wajir                       Male                 Female
County	                                                      Gender

Table 29: What NGO/CSO does in Counties

were not confident they could access information on bud-
get allocations and expenditure by their county govern-
ments, while 45.6% in Wajir County were not confident they 
could access information on the same. 

On the other hand, 45.5% of the surveyed respondents 
in Nairobi County, 50.3% of the surveyed respondents in 
Turkana County and 48.3% of the surveyed respondents 
in Wajir County agreed that the county budgets and plans 
reflect citizenry needs, and priorities as illustrated in table 
30 below.
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In Wajir County, a majority (80.4%) of the surveyed respon-
dents indicated that the main work of the NGOs/CSOs was 
conducting civic education on budgets; while 9.8% of the 
surveyed respondents indicated that the main work was 
organizing members of the community to participate in 
budget forums and relaying /making available information 
to the public on budgets as illustrated in table 29 below. 
The table also illustrates the main work done by NGOs/
CSOs as compared to the respondents’ gender. A majori-
ty (58.8%) of the surveyed female respondents indicated 

that the NGO/CSO in their county organizes members of the 
community to participate in budget forums as compared 
to 46.7% of their male counterparts who were of the same 
opinion. More males than females opined that the NGO/CSO 
in the county conduct civic education on budgets, while 
13.5% of the surveyed female respondents were of the 
opinion that the NGO/CSO relay/make available informa-
tion to the public on budgets as compared to 12.6% of the 
surveyed male respondents who were of the same opinion. 

4.4	 Level of Government investment in the provision of essential public services at the Na-
tional and County level; 

In Nairobi County, 53.5% of the surveyed respondents 
opined that there had been an increase in allocation of 
county resources on the various basic services (Such as 
health, water, education, roads etc., 24.8% opined that 
there had been no increase while 21.7% opined that they 
did not know if there had been any increase in the alloca-
tion.

The survey also sought to know the knowledge of the sur-
veyed respondents on if there has there been an increase 
in allocation of county resources on the various basic ser-
vices (Such as health, water, education, roads etc.  26.1% 
of the surveyed respondents indicated that there had 
been an increase, 38% mentioned that there had been no 
increase while 36% opined that they did not know if there 
had been an increase in the allocation of county resources 
on various basic services as illustrated in figure 8 below. 
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In Turkana County, only 8.8% of the surveyed respondents 
opined that there had been an increase in allocation of 
county resources on the various basic services (Such as 
health, water, education, roads etc., while 38.2% opined 
that there had been no increase and 53% did not know if 
there had been any increase in the allocation of county 
resources on the various basic services (Such as health, 
water, education, roads etc. In Wajir County, 14% of the 
surveyed respondents opined that there had been an in-
crease in the allocation of county resources on the various 
basic services (Such as health, water, education, roads 
etc., while 50.9% opined that there had been no increase 
and 35% opined that they did not know if there had been 
an increase as illustrated in table 31 below. 

26.1%

38.0%

36.0%

Yes No Don’t Know

Figure 8: Whether there has there been an increase in 
allocation of county resources on the various 

basic services

During the household survey, we sought to know the peo-
ples budgetary priorities so that we could compare with 
what the county governments have allocated to various 
sectors. A majority (61.1%) of the surveyed respondents 
opined that they would like their county governments to 
prioritize health, another 46.3% of the surveyed respon-
dents would like their county governments to prioritize 
water, and 34.7% opined that they would like their coun-

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Total 

53.5%
24.8%
21.7%
100%

8.8%
38.2%
53.0%
100%

14.0%
50.9%
35.0%
100%

Nairobi	                 		     Turkana                     	              Wajir

Table 31: Whether there has been an increase in allocation of county resources on the various basic services by 
County since the start of devolution.

ty governments to prioritize roads, while another 29.7% 
mentioned job creation as an area where county govern-
ments should prioritize. Other mentioned priorities by the 
surveyed respondents were early childhood education and 
village polytechnics at 22.4%, agriculture at 13.9%, envi-
ronment at 7.7%, electrification at 6.7%, trade and invest-
ments at 6.2% and salaries and administration at 3.4% of 
the surveyed respondents as illustrated in figure 9 below.

Figure 9: County government priority in their budget

3.4%Salaries and Administration, or any other

6.2%Trade and Investments

6.7%Electrification

7.7%Environment,

13.9%Agriculture

22.4%Early Childhood Education/Village Polytechnics

29.6%Job Creation

34.7%Roads

46.3%Water

61.1%Health,

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%



Health,
Water
Roads
Job Creation
Early Childhood Education/Village Polytechnics
Agriculture
Environment,
Electrification
Trade and Investments
Salaries and Administration, or any other
Total

58.9%
34.7%
34.5%
47.5%
30.6%
13.3%
15.4%

6.8%
9.6%
7.4%

100.0%

51.4%
45.2%
36.3%
24.7%
11.3%
20.6%

5.9%
10.6%

7.7%
1.1%

100.0%

74.4%
61.9%
33.0%
12.9%
24.5%

7.2%
.3%

2.3%
.3%

1.0%
100.0%

Nairobi	                  Turkana                     	      Wajir
COUNTY

Table 32: People’s perception of what the County government should give priority in their budget

Government investment in the provision of essential pub-
lic services 
As outlined in the Medium Term Plan (MTP I) of Kenya’s Vi-
sion 2030 and exemplified by policy implementation and 
resource allocation, the GoK has prioritised i.) Infrastruc-
ture development, and ii) improvement of access and qual-
ity of education over the past decade (2003 – 2013). This 
has been evident in flagship government projects such as 
the Thika super highway, the Free Primary Education pro-
gramme, the Standard Gauge Railway project and LAPPSET. 

Health was mentioned by a majority of the surveyed re-
spondents in all the three counties as an area they would 
like the county governments to prioritize in as illustrated 
in table 32 below. In Nairobi County, other priority areas 
mentioned by the surveyed respondents were job creation 
(47.5%), water (34.7%) and roads (34.5%) among other pri-
orities. In Turkana County, apart from health, other prior-

ities mentioned by the surveyed respondents are: water 
(45.2%), roads (36.3%) and job creation (31.8%) among 
other priorities. In Wajir County, besides health, other pri-
ority areas that the surveyed respondents would like ad-
dressed are water (61.9%), roads (36.3%) among others as 
illustrated in table 32 below.

There is renewed focus by the Jubilee government on ex-
pansion and modernization of infrastructure (including en-
ergy and ICT), access to basic education (including main-
streaming of ECDE and universal access to computers), 
implementation of the constitution and devolution, and 
health care service delivery (especially maternal health).
The proliferation of insecurity and terrorism has also moti-
vated increased investments in the security sector. Figure 
10 below shows current and projected expenditure in key 
priority areas (FY 2013/14 – FY2016/17).
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Source: Acepis based on Ministry of Finance

Figure 10: Budget allocations to priority sectors (FY 2013/14 – FY2016/17)
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The proportion of development expenditure in total GoK spending considerably expanded over the last decade (2003 – 
2013). Further increase in the proportion of development expenditure is expected, and mostly attributable to the PFM Act, 
2012 that now requires the government, both national and county, to allocate at least 30% of the budget to development 
programmes or activities. 

Source: Acepis based on Ministry of Finance

Figure 11: Capital and recurrent spending
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Commencing FY2012/13, the constitution of Kenya 2010 required the national government to transfer at least 30% of 
budget to 47 semi-autonomous devolved government structures. Notably Kshs 210 billion was earmarked for transfer to 
the counties in FY2013/14, and another Kshs 226.7 billion allocated for transfer to the counties in FY2014/15. Majority of 
the counties allocated at least 30% of total revenues to development. 

Figure 12: Sector distribution of county expenditure (FY2013/14)

DevelopmentRecurrent

Public Administration & Intergovernmental Relations

Health & Sanitation

Infrastructure & Energy

Water, Environment & Natural Resources

Others

Agriculture, Livestock & Fisheries

Education

Social services

Tourism, Trade & Industrialization

- 200.0 600.0400.0 800.0

Source: Acepis



Source: Acepis based on Ministry of Finance

Figure 13: Budget allocations to pro-poor sectors (2002/03 – 2016/17)

Agriculture and Rural Devt

Water Health and Sanitation

EducationSpecial Programmes

4,000

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

Ks
hs

 (m
ill

io
n)

1,500

500

-

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

30.0

35.0

40.0

2002/03

2003/04

2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

2009/10

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17
-

Pro-proof % of total GoK spending

46 DRM Baseline Survey Report

Further there has been a generally progressing trend in allocation of resources to sectors deemed pro-poor though the 
proportion in total government spending has not grown significantly in comparison with the yearly budgetary spending. 
Pro-poor spending as per this analysis reflects allocations to: - Agriculture livestock and fisheries, Health and sanitation, 
Education (largely primary education), and Special programmes - in areas of Social protection, gender, and social services. 
Allocations to pro-poor sectors amounted to Kshs87.1 billion in FY2002/03 and were projected to be around Ksh312.6 
billion in FY2016/17. However, the proportion of total pro-poor allocations in total GoK expenditure appeared to steadily 
decline from 32.1% in FY2003/04 to21.8% in FY2016/17.





