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ABSTRACT

This study sought to establish the role of pardtopy communication in the
management of devolved funds with special focugshenCDF in Baringo Central
Constituency. Governments the world over spendianal of dollars every year in
efforts to develop their countries like combatingverty and mitigate its effects
among the affected communities but challenges wcoetito hinder those noble
initiatives to raise the living standards of citize

KIPPRA in its baseline survey of 2006 on the impafcthe seven devolved funds in
Kenya (the CDF included) found that there werecserichallenges preventing them
from reaching their full potential. Over 90% of thespondents indicated that they
were not involved in setting the development agefioddheir areas “Awareness and
information must by nature be a precursor to effegbublic participation” KIPPRA
(2006).

This study is an endeavor to bring to light thesrof participatory communication in
the management of devolved funds (including CDRhvein aim of proposing new
and innovative participatory communication stragéegiRespondents in this study
were sampled using a ratio that mimicked a proportif number of registered voters
in the respective wards of Baringo Central Constitty. Questionnaires and focused
group discussions were the instruments used inaddiection.

Both quantitative and qualitative research metheeise used in this study in order to
ensure that empirical evidence is available to guae the validity and reliability of
the inferences that were made from the data celleas well as to ensure that the
study was holistic. The study found that partiojpptcommunication as a strategy
was not adopted in the management of CDF in Bar®getral Constituency and that
there are still many challenges and legal obstadkes hinder participatory
communication in the management of CDF.

The study recommends corrective measures in a nuofbstrategies to cure these
challenges. Among these raft of measures, the gitmjyoses that the citizen’s right
to participate in the management of CDF is protkbiethe CDF Act and that roles of
each person, actor, entity and stakeholder arelglspelt out by relevant laws and
regulations governing CDF. The study also propdisascitizens should be given all
the information necessary for them to make inforrokdices on what projects best

benefit the majority and are best value for theingy.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This chapter gives the background of the study)aéxe the problem of the study,
states the study objectives and the study questibalso gives the justification of the

study, describes its scope, states its limitatam$ explains the study gap.

1.1.1 Background of the Study

The study sought to establish the place of padtoily communication in the
management of CDF. It attempted to identify the @i each actor, pinpoint the gaps
(in participatory communication) between policy amdplementation of planned
development projects, explain the reasons for tlgzges with an ultimate aim of
seeking innovative, appropriate, homegrown solstiom the unique problems so
discovered as the major setbacks to participatorgnsunication in the management
of CDF.

The New Roget's Thesaurus in Dictionary Fodescribes Communication as a
report, statement, communiqué ( INFORMATION); missiletter, note ( EPISTLE)
and Develop as mature, maturate, ripen (MATURITWHOLDMENT); ensue,
follow, result (OCCURANCE); extend, spread, stretamplify, dilate on, enlarge on
(INCREASE).

Moemeka (1996) in his attempt to specify the congmbnof development
communication describes Development as “a changtéobetter in human, cultural,
socio-economic and political conditions of the indual and consequently of
society” and Communication (according to him or tge called Humanized
Democracy Interactive Model) as “genuine dialogdee and proportioned

opportunity to exert mutual influence by the sefr@eeiver of the message”.

He sums up Development Communication thereforedbyass “the art and science of

human communication applied to speedy transformaifaa country and the mass of

1



its people through the identification and utilipatiof appropriate expertise (in the
development process) that will assist in increaspayticipation of intended
beneficiaries at the grassroots level”.

Compatratively little is known about CDFs given #igsence of research on their long
term impact in countries like Pakistan, the Philigs and India which have well
established CDF schemes. Other countries that @&F schemes around the world
are Bhutan, Solomon Islands, Jamaica and Malaysiaund Africa, they will be
found in the Sudan, Malawi, Tanzania and Ugandargnathers. In all, at least 23
countries around the world including the ones ayeaentioned have adopted or are
considering adopting CDFs (Van Zyl, 2010).

Examples of success in Development Communicatiaurar the world include

Philippines(Masagana 99 programme), (Rural Saeffitogrammes) in West Indies,
Indonesia and Peru and Tunisia’s (Dr Hakim Numiti®rogramme) among others.
(Vijay,1996).Kenya’s Human Development Index betwd®80 and 2010 stands at
5.3 slightly above Nigeria at 4.7 and Malawi at #e8pectively but way below Ghana
at 6.6, Cuba at 7.9, UK at 8.8 and Norway at 9speetively, UNDP. In 2012, 43.4%
of Kenyans lived below the poverty line or lessntia25 $ PPP, per day fairing
slightly better than Tanzania at 67.9% but fairbagly against Namibia at 31.9%,
Cameroon at 9.6%Slovakia at 0.1%, Malaysia ancké&yrat 0.0% respectively.

(World Bank, 2012a).

Devolved funds were first budgeted, disbursed asetlun Kenya in the 2003/2004
financial year by the Narc government (2003-200@)tsmg with the Free Primary
Education or FPE funds which was a great succes$ias been one of the enduring
legacies of former' president of Kenya H.E. Hon Emilio Mwai Kibaki. it&r funds
to be disbursed using the same model include thi//8DS Fund),Roads
Maintenance Levy Fund (RMLF), the Local Authorityafisfer Fund (LATF), Rural
Electrification Programme Levy Fund (REPLF). Thetibiaal Fund for Persons with
Disabilities (NFfPwDs) and most recently The Fuind Elderly Persons (above 65
years of age) usually referred to as “senior ait&Ze(KIPPRA,2006).

In excess of KES 100 Billionin CDF have alreadybdised in Kenya between 2003
and 2011according to the CDF website yet the ovamglact of CDF at the national
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level is yet to be documented. A number of constities including Gatanga, Butere,
Galoleni, Baringo Central, Kibwezi, Kipkelion andaii (in no particular order) are
reported to have used CDF well with 28 other comsticies reported to have misused
422 Million of CDF in 2008/2009 FY (Daily Nation, &hday March 2011). The
EACC Annual Report, (2011/2012) details allegatiofiembezzlement of CDF in
Malava, Ganze and Rongo Constituencies respectigatpunting to KES 15.6
Million signifying the enormous problems in CDF itementation around the
country.

The successful implementation of the Yikivumbu Waatchment Self Help Group
proposal of a dam after the intervention of NTA agather such interventions is
living testimony that there are great opportunities the success of CDF going
forward. (NTA Year 4 Annual Report, 1st April 20ahd 3% March 2012) Debate
continues to rage on the national scene howeverthenrole of MPs in the
management of CDF and whether the fund should bexged by the counties or not.
(TISA, April 2013 and Mzalendo May 2013).

The CDF office in Baringo Central Constituency msties the receipt of over 580
Million Kenya Shillings in Baringo Central Constincy between 2003 and 2012 yet
little is known about the impact on the qualityliéd of Kenyans in Baringo Central
Constituency resulting from the disbursement ohsaicolossal sum of money. So far
two MPs with their respective CDF Committees hawenaged the CDF funds with

varying degrees of success and yet to be documehtdigénges and opportunities.

The Constituency Development Fund was establisiedugh the Constituency
Development Fund (CDF) Act 2003 and commenced"bdaduary 2004 after being
assented to by the president ofiBécember 2003. The CDF committee in Baringo
Central was established in 2004 in conformity wite CDF Act following guidelines
of the CDF National Management Committee (later Nla¢ional Management Fund
Board) and received KES 6 million being disbursenfienthe 2003/2004 FY.

The first Patron/Chairman of CDF in Baringo Centainstituency was Hon. Gideon
Moi who was elected in 2002 on a KANU ticket. By0OZOwhen his term as MP
ended, his committee had received KES 228.6 mijlliestablishedat least 92

projectsand completed some of them. His committeel klso disbursedKES
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12,321,171.50 million worth of bursaries to neetiydsnts, in secondary schools,
universities and other tertiary institutions.Horidén Moi was succeeded by Hon.

Sammy S.K Mwaita of ODM who went on to form a ne@FEECommittee

It was complete with a chairman since he optedhtyg act as its patron in the middle
of the year 2008 (all having government progammasiny been delayed by
problems emanating from the 2007/2008 PEV that\hddally brought all life to a
standstill in the country).By 2012 at the end of first term as MP, his committee
received a total KES 351.6 million,establishedaiste207 projects and completed
someof them. His committee had also disbursedKES051232million worth of
bursary to needy students in secondary schools/ergiiies and other tertiary
institutions.This study targeted mainly Baringo @eh constituents who are the
intended CDF beneficiaries. They were the main aedpnts in this study which
sought to establish whether they actually benefifeem the various CDF
interventions meant to raise their standards afidivor improve the quality of their
lives. In seeking to identify existing gaps betwedme CDF policy and
implementation, the study involved all the majoakstholders taking part in the
administration and implementation of CDF who indddthe CDFC (Constituency
Development Fund Committee), some of many PMCslld50s, CBOs, SHGs,
Youth and Women Groups, local administrative, ielig and political leadership

purposely to get the complete picture.

1.2 Problem Statement

One of the objectives of CDF is to ensure citizemtipipation through decision-
making in project

identification, implementation, monitoring and avation. However, the DGSP was
able to identify a number of challenges in the menpéntation of decentralized funds
(CDF included) that have prevented them from reaghheir full potential. Key
among the challenges was low community involvempriplems in identification
and implementation, monitoring and evaluation afj@cts.

A paltry 5% of the respondents felt that they wereolved in decision making.
(KIPPRA, 2006).



The problem is that there exists a gap betweenobiiee CDF core values which is
“to advocate for participatory approaches” and #otual implementation of CDF
projects and programmes which has been found tedmding in a number of cases.
The CDF Act (2003) only mentions community intésea Part 6 (at 6.9) in passing
that “should a community request, they shall beegivchance to nominate

representatives to represent them in a projecghaidertaken within their area.”

This means that if they don’t make the requesd|litikelihood they shall have no one
representing their interests in such a projectp&ingly, even “the New CDF Act

(2013) " maintains a complex, ambiguous and buesic structure that limits

citizen participation to attending rare meetingsttirectly elect CDFC members and
prioritize projects that will still be subjected ‘tanking in order of priority” by the

CDFC.

In his paper, Ogolo (2009) cites a CIPAC study 602 “to determine public
participation in CDF among other devolved funds”iathdiscovered that many
people were not aware of the devolved funds, lehalthe various aspects of their
right to participate in local democratic structyresonitoring and evaluation of
projects, civic engagements, political and economé@velopment.Based on the
challenges stated above inter-alia, this studyaiuagd at addressing the fundamental
question of how best to enhance stakeholder paation in the management of CDF,
particularly the citizen.

1.3  Objectives

The main objective of the study was to establishffiace of participatory

communication in the management of CDF in Baringot€al Constituency.

1.3.1 Specific Objectives

1. To establish the extent of participatory commungatin CDF,Baringo
Central Constituency.
2. To identify the major challenges to participatorgnumunication in the

Management of CDF in Baringo Central Constituency.
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3. To identify the legal discrepancies that get in thay of participatory
communication in the Management of CDF in Baringmttal Constituency.

1.4 Research Questions

What is the place of participatory communicationtie management of CDF in

Baringo Central Constituency?

1.4.1 Specific questions

1. What is the extent of participatory communicatiorthe management of CDF
in Baringo Central Constituency?

2. What are the major challenges to participatory caomication in the
management of CDF in Baringo Central Constituency?

3. What are the legal discrepancies that hinder ppaticry communication in
the management of CDF in Baringo Central Constity@n

1.5 Justification

There are many challenges faced by developing m&tia their quest to make
progress. This study is necessary as part of they reHorts to understand some of
these challenges from a participatory communicaperspective. This research is
important as a basisof future studies in commuiungbr development. It ultimately
seeks to add new perspectives, concepts and ideghe existing body of knowledge
on the importance of participatory communication gocountry’s development
process. According to Van Zyl (2010), not much aesk has been done on the long

term impact of CDFs in the world.

It is necessary as scientific proof that partiaypatcommunication and development
are indeed inseparable and that effective partisipacommunication is the critical
ingredient needed for development efforts to yible expected outcome(s).Through
its propositions, suggestions, recommendationggzals and findings;this study will

act as a reliable guide to policymakers on areasrtbed improvement, fine-tuning,



change of strategy/tact and reform in order to enghe smooth implementation,

better managementand proper administration of CDF.

This study will act as an eye-opener to policy miakeoncerning legal issues
pertaining to participatory communication that néegal reform in order to bridge
the existing gap(s) between policy and implemeatatwith regard to CDF in
particular and devolved funds in general. In extmsit will assist each CDF
stakeholder and intended beneficiary to better rgtdied their specific roles in the
management of CDF to improve their involvement IDFCactivities with a view to

achieving the CDF vision and reap the benefitsdéel respectively.

1.6  Scope of the Study

The study covered Baringo Central Constituency ameblved a sample of
respondents from within the constituency. For thepse of getting a holistic picture,
the main respondentsin this studywerethe registerat@rs of Baringo Central
Constituency in general but in addition to thenis s$tudy also involved major CDF
stakeholders including some CDFC members, some @@Ragers, former and
current Area MPs(or their representatives), somembegs of the Provincial
Administration, Government Heads of Department, icffs and Officers of
government, some of many PMCs, local NGOs, CBOsG§Hrouth and Women
Groups, local administrative, religious and podtieadership.

