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ABSTRACT  

Kenya promulgated a new constitution in August 2010, thereby bringing a new governance structure in the 

country, with devolution taking center stage. The premise was to improve governance of resources at the 

grassroots and catalyze development. However, given the challenges of actualizing devolution in Kenya as led 

Khaunya et al., (2015) to question whether devolved governance in Kenya was a false start in democratic 

decentralization for development. This paper re-examines the viewpoints of Khaunya et al., through a different 

theoretical framework; the principle of subsidiarity, the public choice theory, and the implementation theory.  

Drawing from these theories and documents County Budget Review and Outlook Papers (CBROPs) together 

with empirical evidence from published research works, the study finds that the national government was 

cautious on its approach towards devolution despite the Principle of Subsidiarity advocating for such. This was 

in the paper’s view a structural problem rather than a political imperative as argued by Khaunya et al., (2015) 

who holds that many officials in the center will inevitably resist relinquishing power and authority. However, 

contrary to Khaunya’s view, devolution is protected in the constitution and it is no longer a prerogative of the 

political establishment. Second, was the argument that local power holders resist the presence of a new 

government that competes for their authority and power or seek to co-opt the new government. The current 

paper contends that the power and responsibility of electing office bearers in the county governments resides in 

the plebiscite through direct suffrage, however, the national government has been reluctant to actualizing 

Chapter Six of the constitution which stipulates integrity of public officers when it comes to clearing individuals 

for eligibility in contesting for elective positions. Third, Khaunya et al., cited the inability to absorb some 

devolved functions as impeding the promise of democratic decentralization for development. The present paper 

found that contrary to the Principle of Subsidiarity, the structure of devolution in Kenya suggests that the 

national government holds the devolved functions in a “basket” and, therefore, retains the monopoly in 

devolution. This was likely informed by new public management model which the government subscribes to 

and whose aim is efficiency rather than democratic accountability. Therefore, in a departure from Khaunya et 

al., the current paper concludes that the real issues at hand are structural rather than political and can be 

largely addressed through a strong institutional framework and by citizens of the devolved governments 

actively playing their role in over sighting their executive.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

A growing number of countries both in the developed and lately developing world have in 

the last three decades been decentralising the administrative, fiscal and political functions 

of the central government to sub-national governments and other agencies. These countries 

include the United Kingdom, the United States, India, the former USSR, Italy, Spain and 

Australia (Calamai, 2009). Some African countries such as Ethiopia, Nigeria, South Africa, 

Uganda, Mali, Madagascar, Senegal and Kenya have also entrenched devolution in their 

governance structures with each country adopting the form of decentralization well-fitting 

to the situation at hand. In many cases, the quest for devolution has been driven by the 

need to bring government services closer to the people, the growing pressure on public 

sector reforms, the need for more representation and inputs in the management of public 

affairs by the citizens and fairness in the distribution of political and economic resources 

(Cheema & Rondinelli, 2007).  

 

Kenya promulgated a new constitution in August 2010, thereby bringing a new governance 

structure in the country, with devolution taking center stage. The Constitution established 

forty-seven county governments, based on the districts established by the Provinces and 

Districts Act of 1992. Devolution in Kenya has come with a number of dimensions.  To begin 

with, as per the new constitution, power was shifted from the center to the Counties, with 

the aim of getting government and services closer to the people. Power was thus ceded 

from the central government to the Counties.  Under the old constitution, the country was 

governed by a central government, with all statutory powers being held and administered 

from the capital-Nairobi. With the new constitution, the country was divided into 47 

Counties and in March 2013, each County elected its Governor, who would head all 

administrative functions of the County, as guided by the fourth schedule of the Constitution 

of Kenya.  Thus, power was decentralized from the centre (Nairobi) to the 47 Counties. 
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However, the global arena is full of illustrations of successful and not so successful 

experiments in decentralization. Among the most notable successful experiences with 

federalism is the United States of America, with two centuries of experience, and India, with 

60 years’ experience. Among the most notable global federation failures is that of the 

former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics where the 1980s political liberalization opened a 

Pandora’s Box of ethnic grievances, resulting in the breakup of the union (Nyanjom, 2011). 

What is common to all the devolved governments are the growing challenges brought about 

by increasing complexities in the legal frameworks, technical capabilities required and the 

ever evolving political-economic environment, as they strive to ensure the success of 

devolution. Indeed, Khaunya,Wawire and Chepng’eno (2015) criticized Kenya’s devolution 

structure as presenting massive challenges for political and administrative restructuring by 

encouraging fragmentation of the state along partisan, regional and ethnic lines or is seen as 

‘decentralizing corruption’, leaving citizens worse off if local elites are able to capture 

resources to the detriment of the majority, or when the newly established counties fail to 

put in place the systems needed for effective and transparent service delivery. This led them 

to the question, is devolved governance in Kenya a false start in democratic decentralization 

for development? 