Further, the survey looked into the actual budgetary allocations in the 3 counties to see if they were in line with the 
citizen’s wishes. 

n Nairobi County, the county development budget alloca-
tion on various sectors varied as illustrated in figure 14 be-
low. The health sector development budget has been on 
an upward trend from FY 2013/14 to FY 2015/16, however 
in FY 2016/17, the health sector development budget was 
reduced. In the FY 2013/2014, the health sector develop-
ment budget was KES 86.95 million; which increased to KES 
93 million in the FY 2014/15 and KES 176 million in the FY 
2015/2016. However, the budget reduced to KES 110 mil-
lion in the FY 2016/17. The environment, water and energy 
sector development budget has also been on an upward 
trend from FY2014/15 to FY 2016/17 as illustrated in fig-
ure 14 below. The environment, water and energy sector 
development budget was allocated KES 50.7 million in the 
FY 2013/2014; this reduced the following year to KES. 50 
million and then increased in the next 2 financial years to 
KES 68.8 million and KES 97 million in the FY 2015/16 and 

2016/17 respectively.  The education, youth and social 
services ministry budget has been on an upward trend in 
the first 2 financial years with the allocation being KES. 
29.5 million for the FY 2013/14, and KES 60.7 million for 
the FY 2014/15. However, in the FY 2015/16, the budget 
allocation reduced to KES 43.6 million, and further reduced 
to KES 40 million in the FY 2016/17. Figure 14 shows how 
the Nairobi County has allocated its development budget 
to various sectors from FY2013/14 to FY2016/17.  Nairobi 
County seems to have prioritised more of its development 
budget on public works and infrastructure, health, water 
and environment which are in line with the top 3 areas that 
the citizen’s would like the county to prioritize on. Howev-
er, the county should focus more on health and water as 
they are the top most priority areas according to the sur-
veyed respondents.

Figure 14: Nairobi County Development Budget Allocation to various Sectors from FY 2013/14-FY2016/17
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In Turkana County, development budgetary allocation to 
various sectors has been oscillating as depicted in figure 
15 below. Some sectors such as health, water services, ir-
rigation and agriculture have been on the rise. The health 
and sanitation ministry in Turkana County has seen its 
development budget rise in each subsequent year since 
devolution came into place except in the FY 2015/2016 
where it was allocated KES. 1.01 billion shillings. In the FY 
2013/2014, the ministry received KES. 610 million; this was 
further increased to KES. 1.245 billion in the FY 2014/15. In 
the FY 2016/17, the sector was allocated KES. 1.763 bil-

Turkana

lion shillings. The water services, irrigation and agricultur-
al sector in Turkana County was allocated KES 420 million 
in the FY 2013/14 which was then increased to KES. 969 
million in the financial year 2014/15; however, in the FY 
2015/16, the budget allocation was reduced to KES 786 
million, but the following FY the budget was increased to 
KES. 1.623 billion. The Turkana County budget allocations 
are in line with the people’s priorities according to our 
analysis as the budget addresses what was mentioned by 
the surveyed respondents as key areas the county should 
focus on when making the budget. 

Figure 15: Turkana County Development Budget Allocation to various Sectors from FY 2013/14-FY2016/17

Turkana Budget between 2013/2014 to 2016/2017
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In Wajir County, the development budgetary allocation 
has also been on the increase in some sectors such as 
agriculture, livestock and livestock development, water, 
education, youth and gender, and public works and road 
as depicted in figure 16 below. In the FY 2013/14, the ed-
ucation, youth and gender ministry was allocated KES 49 
million, which was increased to KES 140 million in the FY 
2014/15, and KES 260 million in the FY 2015/16. The min-
istry also got an increased budgetary allocation in the fol-
lowing year to KES 299 million. In the water ministry, the al-
location for the FY 2013/14 was KES 586 million; which was 
increased to KES 968 million in the FY 2014/15. However, in 

Wajir

the FY 2015/16, the budgetary allocation reduced to KES. 
818 million, but later increased to KES 930 million in the FY 
2016/17.  The public health ministry development budget 
for the FY 2013/14 was KES 240 million, which increased to 
KES 680 million in the following FY of 2014/15. However, it 
reduced to KES. 460 million in the FY 2015/16 and further 
reduced to KES 439 in the FY 2016/17. Wajir County has pri-
oritised public works, water, energy, environment and nat-
ural resources and public health comes in a distant fourth. 
Thus, the county should put more effort in prioritizing pub-
lic health and water as they are top of the wishes of the 
citizens of Wajir County. 

On the level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 
county budget allocation and expenditure in relation to 
the surveyed respondents needs and priorities, 36.3% 
were very dissatisfied, 28.6% were somewhat dissatisfied, 

Figure 16: Wajir County Development Budget Allocation to various Sectors from FY 2013/14-FY2016/17

Wajir Budget between 2013/2014 to 2016/2017
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15.6% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and 14.4% 
were somewhat satisfied while 5.2% were very satisfied as 
shown in table 33 below. 
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How satisfied or dissatisfied are you 
with the county budget allocation and 
expenditure in relation to your needs and 
priorities?

36.3% 28.6% 15.6% 14.4% 5.2% 44.7%

Very
dissatisfied

Somewhat 
dissatisfied

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied

Somewhat 
satisfied

Very
satisfied

Total

Table 33: Satisfaction with the county budget allocation and expenditure in relation to needs and priorities
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How satisfied or dissatisfied are you 
with the county budget allocation and 
expenditure in relation to your needs and 
priorities?

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the county budget al-
location and expenditure in relation to your needs and priorities?

36.3%

45.1%

28.6%

41.8%

15.6%

47.6%

14.4%

44.7%

5.2% 44.7%

Very
dissatisfied

Nairobi

Somewhat 
dissatisfied

Turkana

COUNTY

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied

Wajir

Somewhat 
satisfied

Total

Very
satisfied

Total

Table 34: Satisfaction with the county budget allocation and expenditure in relation to needs and priorities

Table 35: Satisfaction with the county budget allocation and expenditure in relation to needs and priorities 

On the level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 
county budget allocation and expenditure in relation to 
the surveyed respondents needs and priorities, 36.3% 
were very dissatisfied, 28.6% were somewhat dissatisfied, 

The level of satisfaction with the county budget allocation 
and expenditure in relation to the surveyed respondents 
needs and priorities in the various was 45.1% in Nairo-

From the observations and discussions held in Wajir, Tur-
kana and Nairobi it was evident that there are both suc-
cesses and challenges;

There is increased awareness on the functions of gov-
ernment in the area of budget allocation, expenditure and 
taxation. Access to basic services such as education, 
healthcare and drinking water has improved. However, the 
quality of services is still a challenge e.g. lack of medicine 
and doctors in hospitals and health centres. Counties still 
spend most of the budgets on infrastructure development. 
The trickle-down effect is not yet realized as much mostly 
in Wajir and Turkana as follows; Budgetary allocation is rel-
atively low compared to the needs. Urban areas now have 
street lights, piped water and training facilities like Poly-
technique in Turkana.  However, most rural areas have not 
been reached yet and inequality is still present amongst 
the people.

Nairobi County has two major challenges. These are in the 
area of garbage collection and creation of employment op-
portunities. They are not subcontracting services in areas 
where they lack capacity e.g. garbage collection. There is 
a feeling that they need to privatize some functions to in-
crease efficiency according to the discussions held with 
focus group respondents. Below is a comment from one of 
the FGDs held in Nairobi;

‘…They should bring us a garbage lorry…. They should also 
check on the drainage even if they will employ us to main-
tain them. We are the ones who unblocked them. They 
cannot maintain them even those ones at the main road 
are not maintained…’ – Male FGD Respondent, Nairobi.

15.6% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and 14.4% 
were somewhat satisfied while 5.2% were very satisfied as 
shown in table 34 below. 

bi County, 41.8% in Turkana County and 47.6% in Turkana 
County as illustrated in table 35 below. 