1.7 Limitations of the Study

1. Time to conduct the research was not enoughidensg the scope.

2. Lack of adequate financing for the study.
1.8  Study Gap
From literature review it is evident that the agp#@articipatory communication as a

strategy for grass root development is perhaps Itast studied especially in

developing countries. The World Bank recognizeditiygortance of this strategy as a



viable tool to ensure success of development piojee early as the 1970s following
the failure of the top down approaches in the 198yozo (2006).

This approach has enjoyed relative success ardundarld hence the need for more
research on it especially in Africa countries atigeo parts of the developing world.
Further proof that participatory communication iable as a development strategy is

that the World Bank has dedicated a whole divissodevelopment communication.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will critically examine available lisgure and studies that have
previously been carried out and are relevant ®riésearch. The study focuses on the
role of participatory communication in the managatmef CDF (a devolved fund)
with a view to making one aware of the achievemémttis field of study and the
challenges that still remain. An analysis of thimimation gathered reveals the gaps
that need attention and shows how existing liteeaties in with the objectives of the

study.

2.1.1 Development Communication

Among the various definitions of development comioation, the following two
provide a consistent understanding of the bounslaiat define this field of study and

work.

The Development Communication Division of theWdslank (DevComm) considers
development communication as “aninterdisciplinagydf based on empirical research
that helps to build consensus while itfacilitatee sharing of knowledge to achieve
positive change in development initiatives. It & anly about effective dissemination
of information but also about usingempirical resbaand two-way communication
among stakeholders”and describes it as also a keggemnent tool as well that helps

assess sociopolitical risks and opportunities.

The second definition emerged at the First Worlch@ess of Communicationfor
Development, held in Rome in October 2006. It duded in the documentknown as
“The Rome Consensus”. More than 900 participantdef Congressagreed to
conceive it as “asocial process based on dialogguai broad range of tools and
methods. It is also aboutseeking change at diffetevels, including listening,

building trust, sharing knowledgeand skills, builglipolicies, debating, and learning



for sustained and meaningfulchange”. “It is not lgukrelations or corporate

communication”.(Mefalopulos, 2008).

Awareness of the different purposes and functidnsadous types of communication
is the first step toward a better understandingtloé field of development
communication and an effective way to enhance macgguality standards. Being
familiar with the origin of this particular discipe and the major theoretical
frameworks underpinning it can help achieve a moetter understanding. The field
of development communication can also be referiedag “communication for
development,” *“development support communicationgdhd more recently,

“communication for social change.” (Rogers 208).

Development communications is recognizing the posterommunication as catalyst
for social development. It's also the utilizatiohexisting communication tools and
applicable theories for result driven strategiasadvancement of society. It can also
be defined as purposive communication intendedafgpecific target audience that
allows for the translation of information into amti resulting into a higher quality)
social, political, economic, moral, environmentala@ through an effective exchange

of pertinent information in order to induce peotaection.

It is greatly linked to the concept of sustainatdeelopment which can be defined as
the improvement of a community using informationdatechnology and the
communities’ ability to maintain the created reatag¢e without compromising its
environment and resources. Development communitai®envisaged as a response
to particular historical, social, and economic @astthat characteristics freedom of
access to information and citizen participation.isThncludes socio-economic
problems such as high levels of poverty and uneympémt, low standards of living,
poor access to basic services, remote of informatimor health services, lack of

education and skills and lack of infrastructure.

Development Communication is also defined as “thdization of existing
communication tools and applicable theories forultesdriven strategies for
advancement of society”. Development for Social iigfea(DSC) can be described as
“development planning and implementation in whideguate action is taken of

human behavioral factors in the design of the dswekent project and their
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objectives”. Communication for Social Change candferred to as “communication

for sustainable social change and development wnglthe use of a variety of

communication techniques to address inefficienttesys, processes, modes of
production within a specific location that has rioturred major technological

advances” (Wikipedia, 2103).

2.1.2 Communication for Social Change

Communication for social change, referred to asroanication for sustainable social
change and development involves the use of vaoEgommunication techniques to
access inefficient systems, processes, or modepradfuction within a specific

location that has not incurred major technologedances. Different mediums and
approaches are used to help individuals amongatgeted society to acquire new
knowledge and skills. This will allow communities ot only experience change but

to guide it as well.

2.1.3 The Participatory Approach

A possible strategy in achieving sustainability ateelopment places the people of
the community in the centre of the communicatioacpss. This technique is also
known as the participatory approach. Where intesqgraal communication is exercised
through community media, the members of the culmre agents of change as
opposed to the outsiders who may provide any napedsols. Technology then
becomes implemented by people in their social @eti@mic contexts and results in a
major shaping process. The participatory approarhbe combined with three other
types of communicative methods to effectively ineddocial change. These include:
Behavior change communication, mass communicationd aadvocacy

communication. (Wikipedia, 2013)

Melkote (1991), holds that while participatory apgches hold great promise for
more equitable and relevant development, the ide@adicipatory development is
still only an approach(no fully blown theory of peipation because the definitions of

participatory communication vary and developmemiterts differ.

Different types of mediums can be used in achiewgmyernance, health and

sustainable development. Old media can be combividd new media to educate
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specific populations. Information and communicatieahnologies (ICTs) in addition
to multi — media are able to address auditory a@ndsthetic learners and prove to be

important contribution to economic growth.

Questions need to be raised about who the stakedsolplolicy makers, partners and
practitioners are and what their goals might bettiercommunity seeking sustainable
development. Often times, those who set the aganelahe ones doing the funding
for the project and may include international agesicbilateral agencies national

authorities, NGOs and local organizations.

Prior to the project, decision makers considemifaducing new technologies will
disrupt religion, language, political organizaticegonomy, Familiar relations and
social complexity of the targeted society. Othartdes have to be acknowledged as
well and may include already present, service pgioms, institutional and
organizational construction (in the forms of cotrap, bureaucracy e.t.c), socio —

demographic and economic aspects and the physicabament.

2.1.4 Development Support Communication (DSC)

Development support communication (DSC) can be ridext as development
planning and implementation in which adequate actotaken of human behavior
factors in the design of the development projed #eir objectives DSC stands for

linking communication are both vertical and horitadn(Wikipedia, 2013)

2.1.5 Decentralizing Development: Allocating Publi€oods via Competition
By Larry Chavis, Kenan-Flagler Business School.University of North
Carolina-Chapel Hill. August 2006

Decentralizing public goods by giving funds dirgdth communities takes advantage
of local information concerning needs, but decrsabe accountability over how
funds are used leaving funds open to misuse oupajty local elites. In Indonesia,
World Bank attempts to overcome this downside ofetdralized allocation by
having communities compete locally for block grar@®mpetition weeds out less

efficient projects.

Increasing the number of villages bidding by 10%dk to a 1.8% decline in road

construction costs. Microcredit gives a measurthefdiversion of funds since in the
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initial phase of this programme microcredit invalvédittle monitoring and low
repayment rates. Competition reduces the fundscatla to microcredit. Hence
competition between localities for development furtths a significant impact on
efficiency. Similarly, increased community partiaifon in project planning and in the

allocation of funding leads to better outcomes.

Through this model, 20,000 villages have benefitedh a 1Billion dollar lending
from the World Bank accounting for almost half ofoM Bank’s total lending to
Indonesia within the same period. The trend sawoeld Bank double its lending
for CDD (Community Driven Development) programmedvieen 1996 and 2003 to
$7 Billion, almost 40% of its total lending in 2QQ®1ansuri and Rao, 2004).

2.1.6 A Brief History of Development Communication

Communication research began in the early 19204 lds only into the 1930s that
it began gaining acceptance as a science. In thHs]l%he initial schools of
development communication began to emerge basdtleosimultaneous growth in
contexts of theories and practices facing developnrestitutions around the world.
These were the Bretton Woods, Latin America, Africéndian, Los Banos and
Participatory Development Communication respecfivelThe Participatory
Communication School focuses on the involvementth&f target community in
development efforts. It is a product of the colledtion between First World

Countries and Third World development communicaticganizations.

World Bank actively promotes participatory commuaicn through its Development
Communication Division as evidenced by the pubigratof the Development
Communication Sourcebook 2008. Some of the countries that have adopted t
school of development are: Canada “Radio Farm Fstutoe increase food
production, 1941-1965, El Salvador “Instructional&vision” to improve primary
education, 1970s and Bolivia “Social Marketing &t gvomen use soybean recipes”
to deal with chronic malnourishment of children Gachamba Valley in the 1980s.
(Wikipedia, 2013). Others include the US “Distritout of 600,000 comic books to
children affected by the Kosovo war” to teach theurnat to do when they find

unexploded landmines, 1999, Ghana, Sierra Leond_énedia where “Journalists for
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Human Rights (a Canadian NGO) works with journglisgb defend human rights
from 2002.

Cuilenberg and Mac Quail identify three main phsasé communications policy
making.Phase 1: Emerging Communications Industficy?until the Second World
War).Communications policy pursued for reasons tatesinterest, financial and
corporate benefits. Phase 2: Public Service Mediacy (1945 — 1980).Socio-
political rather than economic and national streggconcerns.Phase 3: New
Communications Policy Paradigm (1980 to presengchhfological, economic and
social trends fundamentally changed the controlsnetlia policy and convergence
became an agenda item.Development communicationypat a field has always

been characterized by tension and conflicts.
Figure 2.1 Models of Development

Persuasion Model

: : Individual
Persuasive Adoption of and
Extension —— > | Technological | —— National
Communication Innovations Developmer

Change-Agency Communication & Mass Media Model

Literary and —

Mass Media Adoption of Individual
Exposure Plus | Technological | — and
Change-Agency Innovations National
Interpersonal Developmer

Communication

Communication for Development in the Third World 2

Adopted from Palo Freire’s Traditional Pedagogy
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The Ruling Discourses

Autonomous Vs Dependent 1950s. Unequal North-S@atnmunication Flow 1960s
And 70s. Rise of Transnational Corporations and-Sonernmental Actors 1980s.
Emergence of the Global Information, Convergencéetlia and Communications
Technologies and the Rule of Market-Based MediaicBire 1990s. Gathering Of
Governments to Formulate A Global Information Ppliduring The World Summit
On The Information Society With Online Media As T@entral Focus 2000s

With ICT access defining a new form of social umtiss as demarcated by the
digital divide between developed and developingntdes, the central issue has
become the need for ICT to serve economic, politicand social
justice.Participatorycommunication is a term thahates the theory and practices of
communication used to involve people in decisionkim@ of the development

process.

The six phases of participatory communication pilagrare: Preliminary situation
assessment, communication strategy design, patocip design of messages and
discussion themes, communication methods and rmabkteridevelopment,
implementation and evaluation. Types of participateommunication include:
Passive participation, participation by consultatiparticipation by collaboration and

empowerment participation. (Wikipedia, 2013)

2.1.7 What Is Wrong With The Constituency
Development Funds?Brief No. 10 of 2010 of the Intaational Budget
Partnership.Authored by Albert Van Zyl

It argues that CDFs have a negative impact on axtability and service delivery that
most poor counties can ill-afford. It cites threajon deficiencies to support this

argument.
Breaching the Separation of Powers

Separation of powers is a system of governancesofodratic states that divides the
state into a number of branches usually the exegutne legislature and the judiciary

each with separate and independent powers and afreasponsibility. It is meant to
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reduce the risk of poor governance by limiting #@thority of each branch of

government

As a Kenyan court put it “any outfit that is compdsof members of parliament and is
charged with the expenditure of public funds is nungling of roles of the different
organs of state in a manner that is unacceptabtevould be against the constitution
principle of the separation of powers for membdrparliament to take part in actual
estimates to themselves in parliament through theblip accountants

committee”(Ongonya et al, 2005).

According to Ongonya et al (2005), “involving theembers of parliament who are at
the national level, in the control and manageméth® CDF, which targets and is for

the benefit at the local level is a violation o th....ideal of devolution”
Reducing Government Capacity

The capacity of the executive to find and manageics® delivery is already weak in
CDF may weaken what little capacity that does eX\tere CDF is divided equally
between constituencies, it has a regressive effefct redistribution across
constituencies; the amounts that are actually teares) or spent may not follow these
rules. The major reason is that political partyegitinces planning and service

delivery.

Journalist in the Philippines have reported, foaragle that politicians tend to hold
back or save the PADF (Philippine CDF) funds ujst prior to an election; “a few
months before 2004 elections. A publicist of sevarambers of the house estimated
that more than half of all congressmen had nothteddheir pork for projects, saving

it instead for reelection purposes.” (Chua and C2094).

In some countries like India, Pakistan, Zambia, a#a] Uganda and Southern Sudan,
equal amounts are allocated to each constituendyerQountries like Kenya and
Tanzania have a more progressive allocation streicthat includes an equity
redistribution objective that favours poorer argathe overall distributions of funds.
In a recent study in Kenya, a large majority 78%espondents reported funding of
low priority projects that do not benefit the nasdicitizens (NACCSC 2008). Critics
(in Kenya) argue that projects do not reach all mamity members rather projects

selection is often driven by political factors.
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In principle, the more “neutral” orientation of tlexecutive means that funding by
allocated and managed though other government elsaare less likely to be biased
to the local MP allegiances and more likely to conf to local or national

development plans. Also spending by the execusiveverseen by the legislature but
in most CDF schemes, no one provides oversightusecaeparation of powers has
been breached. Even where MPs do not blatantly skeyects to their followers,

CDF processes doe not adequately protect agaipbtaling of development projects

funded by other decentralization schemes becauselobf coordination planning.