 

The present paper re-examines this question both from a theoretical and empirical 

perspective in the light of emerging data released by the pertinent authorities and also 

existing works of various scholars in the Kenyan context. It is important to observe at the 

outset that Khaunya et al., (2015) was not well supported by empirical data and theoretical 

foundations. However, it is worth observing that at the time Khaunya’s et al., study was 

conducted in 2015, devolved governments in Kenya were still nascent and as such, there 

were very limited studies carried out under the devolution framework. At that time, the 

country was just emerging from a transitional period and, as such, the institutional 

framework at both the national and county governments levels were not yet fully adapted 

to the new system of governance. Theoretically, there is still no exact theory of devolution 

as devolution models differ from context to context. However, the need for improved 

governance and public service delivery has been addressed by other extant theories and 

models. 
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1.2 METHODOLOGY  

The paper attempted to investigate the key research question, is devolved governance in 

Kenya a false start in democratic decentralization for development? through a systematic 

review of literature. Therefore, the discussions will be premised on synthesized material 

providing evidence of the key themes being explored. The publications anddocuments 

considered were County Budget Review and Outlook Papers (CBROPs) and published 

research works from various sources. Special reference was made to the publication by 

Khaunya et al., (2015): Devolved Governance in Kenya; Is it a False Start in Democratic 

Decentralization for Development? 

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1 What is devolution? 

Devolution is the transfer or delegation of power to a lower level, especially by central 

government to local or regional administration (Sundar, 2001). It is the statutory delegation 

of powers from the central government of a sovereign state to govern at a subnational level, 

such as a regional or local level. It is a form of administrative decentralization. 

Decentralization, or decentralizing governance, refers to the restructuring or reorganization 

of authority so that there is a system of co-responsibility between institutions of governance 

at the central, regional and local levels according to the principle of subsidiarity, thus 

increasing the overall quality and effectiveness of the system of governance, while 

increasing the authority and capacities of sub-national levels (Shelton, 2003). 

 

Devolved territories have the power to make legislation relevant to the area and thus 

granting them a higher level of autonomy (Van Mechelen& De Maesschalck, 2009). 

However, this form of decentralization differs from federalism in that the devolved powers 

of the subnational authority may be temporary and are reversible, ultimately residing with 

the central government and, as such, the state remains de jure unitary. Legislation creating 

devolved units can be repealed or amended by central government in the same way as any 

statute (Fagbayibo, 2019). However, in contrast, sub-unit  governments in the federal 
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system is guaranteed in the constitution, so the powers of the sub-units cannot be 

withdrawn unilaterally by the central government (i.e. without the consent of the sub-units 

being granted through the process of constitutional amendment). The sub-units,therefore, 

have a lower degree of protection under devolution than under federalism.  

 

This already presents a challenge in Kenya where devolution is protected by the constitution 

and the devolved governments are in practice semi-autonomous.  As such, Khaunya et al., 

(2015) rightly submits that devolution is one of the most complex aspects of the new 

constitutional arrangements to implement, but it holds the promise of having the greatest 

impact on the lives of ordinary Kenyans, particularly those living in traditionally marginalized 

and peripheral regions of the country. On the other hand, devolution has always been a 

highly passionate and also divisive issue in Kenya. While the state that was ushered into 

place at independence was characterized by some regional autonomy, the founding 

President of Kenya and his successor moved rapidly to centralize and consolidate state 

power, and further this trend. This maneuver was consistent with the observations of the 

French Philosopher De Tocqueville (in Pittz, 2011) who noted that the French Revolution 

began with "a push towards decentralization... but in the end became an extension of 

centralization." On this end, Khaunya et al., (2015) rightly concludes that the malaise of a 

centralized system of governance still lingers within this devolved system. However, the 

question that remains to be addressed - which Khaunya et al., 2015 has not provided 

answers for is why would there be a move by the national government in Kenya towards 

centralization despite the fact that devolution is protected in the constitution?An answer to 

this question can be found through the examination of the theoretical frameworks 

proposed in this paper.  