‘…at this time, facilities like security lights, in roads and 
garbage, we should not be addressing them when there is 
a county government, and the infrastructure was already 
there. It is just a matter of improving them. So I think it has 
failed totally. The only thing that is easier is getting a li-
cense…’ – Female Youth FGD Respondent - Nairobi

The survey also gave the respondents 10 hypothetical 
beans which they were asked to allocate to various sec-
tors depending on the importance of the sector.  Accord-
ing to the surveyed respondents, the maximum they would 
allocate to salaries and administration was 6 out of the 10 
beans, with the least being 1 bean. On health projects, the 
maximum they would allocate was all the 10 beans with 
the least allocation being 2 beans. On agricultural proj-
ects, the maximum the respondents would allocate would 
be 6 out of the 10 beans with the least being 1 bean. The 
respondents also indicated that the maximum they would 
allocate for water projects would be 5 out of the 10 beans, 
while the least would be 2 beans. On roads and bridges, the 
maximum allocation by the surveyed respondents would 
be 4 out of the 10 beans and the least would be 1 bean; 
the same was the case for electrification projects and the 
environment respectively. The surveyed respondents also 
opined that the maximum number of beans they would al-
locate to early childhood education would be 7 out of the 
10 beans and the least would be 1 bean. Finally, on trade 
and investments, the respondents opined that the maxi-
mum number of beans they would allocate would be 3 out 
of the 10 beans and the least would be 1 bean as illustrat-
ed in table 36 below.
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Salaries and Administration
Health projects?
How many on Agriculture projects
How many on water projects
How many on roads and bridges projects
How many on electrification projects
How many on  Early Childhood Education
How many on  Environment
How many on  Trade and Investments

1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
1

Mean Count Maximum Median Sum

1158
1158
1158
1158
1158
1158
1158
1158
1158

6
10

6
5
4
4
7
4
3

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
0

1626
2144
1309
1750
1358

870
1080

728
589

Table 36: Respondents Allocation to Various Sectors in the County

Table 37 below illustrates how the surveyed respondents 
would allocate the beans to various sectors in the 3 tar-
get counties. In Nairobi County, the highest allocation ac-
cording to the surveyed respondents would be in health 
projects, salaries and administration, water projects and 
agriculture respectively. In Turkana County, the highest 

Salaries and Administration
Health projects
Agriculture projects
water projects
roads and bridges projects
electrification projects
Early Childhood Education
Environment
Trade and Investments

2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
2
1
2
1
1
1

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0

1
2
1
2
2
1
1
0
0

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0

1
2
1
2
1
1
1
0
0

6
10
5
5
4
2
3
3
3

5
5
6
5
3
4
7
4
3

6
5
5
5
3
3
3
2
2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Mean   Mode   Median    Max    Min Mean   Mode   Median    Max    Min Mean   Mode   Median    Max    Min

Nairobi	                                           Turkana                                                    Wajir

COUNTY

Table 37: Respondent’s Allocation to various Sectors by County

allocation would go to early childhood education, agri-
culture, health projects, water projects and salaries and 
administration respectively. In Wajir County, the highest 
allocation would go to salaries and administration, health 
projects, agricultural projects and water projects respec-
tively. 

4.5	 Knowledge, attitudes and perception of duty bearers, government officials and service 
providers on citizens’ rights as tax payers, and government roles and responsibilities for 
tax justice, budgeting and public service in target Counties;

Further, the survey sought to test the knowledge of the 
surveyed respondents on the existing sources of their 
county governments’ revenue. Normally, the county gov-
ernments get their revenue from the National Treasury 
which is mandated by law to allocate annual budgets to 
each county which should not be less than 15% of the an-
nual national government budget; the counties also col-
lect local revenues and taxes from land rates, business 
and other revenue sources identified by a particular coun-
ty; further, counties have been receiving donor funding 
which supplements the national government allocation 
and local revenue collection. Counties can also take loans 

to help in plugging in the holes left by an inadequate reve-
nue collection vis-s-vis budgetary allocation.

 Majority 78.9% of them opined that their county govern-
ments get their revenue from local taxation/levies, 47.8% 
opined that their county government get their revenue 
from allocation by the national government while 9.7% 
opined that their county governments get their revenue 
from donations by development partners as indicated in 
figure 17 below. Therefore, from these overall findings, it 
is apparent that the residents in the counties do not know 
the main source of revenue for their particular counties. 
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Figure 17: Existing sources of county government revenue

Local taxation/Levies 78.9%

Allocation from the national government 47.8%

Donations from Development Partners 9.7%

With regards to the target counties, 81.5% of the surveyed 
respondents in Nairobi County, 80.7% in Turkana County, 
and 69% in Wajir County opined that the existing source for 
revenue for their county government was from local taxa-
tion/levies. On the other hand, allocation from the national 
government as an existing source of revenue for the coun-
ty government was mentioned by 67% of the surveyed re-
spondents in Nairobi County, 30.6% in Turkana County and 
36.5% of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County. 5.4% 
of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County, 18.8% in 

Turkana County and 2.1% in Wajir County mentioned dona-
tions from development partners as the existing sources 
of their county government’s revenue as illustrated in ta-
ble 38 below. The table also shows the existing sources of 
revenue in relation to the gender. More males than females 
opined that the existing source of revenue for their county 
was local taxation/levies, while more females than males 
opined that the existing sources of revenue for their coun-
ty was allocation from the national government. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents in all the three counties are aware that it is their duty to pay taxes; 92.9% in Nairobi 
County, 75.5% in Turkana County and 60.2% of those in Wajir County as shown in table 39.

Local taxation/levies
Allocation from the national government
Donations from Development Partners
Total 

81.5%
67.0%

5.4%
100.0%

80.7%
30.6%
18.8%

100.0%

69.0%
36.5%

2.1%
100.0%

82.6%
44.9%

9.6%
100.0%

74.9%
51.0%

9.9%
100.0%

Nairobi                    Turkana                         Wajir                       Male                 Female
County	                                                      Gender

Table 38: Perception of existing sources of county government revenue by County and gender 

Yes
No 
Total 

92.9%
7.1%

100.0%

75.5%
24.5%

100.0%

60.2%
39.8%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 		  Turkana                    		  Wajir
COUNTY

Table 39: Awareness of responsibility to pay taxes by county 

The surveyed respondents were also asked what they 
thought of Kenya’s tax system and if the tax regime is 
fair to everyone and 65.3% of the surveyed respondents 
opined that Kenya’s tax system was not fair to everyone, 
16.8% opined that the tax system was fair, while 17.9% do 
not know if Kenya’s tax system is fair to everyone as illus-
trated in figure 18 below.

A majority of the surveyed respondents in all the 3 target 
counties indicated that Kenya’s tax system is not fair: 
75.5% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County, 
59.8% in Turkana County, and 60.4% in Wajir County men-
tioned that Kenya tax system is not fair. Table 40 below 
illustrates the surveyed respondents’ opinion on the fair-
ness of Kenya’s tax system, according to their county. 



The surveyed respondents were further asked if they had a 
chance of not being caught, whether they would refuse to 
pay a tax or a fee to the government and a majority (54%) 
opined that they would  pay for a tax or a fee to the gov-

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Total 

22.0%
75.5%

2.4%
100%

17.3%
59.8%
22.9%
100%

11.2%
60.4%
28.4%
100%

Nairobi	                 		  Turkana                    		  Wajir
COUNTY

Table 40: Fairness of Kenya’s tax system by County 

Figure 18: Fairness of Kenya’s tax system

Yes No Don’t Know

16.8%17.9%

65.3%

ernment, while 3 in every 10 of the surveyed respondents 
would refuse to pay a tax or a fee to the government and 
16% did not know if they would refuse to pay a tax or a fee 
to the government as illustrated in figure 19 below. 
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Figure 19: Respondent’s response on tax evasion

Yes No Don’t Know

16.0%
30.1%

54.0%

A majority (57.2%) of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi 
County opine that they would refuse to pay a tax or a fee to 
the government if they had a chance of not being caught 
while 40.7% of the respondents in the same county would 
pay the tax or fee to the government. In Turkana County 
and Wajir County, a majority (59.2% and 62.6% respective-
ly) would not refuse to pay a tax or a fee to the government 
while 23.1% and 9.2% of the surveyed respondents in Tur-
kana and Wajir counties respectively would refuse to pay a 
tax or a fee to the government if they had a chance of not 
being caught as illustrated in table 41 below. More males 
as compared to females would refuse to pay a tax to the 
government if they had a chance of not being caught as 
opined by 32.7% of the surveyed males compared to 27.5% 
of the surveyed female respondents.  

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Total 

57.2%
40.7%

2.2%
100.0%

23.1%
59.2%
17.7%

100.0%

9.2%
62.6%
28.3%

100.0%

32.7%
52.0%
15.2%

100.0%

27.5%
55.8%
16.7%

100.0%

Nairobi                    Turkana                         Wajir                       Male                 Female
County	                                                      Gender

Table 41: Respondent’s response on tax evasion 
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Figure 20: Perception on provision of good quality services from taxes paid 

Yes No Don’t Know

12.0%
17.0%

71.0%

A majority (71%) of the sur-
veyed respondents opined 
that they do not receive 
good quality services from 
the taxes that they pay, 
while only 12% opined that 
they receive good quality 
services from the taxes that 
they pay. 17% of the sur-
veyed respondents did not 
know if they receive good 
quality services from the 
taxes they pay as illustrat-
ed in figure 20 below. 

Figure 21: Importance of the implementation of devolution for Kenya today

A majority of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County (81.1%), Turkana County (63.6%) and Wajir County (67.3%) opined 
that they do not receive good quality services from the taxes that they pay as illustrated in table 42 below. 

Overall, about half (48%) of the surveyed respondents in-
dicated that devolution is very important to them, while 3 
in every 10 of the surveyed respondents opined that devo-
lution is somewhat important to them. On the other hand, 

4.6	 Knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels of citizens on the County Integrated Devel-
opment Plans (CIDP) and County budgets;

Yes
No
Don’t Know
Total 

14.0%
81.1%

4.9%
100.0%

13.6%
63.6%
22.8%

100.0%

8.7%
67.3%
24.0%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 		  Turkana                    		  Wajir
COUNTY

Table 42: Perception on provision of good quality services vis-a-vis taxes paid

13% indicated that devolution is not important while 8% 
indicated that devolution is not important at all as shown 
in figure 21 below.