Most developing countries have been the targent#rmally and externally driven
local government reforms over the lasted 20 yérs. benefits of these reforms have
been often limited because of low capacity, insight transfer of funds or
bureaucratic disorganization CDFs run the risk imeding even more funds from
embattled local burden on them. For example in 20@&e than one billion
Kwachawas transferred to each constituency in Zamiiile local council salaries

had not been paid for almost two years.

The administration of CDFs at the constituency llean be problematic duplicating
structures and overtaking the available capacihe €xperience and skills base of
such CDF monitoring structures are often comprothiseen further when nepotism

and political allegiance influence who is appointegroject committees.
Weakening the Oversight Capacity of the Legislature

CDFs compromise the independence required by &grgls to oversee the executive
effectively, for example in 2008 presidential camgpain Zambia, the incumbent
president promised to raise CDF per constituency toillion kwacha, while the

opposition candidate promised 4 billion kwachagmrstituency if elected.

In the Philippines, for example, the view of morelanore voters is that MPs should
be evaluated on their ability to bring in Benefitsstheir constituency, not to make
laws and constitute to the legislative debate (Cdwd Cruz, 2004) when their role
narrows to once of delivering direct benefits orcleange of elector supported,

important parts of their legislative of electorales may fall by the wayside.

The above examples show how CDFs could contribotelientelism and to the

perceived role of MPs being “automatic teller maelsi’ rather than being
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representatives of the people in the governanceepso Enough evidence exists to
suggest that they (CDFs) put unwelcome pressure service delivery and
accountability systems in countries where theseerys are already weak. In
countries where CDFs are established and unlikelpe scrapped their weakness
should be mitigated through:Increasing citizen ipgration. Progressive distribution
of funds.Implementing rigorous reporting and thighrty oversight of CDF

activities.Developing sufficient project managemeapacity.

Given the absence of research on the long termampaounties like Philippines and
India which have well established CDFs they areeaging rapidly. To date 23
countries at least have adopted or are considexitigpting CDFs Bhutan, Ghana,
Honduras, India, Jamaica, Kenya, Liberia, Malawiprigolia, Namibia, Nepal,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Philippinesyamiia, Solomon islands,

Southern Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zwab

2.1.8 Findings of the Survey on Kenya’'s Seven
Operational Decentralized Funds (Including CDF) Coructed by
KIPPRA in 2006 Through the Democratic Governance Spport
Programme (DGSP). Special Report No. 12 of 2006

On accountability and performance there are gelgydmb levels of awareness about
these funds unending the CDF. 30% of the respoadenbtrded did not trust the fund
managers for lack of accountability.Around 15% bk trespondents agree that
decisions of CDF, HIV/AIDS and secondary schoolshuy4f funds are sufficiently

justified.46% of the respondents indicated that @BEisions are not justified

On levels of awareness of the decentralized fulRd®E was the only fund that
recorded consistently high levels of awareness0&b.9These were no significant
variations between the different districts on isetiawareness.FPE fund recorded the
highest. Rating for impact with over 90% reportag@ositive impact. About 50% of

the respondents rated the remaining funds (CDHgded) as having no impact

The survey found generally public participationvesry low in the various funds.
Particularly in decision making processes while8%2.were involved in receiving
information or listening at barazas, less than 1@&ended meetings to discuss

specific issues, whereas less than 5% felt thatweze involved in decision making.
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Over 90% felt respondents indicated that they west involved in setting of the
development agenda of their areas.

This underlines the appropriateness for efforts edimat increasing public
participation. More than half of the respondentscd&ed their quality of life as either
bed (41.2.%) or very bad (10.5%). Just less ti&é¥ Bated their quality of life as
average. Worth 11.7 % rating at as good and less 186 as very good.Significantly
the vast majority of respondents reporting thairthjeality of life was worse than
three years ago.

Conclusion

Community awareness and involvement has been halittee funds are seen to have
little impact on the quality of life of the populart. Communities have questioned the
versions process in identification and implementatis well as the monitoring and
evaluation of projects and funds and have expressederns about transparency and
accountability.

There is need to educate communities on their rates that of the version funds.
This is needed to train the fund managers and camtynorganizations on the
procedures for the utilization of the funds. Newulations and restructuring of the
current funds are necessary to ensure that thes forekts the needs of the targeted
beneficiaries .developments is necessary for imggda@dministration of decentralized
funds. These is need to mitigate berries to effedtinplementations of projects such
as the interruptions that may occur with charigggovernment or the privatization
of funds by certain fund managers.

2.1.9Best practices in CDF. Prepared by Praxides
Nekesa, Francis Kimani and Bernad Njogu for theCollaboration
Centre for Gender and Development, 2009

In its executive summary, the book noted that coredave been raised regarding
CDF processes and structures and community patioip in decision making,
administration, management, monitoring and evabuaiti versions constituencies. As
such some constituencies have been termed as gwwiditaencies and other bad
constituencies.

It explains that the research project on the beattges on the management,
structures and processes of CDF sought to esttablhat the good constituencies
had done differently and couldbe replicated in ptbenstituencies. The research
covered 10 constituencies namely: Kitui Central,tuBy South Imenti, Kabete,
Bahari, Dagorretti, Mbita, Kajiado South, SamburiedVand Rongai where case
studies of successful projects were done in sontieese constituencies.

The research identified a number of weaknesseswitald seriously undermine the
success of the fund:Low level of public participati Poor compliance with CDF
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regulations and procedures.The powerful role of\Mirein the CDF committee which
has in several cases been abused. Low representdtigpecial interest groups for
example, women and people with disabilities “pheanan of elite capture”. Lack of
transparency and accountability especially on thedéring process.Bureaucracy
which delays disbursement of CDF funds.Lack of rclgaidelines in bursary
allocations.Lack of access to information which pans the ability of the public to
effectively monitor CDF usage.Poor feedback medmsibetween the national level
organs and the local communities.

The following are the practices that haveimprovediises directly delivery which
the study identified that merit to be called bestactices due to their
creativity,innovativeness, success and sustaitblinhanced awareness on CDF
among local communities deliberate measures wezd tes give people information
on CDF in “good” constituencies.People friendly sgisiination of information
mechanisms on CDF.54% of they respondents felts ¢hannels used by CDF
members were effective.Enhanced publicity on CDdtquts. This enables the people
to know which projects are funded by CDF for pugsof monitoring and
evaluation.

Disclosure of CDF financial status to the membédrhe public, this promotes public
trust, enhances transparency and accountabil@OFR activities.Deliberate measures
for gender equality.(In CDC) and CDF communitiesalitlevels. In constituencies
with high number of women in CDF structures, the FCDwas very
successful.Inclusivity of all categories of peoipl€CDF .this ensures that the views of
all people are integrated on CDF implementatiomferting accountability for CDF
funds. Project communities are closely monitoredHgyCDC and their transparency
and accountability strictly enforced.Mobilizing cesces in cash and in kind from
communities. This has led to CDF resources dointptaof work and created
ownership of projects by the target community.

Integrating other policies into CDF such asincogpiog MYWO representative in the
CDC (a presidential directive).Monitoring of CDF tiaties by marginalized
groups.It’s crucial for all categories of peoplesotiety to be involved on monitoring
CDF activities.Transparent tendering proceduresanardof tender by merit
(qualityand price). Participation and involvemehtommunities in identification and
prioritization of CDF projects people understanteirt problems matters and are
better placed to come up with lasting solutions.Deratic selection of CDC
members. This enhanced accountability by the CDC miees to
Constituency.Capacity building of CDC and projectsmmittee members. This
contributes significantly to efficiency. Effectivess and successful corruption of CDF
funded projects.

Co-ordination and harmonization of CDF funded prtgjewith similar projects
supported by other devolve funds and other atera sources of funds. This has
reduced duplication and wastefulness. Social mgldupported by CDF. This has
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helped co constituents come up with sustainablEgi®that have greater impact on
poverty reduction.Active Location Development Cortie@s. This enhances people’s
participation in identification and prioritizatiorof projects.Utilizing existing
structures in CDF implementation South Imenti depaient Association SIDA for
example existed before CDF come but has signifigarftastened CDF
implementation and completion of projects.Constancbf CDF office. Where they
have been constructed, they have become the fowatispand hubs for constituents
operations in terms of information generation anslsemination very crucial in
supporting CDF ideals.

Some of the recommendations based on the stud@sdenThe Act should be
amended to entrench affirmative action. None of tkeenstituencies sampled by the
study had PWDS in their CDCs. The number of wommah youth representatives in
CDF organs should be increased to reflect theipgnaon to the population.There is
need to increase citizen participation on iderdifiecn and prioritization of
projects.The CDF act should outline specific guited for members to be appointed
to the CDC to ensure that qualified transparentamoduntable people steer it.Their is
need to strengthen collaboration between CDF strestand hire ministry officers in
order to gain from the officers technical know-hthws avoiding wastage of public
funds from poorly planned projects and poor workstm among others .

On the way forward the study proposed that thetifiet best practices and proposed
recommendation be taken up and implemented fot.l&év&ressed the importance of
undertaking a comprehensive study to identify aodudhent best practices on other
constituencies andwidescale dissemination and rghamogrammed initiated. italso

proposed that a similar study be carried out fineo dissolved funds to establish
what is working and share it so that funds can fiettee people. It noted that the

guideline laws and policies guiding these funds dteengthened toensure that
implementation of these funds are tendered witlptaple needs.

2.1.10 What Next for CDF? The Story of 5 Coungis.AReport bythe Institute
of Social AccountabilityTISA in 2011 in Conjunctionwith CEDGG,
CHRCE and VESH Initiative in its Area

In its executive summery explains that this reptetails the findings and
recommendations of the social audit programmedpldmented by the four
organizations. On CDF although it lauds thesolof CDF in theoverall socio-
economic development of Kenya concern aboututtieation of the funds under
CDF have emerged.

The first among them is its weak institutional fewmork the other one is lack of
transparency and the other one is that CDF doeficisat address political

imperfections that course the failure of CDF toveeall the poor equally. the report
recommends the immediate release of the CDEk tasce review report, removal
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of Mps from CDF and the consolidation of into tt@unty development structure
already in place as well as themindingup of CDedlh a find disbursement on the
20011/2012 FT to complete all pending but viablmjgrts and repeal of they CDF
law.

The report gives the background of CDF detailirsglégal framework and structure
and gives a chronology of disbursements of CDF fitsninception in 2003/ 2004 Ft
to 2010/2011 for totaling 70.956 billions shilling# gives the objectives of CDF as:
To control the imbalances in regional developmewoubght about by party politics.
Tooffload fund raising burden from Member of Parlent. To ensure citizen
participation through decision making in projectentification, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation and to change developnfectus from district to
constituency.

The report identifies the following as milestoneghe CDF. Passing of the CDF Act
in 2003 to law.Amendment to the CDF Act in 2007evilenya Gazette Supplement
Number 112 (Act No16) of 22 October 2007. 2009 Minister of State for Planning,
National Development and Vision 2030 Wycliffe @Gqaya sets up a task force to
review the CDF Act in April CDF board launches 2010-2014 strategic plan.

The report lists the variouschallenges that the GRE faced since its inception
in2003 as detailed by various studies conductethbyfollowing bodies:NACCSC,
IPAR,KIPPRA,IEA-K, Hans Siedel Foundation, IBP, MURI,ICJ Kenya, TISA,
SPAN and KHRC, some of the challenges found in eéhe=ports include the
following: The overbearing power of the MP in commising transparency and
accountability. Corruption cases which ended upucedy CDF efficiency and
effectiveness. Genderbias.Tribalism and nepotisnthén award of tenders.Lack of
transparency and accountability in allocation ofl arse of disbursed funds.Lack of
serious monitoring and evaluation mechanism.Bribesecure contracts.Location of
CDF office at MPs home or premises at exorbitantl amrealistic monthly
rates.Glaring management deficiencies.Insufficienof technical staff.Poor
community participation.Low awareness levels.

According to KIPPRA survey of 35 constituency inOBOhalf of the respondents
believe that CDF money have been mismanaged &t i€ viewed as the worst

managed among all the devolved funds. Reasons dorethis state of affairs are:

The immenseness powers of the mps which are edspslitical loyalties have led

to the unfair sharing of the resources acrossdbestituency and wards and lack of
transparency and accountability due to blendingsugervising and implementing

roles.

The IEA survey on 25 constituency in 2005 foundextremely low levels of

participation among residents in CDF activitiegak mechanism for residents to
have a say in the project to be implemented anttteabiggest challenge facing
CDF was how to be well managed. A study condubtedPAR in constituencies in
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2006 found that the CDF lacks directions transpey and has followed legal
foundations and that although people are awhed there are resources for the
constituencies , people do not have enough laune in how exactly the CDF
operates . Less than 2 % participated in the sefeoft CDF committees.