 

2.2 Theories relevant to devolution 

To understand the premises of devolution and, consequently, obtain a reasonable 

expectation of its workings, a theoretical framework is necessary. In this paper four 

theoretical approaches were contemplated; the principle of subsidiarity, the public choice 

theory, and the implementation theory.  
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2.2.1 Principle of Subsidiarity 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines subsidiarity as the idea that a central authority should 

have a subsidiary (that is, a supporting, rather than a subordinate) function, performing only 

those tasks which cannot be performed effectively at a more immediate or local level. The 

first principle in assignment of functions is that of “subsidiarity” which holds that a public 

service function should be assigned to the lowest level of government that is capable of 

delivering the service (Wyatt, 2006). The doctrine of subsidiarity is previously familiar to 

Catholic Social Theorists and observers of the European Union.  Subsidiarity is a principle of 

social organization that originated in the Roman Catholic Church and was developed 

following the First Vatican Council. It has been associated by some with the idea of 

decentralization (Craig, 2012). In its most basic formulation, it holds that social problems 

should be dealt with at the most immediate (or local) level consistent with their solution. 

Subsidiarity calls for social problems to be addressed from a “bottom-up”, rather than “top 

down” approach.  

 

Literally meaning “to ‘seat’ (“Sid”) a service down (“sub”) as close to the need for that 

service as is feasible,” subsidiarity holds that where families, neighborhoods, churches, or 

community groups can effectively address a given problem, they should.  Where they 

cannot, municipal or state governments should intervene. Only when the lower bodies 

prove ineffective should the federal government become involved (Dashwood et al., 

2011).The main economic benefits of decentralization arise from citizens having a greater 

influence over decisions affecting the services they receive. The principle of subsidiarity 

plays an important role in the political rhetoric of the European Union concerning the 

relationship between the EU governing bodies and the member states (Wyatt, 2006). The 

United Nations Development Program’s 1999 report on decentralization noted that 

subsidiarity was an important principle. In Kenya, this principle is at least implied in Articles 

174 – 200 of the Constitution, which pertain to the creation of County governments and the 

objects of devolution (TFD, 2012). 
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2.2.2 Public Choice Theory 

James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock developed the Public Choice Theory in an attempt to 

explain public decision making (Rowley & Schneider, 2008). Essentially, the theory examines 

the interaction of the electorate, the politicians, the administration and political action 

committees. Public Choice Theory is concerned with the study of politics based on economic 

principles, that is, the political economy. The main thrust of this Theory is that it recognizes 

that politicians are largely motivated by self-interest (Powell & Stringham, 2009). Some 

consider public choice as being "ill-named” since the only choices it is concerned with are 

for all intents and purposes private. It is both a branch of microeconomics and an 

ideologically laden view of democratic politics. Analysts of the school apply the logic of 

microeconomics to politics and generally find that whereas self-interest leads to benign 

results in the marketplace, it produces nothing but pathology in political decisions.  

 

These pathological patterns represent different kinds of "free-riding" and "rent-seeking" by 

voters, bureaucrats, politicians, and recipients of public funds (Hill,1999). Coalitions of 

voters seeking special advantage from the state join together to get favorable legislation 

enacted. Rather than being particularly needy, these groups are likely to be those whose big 

stake in a benefit arouses them to more effective action than is taken by the taxpayers at 

large over whom the costs are spread. In general, individuals with "concentrated" interests 

in increased expenditure take a "free ride" on those with "diffuse" interests in lower taxes. 

Similarly, the managers of the "bureaucratic firms" seek to maximize budgets, and thereby 

to obtain greater power, larger salaries, and other perquisites (Borcherding, Dillon & Willett, 

1998). Budget maximization results in higher government spending overall, inefficient 

allocation among government agencies, and inefficient production within them. In addition, 

when government agencies give out grants, the potential grantees expend resources in 

lobbying up to the value of the grants-an instance of the more general "political dissipation 

of value" resulting from the scramble for political favors and jobs.  

 

At the heart of all public choice theories then is the notion that an official at any level, be 

they in the public or private sector, "acts at least partly in his own self- interest, and some 

officials are motivated solely by their own self-interest." (Downs, 1967 in Terry, 1998). For 
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Downs, broader motivations such as pride in performance, loyalty to a programme, 

department or government, and a wish to best serve their fellow citizens may also affect a 

bureaucrat's behaviour, and the level to which self-interest plays a role in decisions is 

different for each of five bureaucratic personality types that he identifies. For Niskanen 

(2008), self- interest is the sole motivator. The realization that politicians and government 

employees are driven by self-interest is an extremely serious conclusion. The question 

immediately comes to mind, "How far will they go?" The answer to that is profound and 

extremely disturbing, for history shows us that they will act in self-interest.  