Refuse to answer 0%

Not important at all 8%

Not important 13%

Somewhat important 31%

Very important 48%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%



In Nairobi County, 34.5% of the surveyed respondents indi-
cated that devolution is very important, 33.4% opined that 
it is somewhat important, 16% opined that it is not import-
ant, and 15.9% opined that devolution is not important at 
all, while 0.2% refused to answer the question.

In Turkana County, approximately two-thirds (67.1%)of the 
surveyed respondents indicated that devolution is very 
important, 26.6% indicated that devolution is somewhat 
important, 4.4% indicated that devolution is not important, 
0.8% indicated that devolution is not important at all while 
1.1% refused to answer the question. 

In Wajir County, almost half (47.8%) of the surveyed re-
spondents opined that devolution is very important, 30.7% 
is somewhat important, 12.9% is not important at all, 8.1% 
is not important at all while 0.4% refused to answer the 
question on devolution.

Table 43 below illustrates the findings per county on the 
importance of the implementation of devolution in Kenya 
today.
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Very important
Somewhat important
Not important
Not important at all
Refuse to answer
Total

34.5%
33.4%
16.0%
15.9%

.2%
100.0%

67.1%
26.6%

4.4%
.8%

1.1%
100.0%

43.7%
31.9%
17.9%

6.6%
0.0%

100.0%

47.8%
30.7%
12.9%

8.1%
.4%

100.0%

Nairobi	                 	       Turkana                          Wajir          	                     Total
COUNTY

Table 43: Importance of the implementation of devolution for Kenya today by county

Overall, a majority of the surveyed respondents across the 
3 counties are dissatisfied with the performance of the 
national government since March 2013 on budget allo-
cation and expenditure and taxation as opined by 59.6% 

and 68.7% of the surveyed respondents respectively. Table 
44 below depicts the level of satisfaction with the perfor-
mance of the national government since March 2013 on 
budget allocation and expenditure as well as taxation. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents in the 3 coun-
ties are dissatisfied with the performance of the national 
government on budget allocation and expenditure since 
March 2013 as opined by 56.3%, 58.6% and 65.2% of the 
surveyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir coun-

Budget allocation and expenditure
Taxation

59.60%
68.70%

14.00%
9.80%

26.40%
21.40%

100%
100%

Dissatisfied Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied

 Satisfied Total 

Table 44: Satisfaction performance of the national government since March 2013 on budget allocation Taxation 
and expenditure

ties respectively.  The case was the same with a majority of 
the surveyed respondents in the 3 counties indicating that 
they are dissatisfied with the national government perfor-
mance on taxation since March 2013. Table 45 below has 
the details.

Budget allocation and expenditure
 
 
Taxation

56.30%
13.90%
29.70%
78.60%

5.20%
16.30%

Dissatisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Satisfied

58.60%
19.50%
21.90%
61.70%
17.50%
20.80%

65.20%
7.70%

27.00%
63.30%

7.40%
29.40%

Nairobi	             Turkana                     Wajir
COUNTY

Table 45: Satisfaction with the performance of the national government since March 2013 on budget allocation 
Taxation and expenditure by county
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The survey further sought to establish the level satisfac-
tion of the citizens with the performance of the national 
and county governments with regards to service provision. 
4 in every 10 of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi and 
Turkana counties agreed that there had been improved ac-
cess to public services at the national government since 
2013 as compared to 2 in every 10 of the surveyed respon-
dents in Wajir County who were of the same opinion. Wajir 
County recorded the highest number (56%) of the surveyed 
respondents who indicated that there was no improved 
access to public services at the national government. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents are not satisfied 
with the timeliness of public service delivery by the nation-
al government as opined by 54%, 71% and 45% of the re-
spondents in Nairobi, Wajir and Turkana counties respec-
tively. However, 3 in every 10 of the surveyed respondents 
in Turkana County are satisfied with the timeliness of pub-
lic service delivery by the national government in contrast 
to at least 2 in every ten in Nairobi and Wajir counties. 

On satisfaction with the quality of public service delivery 
by the national government, 26%, 30% and 24% of the sur-
veyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir counties 
respectively are satisfied. However, a majority of the sur-
veyed respondents are not satisfied as depicted in table 
46 below. 

45%, 32% and 17% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi, 
Turkana and Wajir counties respectively agreed that there 
is improved access to public services at their county gov-
ernments since 2013. This was in comparison to 35%, 42% 
and 70% of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana 
and Wajir counties respectively who were of the opinion 
that there had not been improved access to public ser-
vices in their county. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents are not satisfied 
with the timeliness of public service delivery at their coun-
ty government as opined by 58%, 50% and 71% of the sur-
veyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir counties 
respectively. 

A majority of the surveyed respondents are also not sat-
isfied with the quality of public service delivery at their 
county government as indicated by 58%, 51% and 70% 
of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir 
counties respectively. Table 46 below depicts the satis-
faction levels of the surveyed respondents with the level 
of performance of the national and county governments in 
service provision. 

There is improved access to public services at the national 
government 

I am satisfied with the timeliness of  public service delivery by 
the national government 

I am satisfied with the quality of  public service delivery by the 
national government 

There is improved access to public services at my county 
government 

I am satisfied with the timeliness of public service delivery at 
my county government 

I am satisfied with the quality of public service delivery at my 
county government

32%
22%
46%
54%
21%
25%
50%
24%
26%
35%
20%
45%
58%
19%
23%
58%
20%
22%

Disagree
Neither
Agree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Disagree
Neither
Agree

46%
11%
43%
45%
23%
32%
47%
23%
30%
42%
26%
32%
50%
23%
27%
51%
24%
26%

56%
20%
24%
71%
11%
18%
60%
16%
24%
70%
14%
17%
71%
14%
15%
70%
16%
14%

Nairobi	             Turkana                     Wajir
COUNTY

Table 46:  Satisfaction with the level of performance of the national and county government in service provision

Several legislations exist at national and county levels 
that dictate the manner in which relations between gov-
ernment (both national and county) and citizens operates 
in matters relating to taxation, public participation and 

4.7	 Analyse existing legislation in the three counties on taxation, public participation, 
resource mobilization, allocation and expenditure;

resource mobilization and allocation (budgeting). These 
range from the Constitution of Kenya 2010 to supplemen-
tary legislation mentioned below at County levels (drawn 
by the County Assemblies). 



Foremost, Article 196 on Public participation and county 
assembly powers, privileges and immunities provides that:
 

1)	 A county assembly shall (a) Conduct its business in 
an open manner, and hold its sittings and those of 
its committees, in public; and (b) Facilitate public 
participation and involvement in the legislative and 
other business of the assembly and its commit-
tees. It also provides in (2) that a county assembly 
may not exclude the public, or any media, from any 
sitting unless in exceptional circumstances the 
speaker has determined that there are justifiable 
reasons for doing so. Further, Article 195 on County 
assembly power to summon witness provides that: 
1) a county assembly or any of its committees has 
power to summon any person to appear before it for 
the purpose of giving evidence or providing informa-

tion. (2) For the purposes of clause (1), an assembly 
has the same powers as the High Court to- (a) en-
force the attendance of witnesses and examining 
them on oath, affirmation or otherwise; (b) compel 
the production of documents; and (c) issue a com-
mission or request to examine witnesses abroad. 

These form substantive basis for the mandate and power 
from which the County Assemblies, meant to act on behalf 
of citizens, draw their authority on matters relating to bud-
gets and taxation. 

The Box below provides a summary of some of the key leg-
islation that shapes the conduct of engagements between 
the public and government on taxation, public participa-
tion, resource mobilization, allocation and expenditure.

Box: Legislation relevant to public participation in budget making in Kenya

•     Fourth Schedule Part 2(14) of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 states the functions and powers of the county are to 
coordinate and ensure the participation of communities in governance. Counties are also to assist communities to 
develop the administrative capacity to enhance their exercise of power and participation in governance at the local 
level. 

•     Article 1(2) of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 all sovereign power belongs to the people of Kenya. The people may 
exercise their sovereignty directly or through their elected representatives. 

•     Article 10 (2) a, b and c of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 states the national values and principles of governance 
include; democracy and participation of the people; inclusiveness; good governance, integrity, transparency and 
accountability. 

•     Article 27 of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 guarantees equality and non-discrimination. Hence, public participation 
should ensure equality and non-discrimination. 

•     Article 33 of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 Public participation should respect the freedom of expression of all 
participants. 

•     Article 35 of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 guarantees the right to access information by citizens 
•     Article 174(c) of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 states the objects of devolution as; to give powers of self-gover-

nance to the people and enhance their participation in the exercise of such powers in decision making. 
•     Article 174(d) of the Constitution of Kenya, 2010 - Communities have the right to manage their own affairs and to 

further their development. 
•     The Public Finance Management Act Section 207 - County Governments are to establish structures, mechanisms and 

guidelines for citizen participation. 
•     County Government Act Section 91- The county government shall facilitate the establishment of modalities, and 

platforms for citizen participation. 
•     The County Government Act Sections 94, 95, 96 - Counties are to establish mechanisms to facilitate public commu-

nication and access to information using media with the widest public outreach. Every county shall designate an 
office for ensuring access to information 

•     County Government Act Sections 100 and 101- County governments should create an institutional framework for 
civic education. 