The Hans Siedel Foundation (2006) argues that tineertt Kenyan decentralization
policy is characterized by an umbrella of funds hwibverlaps of areas and
responsibilities. In addition to this lack of comration among funds, there is lack of
clarity on the total amount of resources beingcated to each local authority and
constituency.

Access to information remains difficult; preventitig ability of the public to monitor
how the government uses their tax money.TISA (200B)PRA (2006). Citizen
participation in local development funds remainsorpalue to the absence of
aneffective citizen engagement culture. SPAN — KRBtGdy. NACCSC study
revealed that 40% of the population may be involvad project
implementation,management monitoring and evaluadbrany time, the majority
(60%) are not.

Some communities often did not know members ohagament communities, when
and how much money had been allocated and whatas being used for and
therefore could not be in a position to know who doestion on issues of
accountability and corruption . A NACCSC study 88% ofrespondents feeling that
transparency in CDF management was poor or lackntigely.

On the Role of PMCs

The CDF implementation guidelines expressly recephiPMC as procurementunits
in total disregard of the public procurement argpdsal Act section 143.Contrary to
section 24(2) of CDF Act, most CDF projects take long to complete and some
projects are stalled with no signs of completiorhe TCDF Act is silent on
professional skills and competence of CDC membehsch complies a significant
lack of  structure for  sound management including anping
implementation,monitoring and evaluation of deveteptprojects. Reports from the
EACC and the offered the auditor general reveatd giroject. Completion rates
dropped from 45% in 2003 /2004 to only 17% in 2Q0DB FY greatly undermining
projects.

Completion Rates

In Kenya discussion s have intensified recentlyrote role of civil society in
bringing about greater government accountabilityitéocitizens, particularly with
regard to the flow of public resources.Throughtleesbns of civil engagement,

participation and civil ownership, citizen groupskienya are now beginning to hail a
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growing numberof publicofficials and service praetigl accountable for their actions

and behaviors.

2.1.11 CDF (Constituency Development Fund)

According to Van Zyl,(201Q)Constituency Development Funds CDFs are funding
arrangements that channel money from central govenh directly to electoral
constituencies for local infrastructure project&ciBions about how these funds are
allocated and spent are heavily influenced by eteechembers of parliament MPs.
The degree to which these funds are controlledaniigmentarians, and the degree to

which local citizens participate in them, vary frawuntry to country.

According to his hard-hitting paper, the definirepfure of CDFs is that MPs have
substantial control over the distribution and aggdion of centrally allocated funds, a
significant break from their primary lawmaking amekrsight roles.It has been argued
that CDFs can address a number of development amdritgance challenges that
many countries face. This brief argues that CDRFpqti to:ensure project delivery in
the face of ineffective and corrupt local governmestructures,bypass central
bureaucracies and channel funding directly to comnitpu level,enable the
participation of the local population in the choiok which local infrastructure is
delivered,empower the legislature by allowing themallocate and spend money
independently of the executive, andallow MPs topoesl directly to concrete
demands from their constituents, something that thay not be powerful enough to

make the executive do.None of which they do acogrthh him.

The CDF Act of 2003, in Kenya defines the CDF aeeentralized or devolved fund
aimed at controlling the imbalances in regional alegment brought about by
partisan politics. It targets all constituency ledevelopment projects particularly
those aiming to combat poverty at thegrassrootswals also created to off-load
fundraising burden from MPs, ensure citizen pgrtition through decision making in
project identification, implementation, monitorirgnd evaluation and to change

development focus from district to constituencySA| 2011)
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2.2 Theoretical Framework

The main purpose of theory is to describe, expdaid predict relationships between
variables. This research will be anchored on Deeabmation Theory and

Participatory Communication Theory respectively.
2.2.1 Decentralization Theory

It adopted Rohit Khare’s definition of decentratina: "A decentralized system is
one which requires multiple parties to make theundndependent decisions” In a
decentralized system, there is no single centl@ehority that makes decisions on
behalf of all the parties. Instead each party, atsdled a peer, makes local
autonomous decisions towards its individual godtsctv may possibly conflict with
those of other peers. Peers directly interact wibh other and share information or
provide service to other peers. Decentralizatioramy area is a response to the
problems of centralized systems. In decentralipatii@ principle of subsidiarity often
is invoked. It holds that the lowest or least calited authority which is capable of
addressing an issue effectively should do so.

Advocates of political decentralization hold thateafer participation by better

informed diverse interests in society will leadmore relevant decisions than those
made only by authorities on the national level. ®ermlization leads to a

“Management by Results" philosophy which focusesdefinite objectives to be

achieved by unit results.(Wikipedia, 2013).
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Figure 2.2 Graphical Comparison of Centralized Bedentralized System

CENTRALIZED DECENTRALIZED
(A} (B}

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/decentralization

2.2.2 Participatory Communication Theory

Mefalopulos (2003) defines Participatory communaratas “a term that denotes the
theory and practices of communication used to we/geople in the decision-making
of the development process.” The term communityoaiggs from the Latin word
‘communis’that is,'common’ (Mody, 1991). Mefalopsl@rgues that the purpose of
communication should therefore be “to make somgthioommon, or to
sharemeanings, perceptions, worldviews or knowledge this context, sharing
implies an equitable division of what is being gthrwhich is why according to
him,communication should almost be naturally asged with a balanced, two-way

flow of information.

“Participatory communication is an approach based dmlogue, which allows

thesharing of information, perceptions and opiniansong the various stakeholders
andthereby facilitates their empowerment, espsgciddlr those who are most
vulnerableand marginalized. Participatory commutiicais not just the exchange of
informationand experiences: it is also the exploratand generation of new
knowledge aimed ataddressing situations that nedx timproved. To be genuinely

participatory and truly effective, communicationosld occur among all parties
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affected, ensuring all have similar opportunitiesinfluence the outcome of the
initiative.”(Tufte and Mefalopulos 2009).

CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter contains a description of the methmgipthat was used in this study. It
also includes the procedure that was used for ctoilg data and how the data was

analyzed.

3.2 Research Design

The study involved both qualitative and quantitativesearch methods for the
following reasons:This being a scientific study, ghould be possible to generate
similar results if a replica study on the same scibyvas undertaken even in another
setting, time and place. Some of the variablefénstudy like attitudes, perceptions,
tastes and preferences were necessary to estétoishselected respondents in the

course of the study in order to give it the necgssampleteness and validity.

3.3 Site Selection

The research was limited to Baringo Central Comstity because it is representative
of a typical constituency in Kenya. The investigatiwas about aspects of the
Constituency Development Fund hence a case stuBgarfigo Central Constituency
was appropriate. Baringo Central Constituency feenka regular recipient of CDF
resources since the inception of CDF in Kenya i®320t is an area well known to the

researcher who is a local.

3.4  Site Description

Baringo Central Constituency is found in BaringouGty 297 Kilometres to the
North-West of the Kenyan capital Nairobi. It lie88LKilometres North-West of

Nakuru Town, the provincial capital of the Rift \&} Province of Kenya. It's located
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Keiyo South
Constituency

along the Tugen Hills, a ridge at the heart of iteio Valley located right in the
middle of the Great Rift Valley. It is bordered Bwaringo North Constituency to the
North, Baringo South Constituency to the East, Ke§outh Constituency to the
West, Eldama Ravine and Mogotio constituenciehéoSouth respectively. It hosts
Kabarnet Town which is also the Baringo County Hpemters and Sacho, home of
retired second President of Kenya and former KAN¥®sklent H.E Hon. Daniel T.
Arap Moi who was the local MP for 47 yrs (1955-2R0Zhe current MP is Hon.
Sammy SK Mwaita of URP who is in his second ternvi&s

North
Figure 3.1 Map of Baringo Central Constituency

Baringo North
Constituency

KABARNET WARD

Kabarnet Town ]

Baringo South
Constituency
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Figure 3.2 Baringo Central Bio Data

Baringo Central Constituency

Constituency No: 0159
County: Baringo
Population: 81,480 (National 2009)
Area: 588.52 Sg. Km
No. of County Assembly 5
Wards:
County Assembly Wards
Population
(20%9 Area -
No. 'Name . (Sqg. Description
National
Km)
Census)

Lelmen, Kapyemit, Salawa, Kimos

.Sironoi, Kiboino, Moloi, Segutor
1/793Kabamet 23,430 165'f’gewanoi and Kapchepterit Sup-

Locations of Baringo County
Kaptunoi, Saimet, Kapkelelw

| aKaptiriony, Kaplel, Kasetar
2|794Sacho 15,230 105"’éabarak, Timboiywo and Kabas

Sub-Locations of Baringo County
Eitui, Cheplambus, Koibarak, Ockh

oJabarin, Kisonei, Kibei, Tenges &
3795 Tenges 9,567 123"%orok Subkocations of Baringt
County
Kituro, Kaptumo, Kipkaeckt

Kaptorokwo/Kitumbei,  Seretuni
4 796 Ewalel/ Chapcha 17,021 96.57 Kapkiai, Chebunyur, Tiriony an
Morop Sub-+tocations of Baringt

County
Riwo, Chebano, Kinyc
Kapsolo/Borowonin,

5797 Kapropita 16,232 96.35 Kapcherebet/Turkuo, Kaprogony

Kurumbompsoo and Sagasak Sub-
Locations of Baringo County

Source: Independent Electoraland Boundaries Cononigl=BC website.
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According to statistics available at the IEBC inriBgo Central Constituency, the
total population of registered voters in the 20Xh&al Election for Baringo Central
was 29,229. The distribution of voters per ward waa follows: Kabarnet Ward 9,500
voters, Ewalel Chapchap voters,6,359 voters, Kafadp638 voters, Sacho 3,884
voters and Tenges Ward 3,848 voters respectively.

3.5  Sampling Technique and Sample Size

The target population for this study was the reged voters of Baringo Central
Constituency. The study included sampled votensfBaringo Central Constituency.
This study focused on Baringo Central Constituelnegause it is representative of a
typical rural Kenyan constituency expected to depelkapidly courtesy CDF
intervention(s). A sample of 2.923 registered @t@presenting 10% of the voting
population going by the current voter register mriBgo Central Constituency which
stands at 29,229 (twenty nine thousand, two hundretl twenty nine) voters was
selected at random.For descriptive statistics peneent of the accessible population
is enough. (Mugenda A. G. & Mugenda O. M., 1999).

A sample of 2,923 (two thousand, nine hundred amenty three) voters were

captured in the study using a self administeredtimenaire. 41 (fortyone) organized
groups comprising voters were also used in the ystimlough focused group

discussions. A further sample of 6 (six) voterseveglected conveniently by virtue of
their being managers of CDF (past and presentespand to CDF management
questions. A ratio of registered voters in everydwaas used to get the sample for
that ward depending on the voter population in tpatticular ward and it was

(1:1:1.5:1.6:2) (Tenges:Sacho:Kapropita:Ewalel / a@thap:Kabarnet) wards

respectively.

Stratified Random Sampling was employed in the dimgpframe because

respondents varied from each other and differecank. The purpose of using the
method of sampling proposed was to ensure thateg@ondent’'s demographics were
well captured and that the sample was represeatafithe targeted population. This
was not be the rule however because the convehmposive sampling had to be

employed to meet practical situations in the fietdfor logistical and convenience
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purposes such as was the case in order to get Efte rGanagers. The sampling
methods mimicked the geographical voter populapatierns as they are currently
spread across the constituency to avoid the rideafing out a section of voters in

the study.

For the purpose of getting a holistic picture, thain respondents in this study were
voters in Baringo Central Constituency but oth@ksholders were also involved to
complete the picture. These will included, some CDmembers, some CDF
managers, other major stakeholders like the foramet current Area MP (or their
representatives), some members of the ProvinciatiAdtration, Government Heads
of Department, Officials and Officers of governmestme of many PMC members,
local NGOs, CBOs, SHGs, Youth and Women Groupslladministrative, religious

and political leadership.

3.6 Research Instruments

This study involved the use of a questionnairedptare some of the data meant to
answer some of the research questions out of:Thetyaf answers required of a
single respondent. The convenience of the questiomnmethod to the respondent and
/ or to the researcher / research assistant.Thd teeeduce study time. Using
qguestionnaires, it was possible for many resporsdent give their answers
simultaneously and within a short time.The needirastically cut on costs such as

traveling and accommodation expenses for the relseaand his team.

Focused Group Discussions was employed in the eoofsthis investigation
because:Some respondents talk and contribute tihurfeelings and expectations
better and more freely in the comfort and compahyheir peers.FGDs makes it
possible to collect a lot of information and datgortant to the research question(s) /
objective(s) in one sitting hence making optimas a$ resources (time and money)
spent in the field collecting data so that timeeshwan be dedicated to a more

thorough analysis and interpretation of the finding

Use of one-on-one interviews was employed in thidysbecause: It was necessary to

establish a rapport with some of the respondentaus® some questions were be
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personal or required personal views / interpretatiSome of the expected responses
required to be told in total anonymity to protebe tsource(s).There was certain
information some of the respondents preferred tcevoather than write / fill on a
guestionnaire.There were some questions that esjuiact on the part of the
researcher in order to elicit the desired respémswder to fill some gaps where
respondents needed more explanations about thercbsguestions or how to fill the
guestionnaire. Capturing the sentiments of Iilliteravoters using the citizen

guestionnaire was one such reason.