•     Urban areas Act Sections 21 and 22 - overarching theme is participation by the residents in the governance of urban 
areas and cities. The Second Schedule of the Act provides for the rights of, and participation by residents in affairs 
of their city or urban areas. 

•     Public Procurement and Disposal Act 2015 Section 68(3), 125(5), 138, and 179 - Emphasis on transparency of the pro-
curement process including requirements for procuring entities to publicly avail procurement records after closure 
of proceedings, publicise notice of intention to enter into contract on websites and public notice boards and publish 
and publicise all contract awards.

•     Article 184(1) National legislation shall provide for the governance and management of urban areas and c
•     Article 232(1) (d) the values and principles of public service include the involvement of the people in the process of 

policy making and (f) transparency and provision to the public of timely and accurate
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However, despite existence of such an elaborate legis-
lative framework establishing the foundations for pub-
lic participation in budget making, the conduct of public 
participation in Kenya at both national and county levels 
remains wanting. The modalities for engagement, access 
to information as well as substantive regard for inputs of 
citizens remain a challenge. There is evidence of overly 
unrealistic modalities for engagement especially in terms 
of modes of invitation, prior notice and manner in which 
engagement meetings are conducted. Most of the coun-
ty governments employ such media channels as radio, 
television and newspapers to invite people to participate. 
Some of these media have proven ineffective especially in 
some considerably remote counties where access to them 
is not guaranteed. There have also been complaints from 
the public on the manner in which meetings are conduct-
ed. Some meetings are conducted in languages that par-
ticipants are not necessarily comfortable with and others 
involve presentations that are overly technical and hence 
obviate the ability of the public to meaningfully partic-
ipate. Some meetings have also been reportedly without 
sufficient time for engagement. Very few chances are thus 
allowed for participants input which seldom reflect the as-
pirations or views of everyone that participates. 

Regarding access to information, there is evidence of lack 
of sufficient information to assist the public to meaningful-
ly participate in the budget process as opined by a major-
ity of the surveyed respondents in Nairobi County (55.8%) 
and Turkana County (55.9%) who opined that they were not 
confident they could access the information while 48.1% 
of the surveyed respondents in Wajir County were not con-
fident they could access the information.. Whereas budget 
information is reportedly availed on the day of engagement 
meetings, the fact that they are not availed prior to such 

meetings makes it difficult to engage substantively. Also 
there are many instances where budget information and 
other budget policy information are either actively con-
cealed or the process of obtaining them made tedious and 
disorienting. As such citizens find it difficult for example to 
consider current budget proposals with previous budget 
proposals including budget performance. This is usually a 
very important ingredient for effective participation. 

The other issue that presents challenges to effective par-
ticipation despite the elaborate framework for participa-
tion is capacity to engage. Meaningful public participation 
in the budget process depends on the significant capacity 
to engage stakeholders. Capacity in this case ranges from 
knowledge of existing policies and legislation driving or 
guiding budgeting; the budget process to ability to access 
and interrogate information on budget. One of the great-
est impediments to effective citizen participation in the 
budget process remains limitations in capacity amongst 
government officers, Members of the County Assembly 
(MCAs) civil society as well as the general public. Besides 
general challenges in understanding the budget process, 
when and where to engage, how to influence change; 
there have also been documented challenges in terms of 
capacity challenges in budget drafting amongst county 
government officers mandated to formulate budget. 

Perhaps the biggest gap remains in incorporation of citizen 
input into subsequent budget making processes (stag-
es). It has also been documented that the utilization of 
public input from engagement forums into the drafting of 
the budget is a problem. The chances that public opinion 
shared in engagement forums would eventually affect the 
eventual budget (allocations and priorities) are reportedly 
fairly slim.
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Sample situation: Turkana County

There is evidence that Turkana County has put in place adequate mechanisms for effective public participation in coun-
ty policy making and budgeting. These include quarterly public meetings at civic ward levels and it has an Information 
Communications Technology platform for informing the public about the County progress. The county also has local 
publication (Turkana Mirror and Turkana Times) that are leveraged to inform citizens plans and progress. Further, the 
County’s Public Participation Act whose main objectives include to: provide for matters necessary or convenient to give 
effect to Chapter Eleven of the Constitution; provide a framework for the direct exercise of sovereignty by the people 
through actively informing the form and content of legislation, policy and development plans; to provide for a framework 
for informed, effective, efficient and sustainable engagement of persons in policy, legislation and development plans 
and programmes; provide for a framework for public participation in service delivery by the County government; and 
provide for written and oral submissions on draft county policies, legislation and development plans. The Act estab-
lishes the offices of the sub-county administrator and ward administrator and village administrator respectively which 
the county has since set up and continues to facilitate engagement. Further, the Act established the County Budget 
and Economic Forum (CBEF) which is chaired by the Governor and which allows citizens to give their views and input 
in planning and budgeting. The forum includes members of the County Executive, representatives from professional 
bodies, business, women, PWDs, and faith-based groups. Nonetheless, there remains a lack of sufficient accountabil-
ity mechanisms for the citizens to exact accountability from the supply side of governance. Platforms availed by the 
county government for citizen participation remains limited.  Meetings by the CBEF have been significantly infrequent 
and the CBEF has not been very much involved in the budget making and policy formulation. 

The following are the laws that have been passed in the 3 
counties;

Nairobi County

•	 The Nairobi City County Tax Waivers Administration 
Bill, 2013 relating to taxation;

•	 The Nairobi City County Provisional Collection Of 
Revenue Bill, 2013 relating to revenue collection;

•	 The Nairobi City County Betting , Lotteries and 
Gaming Act , 2014 relating to resource mobiliza-
tion;

•	 The Nairobi City County Supplementary Appropri-
ation Act , 2014 relating to budget allocation and 
expenditure;

•	 The Nairobi City County Wards Development 
Fund(Amendment) Act, 2014 relating to budget al-
location and expenditure;

•	 The Nairobi City County Appropriation Act , 2014 re-
lating to resource mobilization, budget allocation 
and expenditure;

•	 The Nairobi City County Regularization of Develop-
ments Act, 2015 relating to budget allocation and 
expenditure;

•	 The Nairobi City County Supplementary Appropri-
ation Act, 2015 relating to budget allocation and 
expenditure;

•	 The Nairobi City County Finance bill, 2015 relating 
to resource mobilization, budget allocation and 
expenditure;

•	 The Nairobi City County public participation, 2015 
relating to public participation;

•	 Nairobi City County Ward Development Bill (Amend-
ment) 2016 relating to resource allocation.

•	 The Nairobi City County Supplementary, Appropri-
ation bill, 2016 relating to resource mobilization, 
budget allocation and expenditure.

Turkana County;

•	 Turkana County Public Participation Bill, 2014 re-
lating to public participation;

•	 Turkana County Provincial collection of Revenue 
Collection Act relating to resource mobilization and 
revenue collection;

•	 Turkana County Finance Bill – 2013, 2014, 2015, 
2016, all relating to resource mobilization, budget 
allocation and expenditure;

•	 Turkana County Education and Skills Development 
Bill, 2013 relating to resource allocation and devel-
opment;

•	 Turkana County Appropriation Bill – 2013, 2014, 
2015, 2016 relating to resource mobilization, bud-
get allocation and expenditure;

•	 Turkana County Youth Enterprise Development Bill, 
2014 relating to resource allocation and develop-
ment.

•	 The Revenue Finance Bill of 2016 relating to re-
source mobilization.

Wajir County

•	 Wajir County Finance Bill 2013/2014 relating to re-
source mobilization, budget allocation and expen-
diture;

•	  Wajir county supplementary appropriation bill 
2013/14, 2014/15, 2015/2016 all relating to re-
source mobilization, budget allocation and expen-
diture;
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•	  County finance Bill 2014/15, 2015/16 relating to 
resource mobilization, budget allocation and ex-
penditure;

•	 The inventory bill 2014 relating to resource mobili-
zation;

•	 Wajir county revolving fund bill 2014 relating to re-
source allocation and development;

•	 Wajir county bursary fund bill relating to resource 
allocation and development; 

•	 Wajir public participation bill that was passed in 
2014 relating to public participation;

•	 Wajir climate change fund bill passed in 2015 re-
lating to resource allocation and development; 

•	 Wajir county ward development bill (Not assented 
to) relating to resource allocation and develop-
ment;

•	 Wajir County water resource management bill 2015 
(pending) relating to resource allocation and de-
velopment. 

4.8	 Analyse the progressiveness/repres-
siveness of the tax regime in Kenya and 
recommend the required changes to 
make Kenya’s tax regime more progres-
sive;

Finally, the survey sought stakeholders’ opinion on the 
progressiveness/repressiveness of the tax regime in Ken-
ya and their recommendations on the required changes to 
make Kenya’s tax regime more progressive. The findings 
herein may not offer an in-depth analysis and more re-
search would need to be done by Oxfam during the course 
of the project implementation, but it provides a synopsis 
of the perceptions and opinions of tax experts on the tax 
regime. 