However, this study only limited the use of thipeyof instrument to selected cases
such as when the researcher came across an tditeespondent who needed
assistance to fill the questionnaire or an entlstisione who was very willing to

volunteer more information relevant to the study.

3.7 Data Validity and Reliability

Testing the validity and reliability of instrumentgas done using friends of the
researcher for each instrument employed in dataat@n. It was ascertained that the
instruments were effective and relevant correctimasle to the study instruments that
were found defective.

3.8 Ethical Issues

The researcher sought a letter from the Univerditdairobi to School of Journalism.
The letter helped the researcher for introductidre researcher sought the informants
consent and maintained a high level of confideityiddased on the sensitivity of the
information given. They were also informed of thepose of the study and promised

to be debriefed on the study findings.

3.9 Data Analysis

The data was analyzed using various techniques esfcriptive statistics and

inferences made from described data.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS, DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATIONS

4.1 Introduction

This Chapter describes the findings as well as omdpnt's demographic
characteristics and where they are drawn from wiBéaringo Central Constituency
using descriptive statistics.

4.1.1 Distribution of Respondents by Age

Table 4.1 Distribution of Respondents by Age

Age Kabarnet | Ewalel/Chapchap| Kapropita | Sacho | Tenges| Total
Ward Ward Ward Ward | Ward
18-24 106 82 61 57 84 390
25-29 68 101 55 102 80 406
30-34 321 112 197 148 89 867
35-39 62 51 49 42 40 244
40-44 121 110 124 91 97 543
45-49 27 32 81 37 31 208
50-54 35 29 73 11 27 175
55 & |25 7 8 6 18 64
Above
No 8 7 3 2 6 26
Response
Total 768 526 651 501 477 | 2,923

More than half of the respondents were below 45whi&h is encouraging because
this was the enthusiastic group. More than 70%heit were below 50 yrs. Those of
retirement age and beyond did not appear very keerespond to the research

guestions.
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4.1.2 Distribution of Respondents by Gender

Men were slightly more than women but they were kbener in the study offering
detailed answers and more explanations than thale roounterparts. They made
perfect candidates for focused group discussiaisategy that is advisable for future

researchers who wish to study a similar topic.

Table 4.2 Distribution of Respondents by Gender

Gender Kabarnet | Ewalel/Chapchap | Kapropita | Sacho | Tenges| Total

Ward Ward Ward Ward | Ward
Female 439 403 219 166 170 1,397
Male 615 349 334 112 116 1,526
Total 1054 752 553 278 286 | 2,923
4.1.3 Distribution of Respondents by Marital Status
Table 4.3Distribution of Respondents by MaritaltGsa
Marital Kabarnet | Ewalel /| Kapropita | Sacho | Tenges| Total
Status Ward Chapchap Ward Ward | Ward

Ward

Single 401 137 396 166 242 1,342
Married 536 415 344 81 88 1,464
No 48 16 22 13 18 117
Response
Total 985 568 762 260 348 | 2,923

Majority of the respondents were married. Thisxplained by the local culture that
frowns upon bachelors. The people of Baringo Céhtsk the institution of marriage
in high esteem. Many of the respondents were yoamd this explains the high
number of the unmarried. A significant number o$pendents were reluctant to

reveal their marital status.

34



4.1.4 Distribution of Respondents by Level of Edudan

Table 4.4Distribution of Respondents by Level oti&ation

Level of | Kabarnet | Ewalel/Chapchap| Kapropita | Sacho | Tenges| Total
Education | Ward Ward Ward Ward | Ward

Primary 216 303 83 118 100 820
Secondary| 383 92 259 156 121 1011
Diploma 127 109 90 113 122 561
Degree 100 97 69 84 82 432
Masters 15 18 13 8 7 61
PhD 2 1 1 1 0 5
No 11 7 8 3 4 33
Response

Total 854 627 523 483 436 | 2,923

It's apparent from the distribution of respondebysage that the literacy levels of

respondents are generally high. More than halthefht were of secondary level of

education and above with quite a number of themgodegree holders. It was noted

during the study that the illiterate voters werengally wary of the questionnaire

perhaps because they found it embarrassing thgtwieee unable to fill them in

person.

4.1.5 Distribution of Respondents by Occupation

Table 4.5Distribution of Respondents by Occupation

Employment | Kabarnet | Ewalel/Chapchap | Kapropita | Sacho| Tenges| Total
Status Ward Ward Ward Ward | Ward

Employed 362 134 121 123 128 868
Self- 541 334 327 329 208 1,739
Employed

Unemployed | 39 100 66 49 62 316
Total 942 568 514 501 398 | 2,923
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A majority of the respondents were self-employethvguite a good number of the
remaining being employed. A few of them were uneyet. This may be explained
by their youthful ages as it appears many havedofateself employment rather than

idle job seeking.

4.1.6 Distribution of Respondents by Religion

Table 4.6 Distribution of Respondents by Religion

Religion Kabarnet | Ewalel/Chapchap| Kapropita | Sacho | Tenges| Total
Ward Ward Ward Ward | Ward

Christian | 305 247 422 219 151 1,34

Catholic

Christian | 378 335 198 271 309 1,49

Protestant

Muslim 29 13 17 15 14 88

Total 712 595 637 505 474 2,92

Baringo Central is predominantly a Christian Comityumith a sprinkling of the
Muslim community who are mainly resident in Kabdrt@vn. Other religions are

insignificant in number and the study has perfeitligtrated that truth.

4.1.7 Characteristics of Manager Respondents Coveteén Study

Of the six manager respondents captured in the/stua of them were female and

four were male. Two of them had masters, two ofrtlad at least a first degree and
three of them had at least a diploma. One of thielhas been a member of the CDFC,
two them have been at least a CDF official and ofvthem have at least worked as

the MPs representative.

One of them has been a PMC member at one time.ofweem come from Kabarnet

Ward and the others come from the other four reimginvards namely: Sacho,
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Tenges, Ewalel / Chapchap and Kapropita wards efctinstituency respectively.
They were unanimous that public barazas is the aygstopriate medium of reaching
out to citizens for effective participatory commeation in the management of CDF.

4.1.8 Characteristics of Citizen Respondents Covetten FGDs

The 41 groups covered in the study within the stuglyod can be broadly categorized
into nine categories. The first category is thatfeshale youth approximately aged
between 18 and 35 years of age. The second categtrst of the male youth aged
approximately between 18 and 35 years of age. fiiné tategory is that of the old
men of approximately over 35 years of age. Thetfouategory is the old women
aged approximately over 35 years of age. The @éttegory is that of men of mixed

ages. The sixth category is that of women of mixges.

The seventh category is that of a mixture of yaultihales and females. The eighth
category is that of a mixture of old men and woroémpproximately 35 years and
above. The ninth category is that of persons wimmetbe categorized into any of the
groups described above. The researcher used cemtesaimpling as a strategy in the
study by mixing with the target groups in infornetings and broaching the study
subject once he had established a rapport with .théswever, some of the groups
which were organized such as women groups, youbkipg;, CBOs and self-help
groups were aware of the research objectives agdnmed a meeting with the

researcher well in advance.

4.2 Extent of Participatory Communication in the Management of CDF

A majority of the citizen respondents 78% said thaty were aware that they should
participate in the management of CDF. However, narthem 76% felt discouraged
that they were not invited to participate in the nagement of CDF by CDF

managers. According to the respondents, the lacknafation posed a serious
challenge to their enthusiasm to participate in tnagement of CDF because it
made them feel unwanted. It emerged during focudisedussions that CDF was
viewed as an exclusive members club and the plitdige kitu iko na wenyewe”

“That thing has its owners” came up on many oCe®sio
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Another major challenge to participatory commuraathat emerged is the issue of
lack of sufficient communication from the managefrs<CDFabout its activities. 70%
of citizen respondents said that they have neveeived any form of direct
communication from CDF managers about CDF actwithsked about the frequency
of receipt of CDF communication, few of them adsedtto having ever received any
form of direct communication form CDF managers. “@fe totally in the dark about
what is going on in these devolved funds!” volunégleone of the respondents during
a focused group discussion. “Sisi ni kushangilidWe have been reduced to mere

spectators and cheering squads!” he quipped.

When asked about which strategies they had laidooehsure citizen participation in
the management of CDF, the manager respondentd di#golution of decision

making powers to the location as one of thoseegras. They cited chiefs barazas
convened in the locations for citizens to priogtand manage their own projects. A
majority of the manager's respondents agreed they tvere aware that citizens

should be involved in the management of CDF.

CDF managers who responded to the question oftdicomunication said that they
usually involve opinion leaders through phone wivend¢here was need to convey a
message to the people and that way they managedath all citizens. All the
manager respondents in the study supported the tideia the best channel of
communication to employ in order to reach a majdfinot all the citizens with their
communication on CDF activities was through the a@ublic barazas. However,
none of them specified how many times or how fredyethe messages should be
relayed to the citizens or how many meetings omghior them per month to create

a forum for citizen engagement on issues concerGibg.

The CDF manager who responded also cited the ue®Bfnotice boards mounted in
every location to which they posted regular updatesheir activities as another

strategy for reaching citizens with CDF informatiout this was refuted by the citizen
respondents many of whom claimed never to have seem a single notice board in
their locations. Those who admitted to having sthem claimed that there was only
one CDF notice board at the chief's office and ssted that the CDF managers
ought to have gone a step further and mounted sdntige sub-location or village

level in order for more people to access CDF infation. A majority of the
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citizensrespondents expressed their reservationst dbe role of chiefs whom they
accused of personalizing the CDF programmes anpkgtsoat the expense of the
intended CDF beneficiaries. They were also blanwdtlie rampant corruption in
CDF.

“Hawa machief watolewe kabisa katika CDF, kazi yae ni kudumisha amani tu
kwa mikutano ya CDF” “Let these chief’'s be remo¥en CDF administration, their
role during CDF meetings should be confined to jgiog security only’one of the
citizen’s suggested during one of the focused gispussion. Some of the strategies
employed by the CDF managers in their communicatorritizens about CDF
activities is the use of informal public gatherirgsd meetings to pass information.
Paul Lazarsfeld inThe Peoples Choice Studyf 1940 on Two-Step Flow of
Informatiorfound that the use of opinion leaders to convegrmftion to an intended
audience was not as effective as earlier imagireméuise the message got more and

more distorted as it was passed down from one pdosanother.

The strategy to use local radio stations accorthrgpme of the manager respondents
had the short coming of reaching only radio audisnieaving those who seldom
tuned radio out. It also had the disadvantage athimg those who tuned in to
particular radio stations (usually vernaculaSarahiliFM stations) leaving those who

listened to alternative radio stations unaware lodtws happening in CDF.

Another strategy used by CDF managers to communiatitizens is the use of
political rallies. However, this has the major digantages of being a partisan affair
hence those who may be of a different politicalliaffon may not attend the rally of a
rival party or be privy to the proceedings of sactally.Whereas citizen and manager
respondents were unanimous that public barazas therenost viable channel of
communication to disseminate, discuss and agre€DR issues, the study reveals
that the CDF managers do not have a structuredagpprto organizing, planning and
executing such barazas and only take advantagéavmal public gatherings such as
a political rallies, fund raising (harambee) funos and chiefs barazas to pass on

important CDF information.

This means that the managers wait upon a chancerder to pass on critical
information about CDF to the citizens thus denyingm the right to make informed

choices based on reliable, timely and factual mfmion and communication from

39



CDF managers, who are the sole custodians of CBBEdme. Based on these findings
from the study, it is clear that the extent of jggpation communication in the

management of CDF in Baringo Central Constituescstill quite low.

Based on the fact that each of the strategies gmglby CDF managers on Baringo
central namely: public barazas, chiefs barazasitiqgal rallies, informal public
gatherings and CDF location notice boards arenb#iiently defective and suffer from
overwhelming weaknesses, the study concludes that leével of participatory
communication has been greatly compromised andxitsnt remains very low as a

result.

76% of the citizen respondents said that they m&wer been invited to participate in
the management of CDF. 24% of them admitted torftaleeen invited at least once.
70 % of citizen respondents said that they haveemesceived any form of direct
communication with only 30% admitting to having ée®d such communication at
least once. 78% of the citizen respondents saicthley were aware that they should
be involved in the management of CDF and only 22¥itied that they were not

aware about their role in the management of CDF.

The study reveals that the main reason for thek laf involvement is the fact that
they were not invited into the deliberations of CBRd the general treatment they
have received from CDF managers is that of alienatather than inclusion in a
culture of “them against us”. There is a lot of@a®n about what could be going on
in CDF according to one of the citizen respondent®ne of the focused group
discussions “This has been fueled by the high levedecrecy maintained by CDF
managers in Baringo central” he explained. Thithes plausible explanation behind
the pro-MP and Pro-CDF Officials’ respondents whewed the study objectives
with a lot of suspicion. It also explains why thasspondents perceived to be anti-

establishment embraced the study objectives withoytreservations.
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4.2.1 Respondents Answer to the Question of Partpation in CDF

Management

Figure 4.1 Respondents Answer to the Question ofticRation in CDF

Management.

@ Invited
mENot Invited

Respondents were asked whether they had ever begedi by CDF managers to
participate in the management of CDF and 24% oftlsaid that they had been
invited too participate in the management of CD&%70f them said they have never
been invited to participate in the management oFCThis calls for a follow up study

to establish why because public participation isnéegral part of the CDF Act.
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4.2.2 Respondents Answer to the Question of PartmaEtory Communication in
CDF

Figure 4.2 Respondents Answer To the Question dfciRatory Communication

in CDF

30% o Received
Communication

® Did Not Receive
Any
Communication

Respondents were then asked whether they had ewmived any form of
communication from the CDF managers. 70% of thpardents said they had never
received any communication from CDF management amyg 30% replied in the
affirmative. The ones who replied in the negativeravdisappointed that the CDF
managers had ignored them, their needs and wishesttbothering to reach out to

them using any direct communication.
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4.2.3 Respondents Answer to the Question of Awaresgeof Their Management
Role in CDF

Figure 4.3 Respondents Answer to the Question ofarBness of Their

Management Role in CDF.

= Aware

m Not Aware

78%

On the issue of CDF management, respondents walefiasked whether they were
aware that they should be involved in the manageéme@DF. 78 % replied in the
affirmative while 22% replied that they were noteaesthat they were supposed to be
involved in the management of CDF. This raisesahestion as to why they are not
involved yet many of them are indeed aware of thigial role that they should be
playing. Policy makers should not assume that ereryknows their role and laws

should specifically target citizens with sufficienformation on their role.

4.3 Major Challenges to Participatory Communicationin the Management of

CDF in Baringo Central Constituency

When asked what they thought made it difficult @PF managers to communicate to
them. The citizen respondents cited political ifgemce by powerful politicians
particularly the area MP who controlled the meséggeieces of information and

types of communication being transmitted to thézeits. Use of inappropriate or
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unpopular channels of communication such kskile' or “Hearsay” to reach the
citizens. Some CDF managerslackthe requisite conuation skills and technologies
that are popular with the citizens such as the hagiiione, internet and social media
and they're yet to adopt them for official use. §8 according to one of the tech
savvy citizen respondents in one the focused gdisgussions. “These managers are

so ‘analogue’and are still steeped in the old wafydoing things” he said.

Other challenges to participatory communication tire management of CDF
identified by citizen respondents include lack ohabile network signal at their place
of work or where they live hence their inabilityrttakes calls and get to know what is
happening or access messages, facebook or twipieates and other forms of
communications through channels available to therhase they can afford to use.

CDF managers were also said to be reluctant tdvewdtizens in CDF affairs.

The perception of citizens as trouble makers arblea rousers by the CDF
management is also another challenge. They wodlerranake decisions without
involving citizens for fear of being reported, espd for their corrupt

activities.Claims of fraud were also cited by orfetlee citizen respondents as a
challenge to free and interactive communicationsween CDF managers and
citizens. “Most projects funded by CDF are condiatissiphoning public resources
therefore citizens are avoided during planning’aleged. Many citizen respondents
were unanimous that lack of official communicatidran the managers of CDF was

a main challenge to participatory communicatiothe management of CDF.

Other challenges according to citizen respondentdude the lack of proper
organization by the CDF managers who do not havbudget, plan or any
communication strategy in place to ensure a condlaw of information amongst
CDF stakeholders leading to needles speculatioostatthat is going on at the CDF.
Lack of decentralized structures of CDF within tanstituency where citizens can
easily access information and communication wasdcéts another of the challenge.
“Sio kila mtu anaweza kufika Kabarnet” “not evergonan reach the CDF office
located in Kabarnet town.” cautioned one citizespmndent during a focused

discussion.

Notices of CDF meetings are not given in good tocaasing many citizens to proceed

with other activities they had earlier planned lagdto poor turnouts for such
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meetings which should ideally have been used &ctyr engage a maximum number
of citizens. Some CDF managers are not known, vaitable or accessible to citizens
causing major barriers to stakeholder communicatiod engagement with CDF

management.

Ineffective communication from the CDF managers@nmunication that appears to
have been given in a half-hearted manner or onehwéeems directed at no one in
particular or one whose primary objective is vaguenot clear enough ends up
discouraging citizensfrom participatingor commigtithemselves to such meetingsto
logical conclusion. “Why would the CDF managers taptlrop hints instead of hitting

the nail on the head? What is there to hide?” pasegspondent in one of the focused

group discussions.

Inadequate staffing at the CDF office was citedaasther serious challenge to
participatory communication because the few emm@syare then forced to constantly
resort to multi-tasking hence, none of them is lakdé to handle communication
issues whenever they arise. Communication to arid stakeholders also suffers
because the employees are always pressed for itice they have many things to do

at a go which require their attention simultanepusl

“The fact that there is no Communication Officelaiton Officer or Public Relations
Officer or Public Relations / Communications offisgthin the CDF arrangement is
in itself clear testimony that no one takes stalddrs engagement seriously in CDF.”
explained one of the citizen respondents. Quiteoadgnumber of the citizen
respondents were at a loss as to what makes icudifffor CDF managers to
communicate effectively to them given that they aker ready to engage them
constructively over CDF issues. In fact they (tlitezen respondents) seemed to be

seeking answers as to why the managers appeatamitc talk to them.

“Hata sisi tanushangaa kwa nini hawataki kutuoesjfed, CDF ni pesa ya umma na
sisi ndio ummal!” “Even us we are wondering why CibBnagers don’t want to talk
to us, CDF is public money and we are the peop&glied one of the citizen
respondents when pressed to answer the study guestHawataki ukweli” “They
don’t want transparency” offered another one.Peadérship skills were also cited as
a major challenge to participatory communicatiorhére is no chain of command or

unity of command at the CDF office”claimed one bé trespondents “Kila mtu ni
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shagala pagala huko na kila mtu ni mkubwa kivyaK@here is no semblance of
order there (at the CDF office) and everyone i®sshn his or her own small turf”

she explained.

“There seems to be a policy of secrecy as no otteeaCDF office appears willing to
provide citizens and other stakeholders with tHermation or communication they
require” lamented a citizen respondent. “Kama W@Ana chiefs hawajui ni nini
inaendelea kwa CDF, wewe ni nani ndio uambiwe?tlif MCA and chiefs have no
idea what is happening at the CDF, who are youetdobd?” asked a respondent in
one of the focused group discussions. “It's likeytinave taken an oath to see no evil,

hear no evil and say no evil” volunteered anotlres. o

Job insecurity at the CDF office was also citedaamajor barrier to participatory
communication at the CDF. “Boss ukirobokwa ovyo @\Wwa hiyo ofisi ya CDF
utamwaga unga!” “If you volunteer information frgeh the CDF office you will lose
your job” explained a citizen respondent.The stielyealed that lack of political good
will by the MP, his allies and supporters forces tBDF managers to always seek
directions and cues from him before communicatn@DF stakeholders and citizens
hence delaying urgent business or giving mixedadggwhen clear cut answers are
needed. “In CDF what the mp says is law but wha ko says is nothing!”
commented a respondent in one of the focused gdsqussions. “CDF is totally

controlled by the MP” he concluded.

The study revealed that CDF managers are only popied with protecting their
vested political and personal interests at the es@ef the citizens’ interests hence
their reluctance to involve citizens in the managemof CDF through effective
information and communication.The study revealedt tlthe constituency is
characterized by a vast expansive terrain anec#ds are some of the worst roads in

the countrymaking communication a major challerggexecute successfully.

Lack of coordination between the CDF managers hacditizens was cited as another
challenge to participatory communication.Some CD&hagers are from outside the
constituency hence they do not understand locakgtof thingsand people Vis —a -
Vis established local traditions, rituals, precdadesnd culture.CDF managers must
submit and literally kowtow to the sitting MP foedr of contradicting him which

automatically leads to an eventual fallout with himiting dire consequences.
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The CDF does not have structures and mechanisnmage purposely created to
facilitate a constant supply of truthful, consisteand reliable information and
communication such as a regular in-house journah oegularly updated website.
There is no literature on Baringo Central CDF saslits own brochures, booklets or
pamphlets giving its history, current activitiesfature plans, “Eng’ CDF ko kukuk
kiy age tugul” “At the CDF office, everything isdeé and seek.If you're looking for
something, you're not sure of where you are gomget it” declared one of the

citizen respondents.

The study revealed that there exists no officidiyown and approved feedback
mechanism apart from the MPs mobile number whighigally could go unanswered
when one needs attention most according to onéhefcitizen respondents. “Hii
number ya mbunge ni mteja kwa miaka tano kwa sab@isha na kura” “The MPs
mobile number is not available for the entire Srget@rm because communication
ends immediately after election” declared one ef¢hizen respondents in a focused
group discussion. “The only other available optmihresponding to ones queries
when one fails to get a satisfactory answer isammlain to the EACC or express

ones issuesthrough the press” shared anothencigzpondent.

The study revealed that there is open bias by CRRagers when issuing, receiving
or processing official communication concerning tifiend due to political
considerations. Failure to toe the MPs party liné party position on any issue leads
to one being automatically targeted for sidelinargl being turned into an object of
derision and ridicule.“Unakosea mkubwa ndio uendpiwayeye ndio kusema?” “If
you mess with the boss where do you plan to gohgeMP is the Alpha and Omega!”
posed one of the citizen respondents in a focusagpgdiscussion. “Yeye ndio baba

na mama!” “He is everything!” offered another one.

“Kuna shida kibao!” “There are a myriad problem®cthred a citizen respondent.
“Kuguza mambo ya CDF ni kukanyafjee-wire ya mheshimiwa!” “To discuss CDF
issues is to step on the sensitive toes of the 84l another citizen respondent. Their
insinuation was that all the CDF communication éssemanated from one source and
would be cured by the same source which happenbd the MP. “CDF and the area

MP are like conjoined twins!” explained one of ttiGzen respondents. You cannot
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separate one of them without threatening the sahot both of them, “they are one

and the same thing!” she concluded.

Nepotism and favoritismwere cited by one of thézeit respondents as some of the
challenges to participatory communication. “If y@not a friend or relative of the
CDF managers then you're unlikely to get the comication or information you're
seeking from the CDF office” he said.The CDF mamsa@ee not willing to inform or
educate the citizens about their role in the mamage of the kitty.Lack of tolerance
to accommodate the inquiries of citizens about hegress of CDF projects and
programmes was cited as a major hindrance to patary communication in the

management of CDF by one of the citizen respondents

Failure to hold regular public forums to inform,uedte and communicate the CDF
vision, mission and activities has often led toklax inclusion of citizens in the
management of CDF” said one of the citizen respotsdéThe only thing | get to
hear about CDF is when they're disbursing bursdsgses of project prioritization,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation are &nsias the letter “K” in the word
KNOW" he added.

“All CDF communication appears classified and sonfermation cannot be released
even when requested for without the express peioniss the area MP.” Volunteered
a citizen respondent “CDF managers only providermftion and communication to
citizens upon request but not as a right,” clairaedther. “Lack of professionalism in
the management of CDF has greatly hampered patarip communication because
CDF managers lack etiquette and decorum when amsyvére calls of citizens or

when addressing their needs” said one of the aitizepondents.

“Stakeholders show little interest in the CDF potgeand some stakeholders do not
take their time to read and understand written camioation directed at them” said
one of the manager respondents.“Some stakeholdédrsof attend CDF meetings
hence missing the opportunity to receive reportshenprogress of CDF projects, and

a chance to communicate their concerns to CDF neas&ie added.

One of the manager respondents blamed politic@rference, ignorance by the
constituents about the CDF, what he termed asltderf’'t care attitude” among the

constituents, illiteracy, inferiority complex, ahigh levels of poverty as reasons for
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the lack of meaningful participatory communicatiby citizens in CDFactivities.
“Most constituents have no idea of CDF activitiesduse they’re not concerned with
what is happening in the CDF office with many ofrh too preoccupied with
struggling to meet their basic wants, needs andgsiies to bother about CDF

affairs” he explained.

“Most citizens are not aware of their role in thamagement of CDF” added another
manager respondent. “Lack of transparency and atability in the management of
CDF affairs greatly undermines participatory comiation in the management of
CDF” volunteered another manager respondent.“Thike primary cause of lack of
openness in the conduct of CDF and PMC membersregfard to CDF projects and
activities”he elaborated.“There is no money sad@s$or the sole purpose of ensuring
effective communication between the CDF managdesebolders in general and

citizens in particular” shared one of the managspondents.

4.4 Discrepancies That Hinder Participatory Communcation in the

Management of CDF in Baringo Central Constituency

“The CDF is still under the control of the MP wisoa politician hence the danger that
he can sideline some citizens because they arenntbe same party or of the same
shade of political opinion with him.” said one bktcitizen respondents. “The MP is
too powerful (going by the current CDF ACT, 2013nhe he can influence which
area(s) of the constituency to allocate more ressuand which area(s) he can deny
CDF support leaving some of the citizens feelingaeged, left out and frustrated”

explained one citizen respondent.