Surveyed key informants were of the view that there are 
aspects of Kenya’s tax regime that are progressive and 
some that are repressive.  The repressive aspects of the 
tax regime in Kenya as opined by tax experts are majorly; 
The VAT tax which is applicable to everyone notwithstand-
ing their financial ability; people are highly taxed but once 
they have been taxed from their income i.e. PAYE they are 
taxed again on VAT; Tax breaks given to multi-national cor-
porations; there is plenty of tax evasion by multinationals 
and it is unethical but it is legal

Tax experts also opined that Kenya’s tax regime is not eq-
uitable and all-inclusive. A lot of the tax burden is shared 
by the poor so that the rich are really not giving their fair 
share of tax. In lieu of this, there have been very many dis-
cussions about capital gains tax, how that works and the 
impact it can have. KRA has also left out of its tax net, a lot 
of citizens belonging to the informal sector who do not pay 
taxes thus KRA always ends up not meeting its revenue 
target. Taxes especially on income are quite high, which 

means there is a very small group of people that are bear-
ing the tax burden. 

In a report released by the auditor general in 2015, it was 
estimated that revenue collection by county governments 
had reduced by 40% despite many counties having intro-
duced new forms of levies and having digitized their reve-
nue collection. This was attributed to county government 
executives allegedly detaining millions of revenue collect-
ed within counties and only declaring a portion of what is 
collected. For example, Nairobi County collected 1.6 bil-
lion shillings from parking fees alone from July 2013-June 
2014, but the audit revealed that 72 million shillings could 
not be accounted for.  The same report further details that 
although the counties generated 5.5 billion shillings in 
revenue, only 5.2 billion shillings was banked, clearly in-
dicating a discrepancy existed.  Below are some of their 
comments on the same:

‘…I think there is a heavy reliance on things like VAT and it 
is a regressive tax because it is based on consumption un-
fortunately it ensures that those that are poor those that 
are marginalized are actually bearing the brunt of pain for 
services …’– Tax Expert 

‘…I would say it is regressive because a lot of the tax bur-
den is shared by the poor so that the rich are really not giv-
ing their fair share of tax so they’re very many discussions 
about the capital gain tax and how that works and the im-
pact …’– CSO Representative

‘…when you look at certain aspects of the tax regime in 
Kenya for instance if you look at the VAT it is basically a 
regressive tax because ideally you pay taxes according to 
your ability but for this case of VAT you paid across. and in 
most cases this is one key source of government revenue 
and the other one of course is on income tax and those 
who are in formal employment and now they get to submit 
their PAYE so Kenyans taxation regime is regressive’…; 
– CSO Representative

‘…To specific issues there are some taxes that do not make 
sense to me, taxes on education like books some things 
like that, taxes on some medical equipment so when we do 
not produce medical equipment locally so there are those 
scattered examples that I think are completely immoral…’ 
- Budget Expert 

‘…I think it is regressive because people are highly taxed 
but once you have been taxed from your income the PAYE 
and then you are taxed again on VAT and for me the VAT 
is the most regressive because when you pay that 16% 
on sugar, if you are a billionaire in Kenya like Chris Kirubi 
and you’re paying 16% 1 kg of sugar and it is not like you 
will take more than three spoonful’s of sugar and Wanjiku 
in the village pay 16% and she would also take the three 
spoons …’ – CSO Representative

61DRM Baseline Study Report



On the other hand, tax experts agreed that some aspects 
of Kenya’s tax regime are progressive such as PAYE – 
which has enabled the country to finance a majority of its 
budget. However, one big advantage of the tax regime in 
Kenya is that it makes Kenya self-reliant which in terms of 
our spending and our expenditure culture makes our tax 
regime progressive as it is able to mobilize resources. Ken-
ya’s tax regime also gives some advantages to new local 
businesses, in form of tax breaks for the purpose of job 
creation by expanding the manufacturing sector, which 
would spur economic growth. There was also the intro-
duction of capital gains tax. This was indeed introduced in 
2014 but due to private sector pressure was again scraped 
in 2015. Interviewed experts had the following to say about 
the progressiveness of Kenya’s tax regime:

‘…I cannot say it is actually regressive because for a gov-
ernment to run it has to collect taxes unless you want the 

system to collapse but there are areas that need revenue 
like the VAT, it is quite huge and now the levies on fuel that 
has been increased the other day. Some of this things ac-
tually need to be looked into, there are some that are re-
gressive in terms of the way they are handled but generally 
I think it is fair…’ – County Assembly Rep

‘…one big advantage of the tax regime in Kenya it makes 
can you self-reliant so in terms of our spending and our ex-
penditure culture there is something progressive…’ 
– Tax Expert

‘…I like the fact that we are not dependent on the US and 
whoever else that we are able to generate most of our rev-
enue but at the same time the fact that very few people are 
generating gets you thinking of how sustainable that can 
be…’ - Budget Expert

62 DRM Baseline Survey Report





05SURVEY
CONCLUSION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1.	 Conclusion

The budget remains one of the most important economic policy instruments for government and as such 
effort should be made to ensure it reflects a nation’s priorities. All public policies eventually have to confront 
the need for financial resources. Citizens therefore rightfully expect of their governments, efficient, fair, eq-
uitable and transparent delivery of public services and goods. However in most countries, public budgeting 
still remains the preserve of the executive though the value of opening budget processes is increasingly 
appreciated in many settings across the developing world. 

This study set out to analyse existing legislation in three counties in Kenya (Turkana, Nairobi and Wajir) on 
taxation, public participation, resource mobilization, allocation and expenditure; analyse the progressive-
ness/repressiveness of the tax regime in Kenya and recommend the required changes to make Kenya’s tax 
regime more progressive. Specifically it aimed to analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen participation 
particularly of women and youth in decision making processes in the planning and budgeting at the county 
governments particularly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir. It also sought to analyse the level, extent and quality 
of citizen participation particularly of women and youth in holding duty bearers and service providers ac-
countable on effective delivery of public services particularly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir; review the level of 
Government investment in the provision of essential public services at the National and County level;  assess 
knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels of citizens especially poor and marginalized women and youth 
of the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP) and County budgets; and also to survey the Knowledge, 
attitudes and perception of duty bearers, government officials and service providers on citizens’ rights as 
tax payers, and government roles and responsibilities for tax justice, budgeting and public service delivery 
among women and youth in target Counties. 

In summary it emerges that:

•	  In relation to the levels of engagement and modalities of inclusion, respondents indicated that they 
did not feel sufficiently included in the budget process. A majority of respondents had not partici-
pated in public engagement forums to discuss county budget issues. Also a very small proportion of 
respondents indicated that they had prior experience participating in civic education programmes on 
taxation and budget making. This was further complicated by the fact that a very small proportion of 
respondents indicated prior participation in civic education programmes. The frequency of invitation to 



forums where issues around taxation and budgeting 
are discussed or decided on was very low with most 
of the respondents indicating that they had been in-
vited on average 1 – 2 times in a year. These points 
to the need to re-look at or further interrogate how 
counties conduct public participation and how this 
can be improved;

•	 On the role Civil Society and other third-party inter-
mediaries should play in the budget process and 
on conversations on taxation, it emerged that a lot 
of the engagement forums were convened by pol-
iticians (MP/MCA/Senator). However civil society 
played a significant role in mobilising for participa-
tion and convening public engagement forums on 
budget making processes. This underscored the 
critical role played by CSOs in facilitating and shap-
ing public engagement in issues around budgeting. 
Most of the participants were of the opinion that 
CSOs functioned to organise community members to 
participate in the budget forums. They also helped 
in conducting civic education around taxation and 
budget making and also in relaying information to 
the public. There is therefore, an opportunity for the 
Government, Legislature and CSOs to collaborate in 
improving public engagement on taxation, planning 
and budgeting.

•	 Regarding access to information and levels of knowl-
edge on taxation and budgeting, radio remains the 
main source of information on budgets. It was also 
one of the most trusted on budget information. How-
ever, there was an indication that in spite of existing 
sources of information on budgeting, a vast propor-
tion of the population were unaware of proportions 
of the budget that were allocated to different lev-
els of governments as well as to different sectors. 
It appeared as though accessing information on the 
budget and the budget making process was signifi-
cantly challenging.

•	 On the knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels 
of citizen’s especially poor and marginalized wom-
en and youth of the County Integrated Development 
Plans (CIDP) and County budgets, it emerged that 
the county governments considered in the survey 
appeared not to favour sufficient diversity in the 
budget forums but also within the government itself. 
This was evidenced by about half (48%) of the sur-
veyed respondents who indicated that devolution is 
very important to them, while 31% of the surveyed 
respondents opined that devolution is somewhat 
important. Meanwhile, a majority of the surveyed 
respondents across the 3 counties are dissatisfied 
with the performance of the national government 
since March 2013 on budget allocation and expen-

diture and taxation as opined by 59.6% and 68.7% of 
the surveyed respondents respectively.