“The provision that allows an elected MP to man&@¥- violates the Constitution of
Kenya which clearly mandates county governmentsnamage all devolved funds
through the County Governments Act, Commission eneRue Allocation Act and
other relevant acts of parliament and articleshef tonstitution” claimed a citizen
respondent.“The law does not mandate or directGbE& managers to convey the
CDF progress reports to the citizens, yet theytla@emain stakeholders and primary

target of the fund” added another one.
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4.4.1 Respondents Answer to the Question of CDF

Laws

Figure 4.4 Respondents Answer to the Question df Caws

. = Read the CDF
35% Act 2003 or CDF
Act 2007

m Never Read the
CDF Act

“There is no law that mandates or directs the CCHhagers to release information
and communication to citizens hence the reluctamcklaxity by the CDF managers
to release the information and communication regaeby citizens” offered one of
the citizen respondents in the study.“The law does provide for an elaborate
monitoring and evaluation mechanism to empowee@is interrogate, monitor and
evaluate CDF priorities, projects, programmes attiVities” volunteered a citizen

respondent.

“There is no part in the CDF Act 2013 that exprgsslindates CDF managers to
release CDF progress reports, CDF audit reportngrother CDF information for
that matter to citizens. This greatly underminesrtimonitoring role” said a citizen
respondent. “The part that grants the MP poweeptmint the eight member CDFC
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from the forwarded list of five persons each froatle of the respective wards of the
constituency has ensured that the MP can pickrbisies to the committee who more
often than not do not have the public good at hdmtause they owe their
appointment to the MP even though they may otherwés/e not qualified for such an

appointment” added another one.

Though only two out of the six CDF managers inemed by the study admitted that
they have never read the CDF Act 2003, its amenéesion (the CDF Act of 2007)
or the latest CDF Act 2013, it was surprising thame of them was ready to volunteer
their opinions on the laws they considered as chetato effective participatory
communication in the management of the fund in iBaricentral. This appeared to
lend credence to the claim by some of the citizspondents that any information
released without the blessing of the area MP waakllt in the concerned CDF
manager being victimized through punitive transfersbeing falsely accused of
“gross misconduct” and the resultant disciplinagasures being taken against them

that could even result in loss oftheir jobs.
Role of Citizens in CDF

According to the CDF Act 2013, the role of citizeesto turn up and participate in
public forums convened by the CDFC, the area Mid #he Sub County
Administrator to deliberate on development matiensard and constituency to come
up with a list of priority project(s) for the finaral year to be submitted to the CDFC,
to participate in project implementation throughoysion of locally available
resources (land, materials, labour or skills), wtdwily or for pay, to provide feedback

to The Board and law enforcement agencies on rsattercerning the fund.

Monitor implementation of projects the citizen withited to making complaints, and
giving feedback to the board law enforcement agenconcerning the fund and to
make complaints while the work of the CDFC is “tomitor the implementation of

projects.” This means that the citizens are reduceadere spectators only waiting to

make complaints while the CDFC monitors itself.
Grey areas in CDF ACT 2013

The citizen is not recognized as a part of CDFsiational structure (only being

mentioned as key players in CDF). The act oughtaee placed the citizen at the
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center of its structure but it hasn’t. Furthermahe, role of citizens in CDF is limited
to what “the show runners” will prompt them to dr wish them to do but largely

the action will be limited to the named “showmens” in the CDF structure.

The immense powers under which its precursor @tb& Act 2003), amended 2007
placed upon the area MP are still intact, hiddesrenmhetoric’s and semantics such as
“the MP shall appoint in consultation with.”It $tit allows the MP to make the law
(legislate), implement it, oversee his own impletaéon of it, monitor and evaluate

himself through structures he has full, or neaohlis control of.

The Ward Administrator or Ward Representative hagate in the management of
CDF (much as the ward is recognized as a unit f@ purpose of project
identification, planning, prioritization, implemeiton and appraisal.)The person
preferred by the citizen to be part of the CDF catie®a may not make it to the list of
eight members to be appointed to the CDFC duedaqtiitical wishes, whims and
designs ofthe MP as citizens only choose indireatigt have no control whatsoever of
who the MPultimately appoints to join the CDFC mmakithe election of

theprospective 5 persons a sham of no practical use

The act says nothing about the fate of the remaifonr who will not make it to the
committee bringing to question the purpose of @lgcthem in the first place. It
doesn’t specify where the eight members of the GB&l come from, leaving room
for abuse of the appointment process that may teeBulpoor representation of parts
of the constituency based on politics. The act admdsspecify the criteria for electing
PMCswhich are trusted with the use of virtually talk CDF monies giving room to
manipulation in electing or appointing them andisbof the resultant legal, policy
and regulatory vacuums respectively by vestedrasts and its attendant perils key

among them (corruption loopholes).

The penalties for theft, embezzlement or misappatipn of CDF funds remains as
lenient as ever, setting the fund up for total reésand abuse and hence defeating the
purpose of its creation. The complex CDF structarel ambiguous legislation,
devolves bureaucracy to the constituency and disges citizen participation. The
immense power wielded by the MP in the whole seperpetuateIhe Messiator

Big Man “Dependency Syndrome” as the MP is still able emipulate any aspect
of CDF. He is still in full control of every operan within the CDF.
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Unconstitutionality of CDF

In pursuance of its constitutional mandate, the @@ewed the CDF Act 2013
before it was passed into law by parliament andhdothat it was unconstitutional
based on the following premises: Any projects treate to functions within the
exclusive competence of the County Government dab@aindertaken by an entity
created and managed through the National Governasetttis is contrary to Article 6
of the Constitution which creates two levels of gmment. The Act does not respect

the principle of separation of powers between ¢ggslature and the executive.

The role of the National Assembly is to legislatel glay an oversight role, it should
not be engaged in implementation of projects agestgd by the CDF Act. The Act
offends Article 202 (2) of the constitution whiclearly stipulates that grants from the
National Government can only be made to County @Gowents and not entities
created in a Sub-County framework. The Act does negpect the provisions of
Division of Revenue under Article 202 and 218 o tbonstitution. Section 4 (a) of
the CDF Act 2013 implies that the monies accrumthe Fund will be deducted from
the revenue raised nationally before distributianfunds to the two levels of

government. This is unconstitutional.

The Act ignores the Planning and Budgeting for Foms by each level of
government required under Article 220 of the cdustn, the PFM Act and the
County Government Act which require an inclusivegass of integrated planning
from which a budget is formulated. The CDF Act ragosinter to this process and that

can lead to duplication of projects, misuse andappsication of public resources.

In conclusion, the CIC noted that the CDF Act 2Qddhtained provisions that
fundamentally undermined the Constitution of Ker3@10 an in particular the
devolved government system. It recommended thatCiDE Act be halted to pave
way for its review to ensure that it respects auilitates devolution, the principle of
separation of powers and other provisions of thastitution failing which the CIC
feared would lead to wastage of public funds amshalimony in the process of
implementation of the constitution. These concevase raised by the CIC in a press
release dated Wednesday th& o April 2013.
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The conflict with the county government is ever se because CDF is not
envisaged under the current constitution hencectheen will unwittingly join a
conflict in which he is the ultimate loser. The o vested on the CDFC to rank
prioritized projects is quite mischievous and igopo political manipulation to delay
funds for some projects as “the politicallyreat ones” are funded sufficiently and
in time while the opposite prevails for projectsgtted for political alienation. Part-
funding is a perfect corruption loopholebased ost gxperiences of collusion by
agencies of individuals to defraud the fund.

The role of The Controller and Auditor General udding CDF appears only keen to
hide the fraud and keep it far away from the puélie. The Auditor Generals reports
are traditionally written in a superfluous languaged heavily loaded with
professional jargon that common folk will take agesomprehend.Furthermore, they
are never released to the public upon requestpartehat grants the area MP powers
to appoint the eight members of CDFC from the foded list of five persons elected
from each wardhas ensured that the MP can only Ipiskcronies. “If the citizens
were allowed to elect one person eachfrom the igeds who would automatically
beCDF members then public participation would beatlyenhanced” suggested a

citizen respondent.

The MP has immense powers in virtually every aspéd€CDF.The law should be
changed to ensure that citizens control their mo@dyecks and balances are missing
in this law making CDF open to abuse, mismanagemedtcorruption through lack
of transparency and accountability. The CDF Act2[@hves out citizens who are the
intended beneficiaries as it does not provide ftizen access to informationheld by
the CDF managers for purposes of management, pighmmplementation and
evaluation of the kitty.It does not provide roonr rdequate participation hence it

does not mandate the citizen to monitor and evalG&tF managers.

On legal issues concerning CDF, respondents wéedashether they had ever read
and understood the CDF Act 2003, its amended ve(sihee CDF Act of 2007) or the
latest CDF Act 2013. 35% affirmed to having redtthesi the original CDF Act 2003
or its amended version of 2007 with the remainiBgo6saying they have never read
the Act but only 16% admitted to having read theFCArt 2013; 84% admitted that
they have never read the CDF Act 2013. This melaaisa majority of people do not
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know or understand the laws and regulations gougr@DF at all. It calls for further
investigation in order to establish exactly whytizéins have an important role
especially project prioritization, monitoring angaduation and but the revelation
from the study that a majority do not have an idbaut laws governing this fund is

indeed worrying.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter gives a summary of the salient paniitthe study; lessons learned as
well suggestions on the way forward regarding eaickhe three aspectsthis study
which are: the extent of participatory communicati@hallenges to participatory
communication and legal discrepancies that hindetiggpatory communication in
the management CDF in Baringo Central in form omsuary of the findings,

conclusion and recommendations.

5.2 Summary of the Findings

5.2.1 The Extent of and Challenges to Participatory

Communication in the Management of CDF in Baringo @ntral

The study found out that 78 % of the citizens whsponded in the questionnaire
survey are aware that they should participate i@ mhanagement of CDF but
according to the study only 24% of them have ewsmbinvited to participate in the
same with only 30% of them having received any fofrdirect communication at all

from the CDF management. This means that the extantparticipatory

communication in the management of CDF in Baringmt@l Constituency is quite
low (at less than 30%). The respondents gave mangy \@ried reasons as the
challenges to participatory communication in thenagement of CDF while many
wondered why CDF managers found it difficult to coomicate to them about CDF

activities.

Some of the challenges to participatory commuracatncludepolitical interference
by the MP who controls every aspect of CDF andinetaweeping powers in the
management of CDF,political patronage and discratidm based on political
considerations. Others arelack of inclusion by Gdhagement hence the citizens do

not feel that they own the process,political vesteerests getting in the way andlack
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of official information and communication to membef the public regarding CDF

issues.

Ignorance by the citizens about their roles, dudied responsibilities with regard to
CDF,poor communication such as being in a remota avithout mobile network
signal or bad roads and residing far from the CDfic® with no devolved CDF
structures to the grassroots. Other challengeadegboverty, which forces citizens to
eke out a living at the expense of attending to Gbddters and disorganized and

haphazard organization of CDF meetings by CDF mamagt..

CDF managers who responded cited inadequate resouset aside for the

sensitization of citizens,lack of transparency aodountability of some PMCs,lack of
interest in CDF matters by some stakeholders, thdommitment by those entrusted
in supervising projects, lack of progress reportimgchanisms within CDF structures,
politics, ignorance, illiteracy and poverty issuésck of awareness by citizens on
various aspects of CDF and the fact that mosteriszdo not attend public barazas
meant to address CDF issues as some of the fatttatshindered participatory

communication in the management of CDF.

Many of the respondents preferred public barazashter channels of communication
as their preferred medium of communication with CBfanagers because of its
interactive nature that affords everyone a diragstjon and answer environment.
They explained that public barazas was the besensbdommunication as it would
reach them at their locations rather than them isgeikformation from the CDF

office which is far from where they normally liveé&work. They generally shunned

the other channels because of issues of cost aertiamlity.
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5.2.2 Distribution of Respondents by Preferred

Channel of Communication

Figure 4.5 Distribution of Respondents by Prefenieannel of communication.
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Many of the respondents preferred public barazasotieer channels of
communication as their preferred mode of commumnawith CDF managers
because of its interactive nature that affords tleedirect question and answer
environment. They explained that public barazasew#ére best form of
communication as it would reach them at their locet rather than them having

to seek information from the CDF office which ig faom where they live and

work
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5.2.3 Legal Discrepancies That Hinder ParticipatoryCommunication in the

Management of CDF in Baringo Central

35% of the respondents affirmed to having readwartkrstood the original CDF Act
2003 or its amended version (the CDF Act 2007); é&fitted not to having never
read The Act. Only 16% of them affirmed to havirmgd the CDF Act 2013; 84%
admitted that they have never read the CDF Act 2828e many could not respond
to the question of legal discrepancies that hirdigrarticipatory communication in
the management of CDF. Of those who had read the &8 2013, the following
were some of the factors they cited as hinderingjgi@atory communication in the
management of the fund: Lack of a legal provisioving CDF managers express

powers to ensure public participation.