•	 Regarding existing legislation in the three counties 
in Kenya (Turkana, Nairobi and Wajir) on taxation, 
public participation, resource mobilization, alloca-
tion and expenditure, there appeared to be suffi-
cient legislation to anchor participation. However, 
the implementation and establishment of key provi-
sions of such legislation in order to achieve mean-
ingful participation was still a work in progress. As 
such, whilst it did not stifle participation per se, the 
lack of full enforcement of legislation appeared not 
to effectively facilitate public participation.

•	 Finally, In terms of progressiveness/repressiveness 
of the tax regime it emerged that a majority of re-
spondents appeared to think that most of their tax-
es did not go into delivery of quality services. Many 
also indicated that the existing tax system was not 
fair to everyone. Many respondents felt that those 
at the bottom of society, the poor, were overly taxed 
yet the returns on their tax was not commensurate 
in terms of public services and poverty reduction 
programmes. There was an overall feeling that whilst 
tax revenues went up and taxes increased; both in 
breadth and in rates, this was not translating into 
desirable outcomes such as improved access to 
quality services and goods as well as provision of 
quality public services and goods.

5.2.	 Recommendations
Drawing from these conclusions, we recommend that:

Oxfam and partners (CSOs): 

i.	 Increase advocacy for more public participation in 
decisions around taxation and tax fairness in Kenya 
at both county and national levels;

ii.	 Advocate and work towards establishing a CSO 
framework for increasing capacity to access, inter-
rogate and apply information for more meaningful 
engagement in the budget process; 

iii.	 Advocate for a policy framework or at least guide-
lines on the conduct of public participation espe-
cially regarding the modalities for inclusion;

iv.	 Advocate for increased access to information on 
budgeting processes (across all the stages from for-
mulation to review) through expanded channels for 
delivery to improve quality of citizen participation, 
and;  

v.	 Oxfam and its partners in the counties should also 
interrogate how effective public participation is be-
ing done by county governments, and whether the 
outcome of engaging the public is reflective of its 
aspirations/priorities. The findings can be shared 
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with the county government and can be used to help 
the county in knowing what sectors they should fo-
cus on in terms of budgetary allocations. 

vi.	 Oxfam and its partner CSOs should lobby the govern-
ment to allocate more resources to pro-poor sectors 
based on their analysis. Oxfam in collaboration with 
other like-minded CSOs should come up with posi-
tion papers that will be used to influence policy to-
wards allocation of more resources to pro-poor sec-
tors in the annual national budget.

vii.	 Oxfam and its partner CSOs should come up with 
programs that will advocate for the county gov-
ernments to ensure that there is diversification of 
people who participate in public forums to discuss 
county matters. Specifically, the advocacy efforts 
should be geared to ensuring women, youth, phys-
ically disabled, and the marginalised have ways of 
and the space to participate in giving their views to 
the county governments on matters of importance 
to them. 

viii.	 Oxfam and its partners/stakeholders should start 
building the capacity of communities to understand 
the process of coming up with a CIDP ahead of the 
next process after 2018. Oxfam and its partners 
should also lobby the county governments to ensure 
that they involve the public in giving their views to-
wards the next CIDPs. Further, Oxfam and its partners 
should collaborate with the county governments in 
identifying the most pressing needs of the people 
in each county, so that they can be included in the 
CIDPs.

Government (both County and National) 

i.	 Increase avenues for sharing of public informa-
tion on budgeting, taxation and other public fi-
nance maters including planning as required by 
law;

ii.	 Increase the opportunities for the public to par-
ticipate meaningfully in matters of planning and 
the budget making process by ensuring citizens 
are invited on time, meetings are held as com-
municated and the information to be discussed 
is also provided in advance.  

iii.	 The National and County Governments should 
ensure that citizen’s views are incorporated as 
much as possible in the taxation, planning and 
budgeting policies and documents and subse-
quently feedback given to the public on what 
was considered, what wasn’t and why.  

iv.	 Work to agree on a policy framework or at least 
guidelines on the conduct of public participation 
especially regarding the modalities for inclusion 
of the public in public engagement forums, and;

v.	 Increase forums and opportunities for dialogue 
with the public on taxation and other domestic 
resource mobilisation matters at County levels. 

vi.	 National and County governments should col-
laborate with CSOs to simplify public finance 
and budgeting policies and documents for its 
citizens to understand, this should be through 
simplifying complex concepts, translating into 
different languages and using different medi-
ums/approaches to communicate the issues. 

vii.	 The national government needs to increase 
awareness on how it has allocated it’s resourc-
es to various counties as well as sectors while 
on the other hand, the citizens should be tak-
ing part in tracking the expenditure to ensure 
the resources allocated are accounted for; this 
pro-activeness from both sides is a way to en-
hance the social contract between the Govern-
ment and the public which they enter into, once 
the government is elected into office. 

Development Partners

i.	 Continue engagements to broker dialogue be-
tween County and national government, Civil 
Society and citizens on budgeting and taxation, 

ii.	 Support research and analysis on domestic re-
source mobilisation at county levels to inform 
tax policy and budget allocation, and 

iii.	 Support capacity development for county gov-
ernments and CSOs engaging in advocacy and 
policy making on domestic resource mobilisa-
tion and public participation at county levels.  
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06Annexes

6.1.	 Conclusion

The budget remains one of the most important economic policy instruments for government and as such 
effort should be made to ensure it reflects a nation’s priorities. All public policies eventually have to confront 
the need for financial resources. Citizens therefore rightfully expect of their governments, efficient, fair, eq-
uitable and transparent delivery of public services and goods. However in most countries, public budgeting 
still remains the preserve of the executive though the value of opening budget processes is increasingly 
appreciated in many settings across the developing world. 

This study set out to analyse existing legislation in three counties in Kenya (Turkana, Nairobi and Wajir) on 
taxation, public participation, resource mobilization, allocation and expenditure; analyse the progressive-
ness/repressiveness of the tax regime in Kenya and recommend the required changes to make Kenya’s tax 
regime more progressive. Specifically it aimed to analyse the level, extent and quality of citizen participation 
particularly of women and youth in decision making processes in the planning and budgeting at the county 
governments particularly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir. It also sought to analyse the level, extent and quality 
of citizen participation particularly of women and youth in holding duty bearers and service providers ac-
countable on effective delivery of public services particularly in Nairobi, Turkana and Wajir; review the level of 
Government investment in the provision of essential public services at the National and County level;  assess 
knowledge, attitudes and satisfaction levels of citizens especially poor and marginalized women and youth 
of the County Integrated Development Plans (CIDP) and County budgets; and also to survey the Knowledge, 
attitudes and perception of duty bearers, government officials and service providers on citizens’ rights as 
tax payers, and government roles and responsibilities for tax justice, budgeting and public service delivery 
among women and youth in target Counties. 

In summary it emerges that:

•	  In relation to the levels of engagement and modalities of inclusion, respondents indicated that they 
did not feel sufficiently included in the budget process. A majority of respondents had not partici-
pated in public engagement forums to discuss county budget issues. Also a very small proportion of 
respondents indicated that they had prior experience participating in civic education programmes on 
taxation and budget making. This was further complicated by the fact that a very small proportion of 
respondents indicated prior participation in civic education programmes. The frequency of invitation to 



Ali Yusuf
Alvin Mosioma
Caroline Othim
Irene Otieno
Rosemary Irungu
John Kinuthia
George Kaburu
Ikal Angelei  
John Kituyi
Robert Mwanyumba 
Jason Braganza
Halima Kahiye
Mohamed Mursal 
Shalle Mursal
Osman Sheikh
Qureshi Mohamed
Yusuf Ali Noor
Chikani Wamethe
Joshua Musyimi
Mary Tioko
Emmanuel Ekuwom
John Nakuleu
Hon. Kaituko Geofrey
Abdullahi Ali
Godwin Ochieng
Simon Rugu
Rose Otim

Men Urban Area – Turkana County
Women Urban Area – Turkana County
Youth Urban Area – Turkana County [50/50 Mix of men and 
women aged 20-35 years old]
Men Rural Area – Turkana County
Women Rural Area – Turkana County
Youth Rural  Area – Turkana County [50/50 Mix of men and 
women aged 20-35 years old]
Men Urban Area – Wajir County
Women Urban Area – Wajir County
Youth Urban Area – Wajir County [50/50 Mix of men and women 
aged 20-35 years old]
Men Rural Area – Wajir County
Women Rural Area – Wajir County
Youth Rural  Area – Wajir County [50/50 Mix of men and women 
aged 20-35 years old]
Youth C1 SEC – Nairobi County [50/50 Mix of men and women 
aged 20-35 years old]
Youth C2 SEC – Nairobi County [50/50 Mix of men and women 
aged 20-35 years old]
Men C1 SEC – Nairobi County
Men C2 SEC – Nairobi County
Women C1 SEC – Nairobi County
Women C2 SEC – Nairobi County

Clerk to the Budget Committee – Wajir County
Tax Justice Network – Africa
National Taxpayers Association
National Taxpayers Association
Programme Officer, Budget Accountability and Oversight – TISA
International Budget Partnership 
Africa’s Voices Foundation
Friends of Lake Turkana
Christian Aid
East Africa Tax and Governance Network
Tax Justice Network – Africa
Director - Wajir Community Radio
Program Coordinator Wajir- Oxfam
Deputy County Assembly Clerk – Wajir
Governance Officer – WASDA
Programme Manager – ALDEF Kenya
Child Survival Advocacy and Policy Coordinator – Save the Children Wajir
Policy and Advocacy Coordinator - Save the Children – Turkana
Controller of Budget Office
Radio Akicha – Managing Director
Radio Jambo Turkana Representative
Budget analyst – Turkana County
Speaker to Turkana County Assembly
Chairman to the  Budget Appropriations Committee – Wajir County
CARITAS – Lodwar
County Assembly Clerk – Turkana County
Programme Coordinator – Oxfam Turkana

Lodwar Town – Turkana Central Sub-county
Lodwar Town – Turkana Central Sub-county
Lodwar Town – Turkana Central Sub-county

Lokichar – Turkana South Sub-county
Lokichar – Turkana South Sub-county
Lokichar – Turkana South Sub-county

Wajir Town – Wajir East Sub-county
Wajir Town – Wajir East Sub-county
Wajir Town – Wajir East Sub-county

Bute – Wajir North Sub-county
Bute – Wajir North Sub-county
Bute – Wajir North Sub-county

Recruited from various sub-counties in Nairobi

Recruited from various sub-counties in Nairobi

Recruited from various sub-counties in Nairobi
Recruited from various sub-counties in Nairobi
Recruited from various sub-counties in Nairobi
Recruited from various sub-counties in Nairobi

Key Informant Designation

Table 47: Interviewed Key Informants and Focus Group Discussions

FGD GROUPS
Description						            Area
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Westlands
Dagoreti North
Dagoreti South
Langata
Kibera
Roysambo
Kasarani
Ruaraka
Embakasi South
Embakasi North
Embakasi Central
Embakasi East
Embakasi West
Makadara
Kamukunji

Parklands/ Highridge
Kitisuri
Kawangware
Kileleshwa
Uthiru/ Ruthimitu
Karen
South C
Laini Saba
Roysambu
Kasarani
Lucky Summer
Pipeline
Kariobangi North
Komarock
Utawala
Kariobangi South
Maringo/Hamza
California
Pangani
Huruma
Bute
Korondile
Batalu
Wagberi
Township
Barwago
Sarman
Tarbaj
Wargadud

40
40
20
40
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20

20
20
21
19
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
31
30
20
11
25
32
12
34
22

SUB-COUNTY SUB-COUNTYACHIEVED SAMPLE ACHIEVED SAMPLE

Table 48: Achieved Household Survey Sample

WARDS

Ward			            Achieved Sample Ward			            Achieved Sample
Griftu
Ademasajide
Wagalla
Eldas
Della
Elnur/Tula Tula
Habaswein
Lagboghol South
Kaeris
Lakezone
Lapur
Kaaleng/Kaikor
Kakuma
Lopur
Letea
Lokichoggio
Nanaam
Kerio Delta
Kangatotha
Kalokol
Lodwar Township
Kanamkemer
Kotaruk /Lobei
Turkwel
Loima
Katilu
Lokichar

TOTAL

11
11
33
24
12
12
30
48
22
23
23
10
22
22
19
22
11
12
6
6
28
11
23
23
11
26
37

1158

Starehe
Mathare
Wajir North
Wajir East
Tarbaj
Wajir West
Eldas
Wajir South
Turkana North
Turkana West
Turkana Central
Loima
Turkana South

TOTAL

20
20
82
68
68
55
49
79
78
97
63
56
64

1158

69DRM Baseline Study Report



References

Ackerman, J. (2004) ‘Co-Governance for Accountability: Be-
yond “Exit” and “Voice”’, World Development 32 
(3): 447–463.

Africa’s Voices Foundation, (June, 2016), ‘Progressive 
mobilisation and management of domestic re-
sources for quality delivery of public services 
in Kenya’, Baseline Research for Oxfam Kenya, 
Accessed from https://kenya.oxfam.org/poli-
cy_paper/progressive-mobilisation-and-man-
agement-domestic-resources-quality-deliv-
ery-public

Ackerman, John M. (2005), “Social Accountability in the 
Public Sector, A Conceptual Discussion”, Social 
Development Papers, Participation and Civic 
Engagement Paper No. 82, March, World Bank, 
Washington DC

Calitz, R (2010). Improving Transparency and Accountability 
in the Budget Process: An Assessment of Re-
cent Initiative 

Debate: Results from 36 Countries, Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities, Washington DC, www.interna-
tionalbudget.org/openbudgets/index.htm 

Devas, N. & Grant, U. (2003), ‘Local government deci-
sion-making-citizen participation and local 
accountability: some evidence from Kenya and 
Uganda’, Public Administration and Develop-
ment 23 (4): 307–316. 

Gomez, P., Friedman, J. And Shapiro, I. (2005), Opening Bud-
gets to Public Understanding and Debate: Re-
sults from 36 Countries. OECD Journal on Bud-
geting, 5, 1

IBP (International Budget Project) (2004), Opening Budgets 
to Public Understanding and

IMF (International Monetary Fund) (2001), Code of Good 
Practices on Fiscal Transparency: Update, IMF, 
Washington DC, www.imf.org/external/np/
fad/trans/code.htm 

International Budget Partnership (2006) ‘A Guide to Tax 
Work for NGOs’,   http://www.international-
budget.org/library/publications/index.cfm?-
fa=view&id=3522 

International Budget Partnership (2008), ‘Our Money, Our 
Responsibility: A Citizens’ Guide to Monitoring 
Government Expenditures’, http://internation-
albudget.org/library/publications/guides/
our-money-ourresponsibility 

Justice, B.J & Dulger, C (2009), ‘Fiscal Transparency and 
Authentic Citizen Participation in Public Bud-
geting: The Role of Third-Party Intermediation’, 
Journal of Public Budgeting, accounting and 
Financial management, 21 (2) 254 – 288

Kang, Y.K & Min, S.Y (2013), Public Participation in the Bud-
get Process in the Republic of Korea World 
Bank, special series on Public sector manage-
ment

Krafchik, W. (n.d.). Can Civil Society Add Value to Budget 
Decision Making? A Description of Civil Society 
Budget Work [Online], Available at www.inter-
nationalbudget.org/resources/library/civilso-
ciety.pdf 

Lakin, J. (2013). Public Participation in Kenya: County Bud-
get and Economic Forums – Principles and Op-
tions. Budget Brief no21

Malena, Carmen, Reiner Forster and Janmehay Singh 
(2004), “Social Accountability: An Introduction 
to the Concept and Emerging Practice”, Par-



ticipation and Civic Engagement Paper No. 76, 
December, World Bank, Washington DC.

Miller, G. J., & Evers, L. (2002), “Budgeting Structures and 
Citizen Participation”, Journal of Public Budget-
ing, Accounting & Financial Management, 14 
(2): 233-272

O’Meara, W.P., Tsofa, B., Molyneux, S., Goodman, C. & McK-
enzie,FE (2011).  ‘Community and facility-level 
engagement in planning and budgeting for the 
government health sector – A district perspec-
tive from Kenya’, Health Policy, 99 (234 – 243)

OECD (2001), “OECD Best Practices for Budget Transparen-
cy”, OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 1, No. 3, pp. 
7-14, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/gov/budget 

OECD (2001), Citizens As Partners: Information, Consul-
tation and Public Participation in Policy Mak-
ing, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/bookshop?-
pub=422001131P1 

OECD (2003), “Engaging Citizens Online for Better Policy 
Making”, OECD Policy Brief, March, OECD, Paris, 
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/62/23/2501856.pdf

71DRM Baseline Study Report

Robinson, M. (2006, September), “Budget Analysis and 
Policy Advocacy: The Role of Nongovernmen-
tal Public Action.” [Online] Available at http://
www.ids.ac.uk/ids/bookshop/wp/wp279.pdf 

Rousseau, J. (2003). ‘On the Social Contract’, Dover Publi-
cations, Inc (Original work published in 1762)

Tanaka, S (2007). Engaging the Public in National Budget-
ing: A Non-Governmental Perspective OECD 
Journal on Budgeting, 7, 2

UNDP (2012), ‘Human Development Report’, pg. 12
Wagle, S., & Shah, P. (2003b, March), “Participation in Pub-

lic Expenditure Systems”, Social Development 
Notes [Online] Available at http://go.world-
bank.org/7AB0OHERU0 

Yang, K., & Callahan, K. (2005), “Assessing Citizen Involve-
ment Efforts by Local Governments”, Public 
Performance & Management Review, 29 (2): 
191-216.



For more information, please contact;

Oxfam in Kenya
The Atrium, Chaka Road
Nairobi, Kenya
P.O Box 40680 - 00100
Tel: 00 254 20 2820000
Email: kenyainfo@oxfam.org.uk
www.kenya.oxfam.org