Conflict with other legal provisions such as thesittution which does not envision
any other devolved fund to the counties apart ftbose disbursed to the counties
through the Commission on Revenue Allocation. Tdle of citizens is not clearly
defined by law hence there is no remedy for thermgoalenied their right to
participate in the management of the fund. The @b#has given absolute powers of
management and control to the MP to the disadvantdgitizens or persons he or
she may be out of favour with in the constituendyere are still too many loopholes
that may easily lead to loss of funds through ermleezent, siphoning or corruption.
The penalties for theft, misappropriation or misaggment of the fund are still too

lenient.

53 Conclusion

There is still need for follow-up studies on th@exs of participatory communication
in the management of CDF. This study confirms #a that citizens are not involved
in the management of CDF as much as they shouldeh#fre risk of losing out in

terms of their needs being correctly prioritizedésy real.

The whole purpose of devolving this fund is beingtlthrough the overbearing
powers of the MP in the management and adminietraif CDF as well as the many

existing loopholes in the CDF Act. The study alsmfems that in the absence of
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participatory communication, the opportunity fopichdevelopment in the grassroots
through the CDF concept is lost as are time andssal sums of money set aside to

address various needs of citizens.

54 Recommendations

5.4.1 Extent of Participatory Communication,

Challenges to Participatory Communication and the My Forward

Asked about how they would ensure effective staldgiaand citizen participation in
the management of CDF, the following are the recemufations of the manager
respondents in summary. Build capacity for the torents on their roles in the
management of CDF. Involve the citizens fully iih the activities, projects and

programmes of CDF.

Invite them to be part and parcel of the decisiguling the CDF process. Involve
leaders in the management of the CDF projects armgrgmmes (in the

implementation stage). Involve all stakeholderdhe management of CDF. Ensure
that citizens are supplied with all the informatioecessary for them to make viable

decisions about CDF.

Asked about what they thought was the best strafimgZDF managers to adopt in
order ensure effective stakeholder participationtie management of CDF, the
following are the recommendations of the citizespgndents in summary. Direct,
democratic, free and fair election of CDF officiateould be held. The CDF managers
should be vetted in a process open to memberseoptiblic. They should then be
made accountable to the public but not the sitkitiy CDF managers should invite
citizens to participate in CDF activities throughetmedia, local leaders, public

barazas, chief's barazas, location development dtses and their mobiles phones.

CDF managers need to be creative and seek innewatiys of motivating citizens (a
majority of whom are too poor and busy eking outif@) to participate in the

management of CDF through the adoption of pro-psicategies especially at the
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planning stage. The CDF should employ social warketrthe sub-location level. CDF
managers should educate and inform citizens anstaleholders about their duties
and responsibilities in the management of the fthtbugh various IEC strategies)
Inform and invite citizens to be involved monitagiand evaluation of the CDF

projects and programmes in the constituency.

CDF managers should allow adequate citizen paaiicip in project identification
and implementation. CDF managers should enhanospaaency and accountability
and citizen participation by regularly sharing repdudgets, project types, projects
funded, amounts allocated and funds disbursed ious projects. CDF managers
should have strategically placed notice boardsylegly updated websites, Twitter
and Facebook accounts for proper communication @fadist engagement with
citizens. Hold regular social accountability foruatsthe Sub-Location level to assess

impacts of funded projects in the community.

Give notice to citizens about CDF meetings, evamid activities that require their
involvement, well in advance. Ensure adequate @pdtion of citizens in projects

identification, prioritization and implementatiortHold regular and consistent
stakeholder forums so as to facilitate full inctusand incorporation of citizen’s ideas
in the management of CDF because no one has mgnopioleas.

Provide for adequate funding for the public infotitma and communication

component of CDF during budgeting.

Adopt an open door policy by inviting and encounagicitizens to freely seek
information at CDF offices which should be devoltevery sub-location where the
people and projects are for effectiveness and coveree. Build citizens capacities to
ensure sustainable best practices in the manageamdnbwnership of CDF projects
and programmes. CDF managers should provide cleducative, timely and
informative communication to citizens about CDFnglabudgets, proposals projects,
programmes and activities as a right but not ailpge to ensure their full

participation.

CDF managers need to be more open and transpaggatding their activities,

operations and plans making serious efforts to hreaat to the majority of
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constituents. Citizens should be allowed to conthair funds by involving them
more in CDF issues. Massive civic education shddione to make citizens aware
of the CDF process in a serious effort to reachagority of the constituents with
information on CDF. Citizens should be allowed tntrol their funds by being

facilitated to get more involved in CDF issues.

5.4.2 On Legal Discrepancies Hindering Participatoy

Communication and the Way Forward

The following are some of the recommendations ogallemitigation for the

discrepancies in the CDF laws as made by the nitiegpondents: The (CDF) Act
should provide for proper training of all CDF sthké&lers on financial management
to ensure that beneficiaries get the best valuetHer money. Only persons who
fulfill the requirements of Chapter Six of the cbngion on Leadership and Integrity
should be allowed to manage CDF at any level tteptdhe fund from unscrupulous,
corrupt and criminal elements. The CDF Act shotldrefore provide for proper
vetting of any person to be involved in the CDFIlyQuersons of integrity should be

elected or appointed to manage CDF in any capacity.

The right to information should be included in tBBF Act. It should clearly be spelt
out who among CDF managers is responsible for uiissgion of CDF information

to citizens and heavy penalties set fro that paercmanager for failure to provide
regular, timely and accurate information about CiFcitizens. The (CDF) Act
should provide for reasonable and adequate compemstor CDF project and

programme managers to ensure that they give timeiivided attention during CDF
deliberations and activities in pursuit of excellenin project / programme

implementation; this will be a great motivator tbem.

The Act should make it mandatory for CDF informatend communication to reach
all the CDF stakeholders in the most timely, cdfative and convenient way to
them. The act should enforce openness, transpaemtgccountability on the part of
CDF manager and should exact heavy penalties iauttefThe Act should make it
mandatory that adequate public education forumshenrole of the citizens in the

management of CDF are held regularly in the camstity. The law should make it
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mandatory that persons managing CDF are appointeddrit and elected in a free

and fair process to guarantee competence and saiagethey discharge their duties.

Further, their terms of reference should proteetrthso that they can work without
fear of intimidation by clearly stating that theyeaaccountable to the citizens of
Kenya for their actions but not the local MP wharsindividual with vested political

interests or any other manager for that matter.yT{tlee CDF managers)should
onlybe disciplinedif they become incompetent, ahscfsom their duties, violate the
law or for gross misconduct or any other reasorcrgeria set in the terms and

conditions for service of public officers or pubiervants in Kenya.

The Act should make provision for a massive civiu@tion programme which
citizens need in order to make them aware of sl fas well as their responsibilities
regarding it. The CDF should not be scrapped taurenshat no constituency is
marginalized by the county government due to msifihe CDF Act should provide
for a mechanism to ensure that citizens have w@résttaccess to the CDF Act and
any other relevant law or regulation guiding it aanty subsequent changes to CDF
laws to ensure that citizens are constantly infaraued up to date.

CDF funds should be channeled through the counggwive. The CDF Act should
give more powers to the citizens. The CDF should sceapped as it is in
contravention and violation of the constitution ahivestsexecutive functions atthe
county level on the countyexecutive committeehednethe governor. The CDF Act
should expressly provide for citizen / stakeholg@articipation in its management
including election and appointment of CDF officiaad prioritization of projects.
Chiefs should be left out of CDF management andndependent committee be
formed at the Sub-Location level to replace thedtimn Development Committee in
overseeing CDFproject prioritization and impleméota The role of chiefs should

be to provide security only.

The MCA and the MP to be part of CDF managemerbaspted ex-officio members
(with no voting powers) to ensure neutrality andartiality in CDF management.
Citizens should be involved at every stage of tHeFQ(orocess from planning,
prioritization, implementation to monitoring andadwation in all —inclusive and non-

discriminative approach in order to achieve fulitggpation and ownership of CDF
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projects and programmes.The CDF act should limat powers of the MP purely
oversight and leave all executive functions to ®BFC and PMCs. The CDF
managers interviewed reserved their comments alegal issues concerning CDF

preferring tobe non committal about the same.

There were strong opposing views on whether CDRilshbe scrapped or not.The
study proposes that should the fund be retainadraeamendments to the CDF Act
are imperative. The role of MPs ought to remainesuigory rather than executive as
is the case now. They are the public watchdogs @amthot pretend to allocate
themselves funds, oversee the expenditure of thme $ands, supervise themselves,

guery and punish themselves for their own errornoission and commission.

The study also proposes that citizens should bengal the information necessary for
them to make informed choices on what projects besgfit the majority and are the
best value for their money. Public information orDFC laws, administration,
management and activities should be made mandatpriaw but should not an
option or depend merely on the good will of théirsit MP or CDF officials as is the
case today.

The study also proposes that the citizen’s righpddicipate in the management of
CDF is protected by the CDF Act and that roles afheperson, actor, entity and
stakeholder are clearly spelt out by relevant land regulations governing CDF. In a
nutshell the study proposes a radical policy shiftthe CDF Act to facilitate

participatory communication in the management oFCD
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APPENDIX | Questionnaire for CDF Managers

1. Are you a registered voter in Baringo Central Cibmstcy? Yesl:l Ncl:l

2. What is the name of your polling Station?

3. Age: ___ yrs

4. Gender: Female |:| Male|:|

5. Marital Status: Married Single

6. Reigion: Christian ProtestaD Chrisl@atholicl:l MuslirD
Hindu |:| Other, Specify

7. What is the highest level of education you havaitagid? PrimarD

Secondar),D Tertiary/DipIomai:I Tertiary/Undergraduate Degree |:|
Tertiary/Post Graduate DegrD iir—.yﬁPth:I

8. Employment Status: Employe|:| fEehponed|:| UnemployD

9. Have you ever been invited to participate in theagement of CDF? Yes |:|

No [ ]
10.Have you ever received any form of communicati@mfthe CDF managers?
Yed | Nq_|
11. Are you aware that citizens should be involvedim thanagement of CDF'.7|:|es

No|:|

12. For effective communication; how best should yoa &DF manager
communicate to citizens?

Through: T\/D Rac1:| I\mmpeD Mob|:|

Public Baraza1:| Word of mou|:|

Other, please specify

13.What makes it difficult for you as a CDF manageceonmunicate to citizens
effectively?
Please explain briefly.
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14.What makes it difficult for you as a CDF manageemsure effective stakeholder
and citizen participation in the management of CDF?
Please explain briefly.

15.How best can you as a CDF manager ensure effesttikeholder participation in
the management of CDF? Please explain briefly.

16.Have you read and understood the CDF Act 2]:[3 , CDF Act
(Amended version) of ZOD and the la@i3F Act 2013|:|

Please tick as appropriate.
17.1f not, why? Please explain briefly.

18.If yes, what specific part of the CDF Act 2013 renslyou from participating
fully in the management of CDF? Please explairflyrie

68



APPENDIX Il  Questionnaire for Members of the Gereral Public (Citizens)

1. Areyou a registered voter in Baringo Central Cibmshcy? YeD I\l:l

2. What is the name of your polling Station?

3. Age: yrs
4. Gender: Femall:l MD
5. Marital Status: Married Single

6. Reigion: Christian Protesta Christ@atholicl:l MuinD

7. Hindu |:|1er, Specify
8. What is the highest level of education you havairid? PrimarD
Secondarl:lertiary/DipIoma Dertiary/Undergraduate Degree |:|
Tertiary/Post Graduate DegrD idsPhD I:I
9. Employment Status: Employ|:| fEehponed:I
Unemployel:l
10.Have you ever been invited to participate in thaagement of CDF? Y|:|
No |:|
11.Have you ever received any form of communicatiemfthe CDF managers?
ved | N{_|
12. Are you aware that you should be involved in thenageement of CDF? YD
N ]

13. For effective communication; how best should theFGBanagers
communicate to you?

Through: TV|:| Radl:l I\mmpersl:l Mobl:l
Public Barazal:l Word of mouth |:|

Other, please specify
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14.What makes it difficult for CDF managers to comnuaté to you effectively?
Please explain briefly.

15. What makes it difficult for you to participate ine management of CDF?
Please explain briefly.

16.How best can CDF managers ensure effective stattehparticipation in the
management of CDF? Please explain briefly.

17.Have you read and understood the CDF Act ZI:L , CDF Act
(Amended version) of ZOD and the 1a@BFE Act 2013|:|

Please tick as appropriate.
18.1f not, why? Please explain briefly.

19.1f yes, what specific part of the CDF Act 2013 henslyou from participating
fully in the management of CDF? Please explairflyrie
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APPENDIX IlI Guide for Focused Group Discussions

1. How often do you receive communication from the agars of CDF inviting
you to participate in CDF activities?

2. How best should CDF managers communicate to yoar(agganized group)
and a key stakeholder to enable you participate finlthe management of
CDF? Please briefly explain.

3. Are you aware (as an organized group) that youldhmarticipate in the

management of CDF?

4. Have you (as an organized group) read and underst@oCDF Act 2003, its
amended version the CDF Act 2007 or the latest 8B{2013?

5. If not, why?

6. If yes, what specific part of the CDF Act 2013 henslyou (as an organized
group) and a key stakeholder from participatinthim management of CDF?

7. How best can CDF managers ensure effective stattehpérticipation in the
management of CDF?
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