 

2.2.3 Implementation Theory 

The present study embarks to determine the factors that affect quality budget 

implementation in county government. Budgets are nominally decisional tools used to set 

up and allocate fiscal resources in order to achieve policies being pursued by public 

authorities. Therefore, implementing a budget is essentially implementing policies. The 

pioneers of implementation theory, Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) in Pülzl and Treib 

(2017), define implementation theory in terms of a relationship to policy as laid down in 

official documents. According to them, policy implementation may be viewed as a process 

of interaction between the setting of goals and actions geared to achieve them (Hupe, 

2011). Policy implementation encompasses those actions by public and private individuals 

or groups that are directed at the achievement of objectives set forth in policy decisions. 

These includes both one-time efforts to transform decisions into operational terms and 

continuing efforts to achieve the large and small changes mandated by policy decisions. 

 

Brynard (2005) defines policy implementation as what develops between the establishment 

of an apparent intention on the part of government to do something or stop doing 

something and the ultimate impact of world of actions. More concisely, policy 

implementation refers to the connection between the expression of governmental intention 

and actual result (O’Toole, 2004) which is a fitting description when viewed from the 

implementation of the public budget. The government can only see the efficacy of its policy 

statements through the implemented budget. For example, a policy on universal basic 

education is a statement of intent until a budget is drawn and implemented. It is through 
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implementation reports that the effectiveness of the policy can be seen, in other words, 

implementation of the budget helps outline the scope of the policy. In the context of the 

present study, improving service delivery at the grassroots level through devolution is the 

main policy objective, hence, resources are budgeted for to this end both by the national 

and county governments. However, that said, competing choices between the social actors 

may lead to certain challenges in implementation. This coupled by scarcity of resources may 

lead to an implementation problem requiring the designing of a mechanism (game 

form)such that the equilibrium outcomes satisfy a criterion of social optimality embodied in 

a social choice rule (Maskin &Sjostrom,2002). 

 

Failures of implementation are, by definition, lapses of planning, specification and control 

(Elmore, 1978 in Paudel, 2009).Successful implementation, according to Matland, requires 

compliance with statutes’ directives and goals; achievement of specific success indicators; 

and improvement in the political climate around a program (Hill & Hupe, 2003).In the same 

vein, Giacchino and Kakabadse (2003) assess the successful implementation of public 

policies on decisive factors. According to them, these are the decisions taken to locate 

political responsibility for initiative; presence of strong project management or team 

dynamics and level of commitment shown to policy initiatives. Besides this, the success of a 

policy depends critically on two broad factors: local capacity and will. Questions of 

motivation and commitment (or will) reflect the implementer’s assessment of the value of a 

policy or the appropriateness of a strategy. Motivation or will is influenced by factors largely 

beyond the reach of policy environmental stability; competing centers of authority, 

contending priorities or pressures and other aspects of socio-political milieu can also 

profoundly influence an implementer’s willingness. This emphasis on individual motivation 

and internal institutional conditions implies that external policy features have limited 

influence on outcomes, particularly at lower level in the institution (Matland, 1995). 

Therefore, it is evident that the budget implementation problem is more of an internal 

problem than an external one.  
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3.0 FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

3.1 Key research question: Is devolved governance in Kenya a false start in democratic 

decentralization for development? 

 

According to Macrory (2008), the positive effects of a political/economic system governed 

by the principle of subsidiarity include: addressing of systemic failures that can largely be 

avoided, since diverse solutions to common problems avoid common mode failure; 

individual and group initiative is given maximum scope to solve problems and; the systemic 

problem of moral hazard is largely avoided. In particular, the vexing problem of atrophied 

local initiative/responsibility is avoided. He writes that the negative effects of a 

political/economic system governed by the principle of subsidiarity include: when a genuine 

principle of liberty is recognized by a higher political entity but not all subsidiary entities, 

implementation of that principle can be delayed at the more local level; in areas where the 

local use of common resources has a broad regional, or even global  impact (such as in the 

generation of pollutants), higher levels of authority may have a natural mandate to 

supersede local authority (Schmidt, 2006).  

 

Following Macrory’s (2008) argument, this paper postulates that the national government in 

Kenya may have genuine concerns for its tenacity for centralization owing to the structure 

of devolution which Ngala (2015) and Bosire (2016) contend the political elite believe can 

lead to ethnic balkanization or “mini republics” and even secession from the state in the 

worst case scenario. Indeed, this could be reason why the national government is still 

reluctant to devolve or “fully” devolve some functions so as to retain some degree of 

control over the devolved governments. However, in so doing, the national government 

risks eroding democratic decentralization for development. 

 

Devolution was mainly meant to address the developmental challenges of the country from 

a grassroots perspective according to the Principle of Subsidiarity and Public Choice Theory 

points of view. Key among these were the much visible infrastructural challenges that 

effectively marginalized many areas of the country. By failing to fully devolve the roads 
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function for instance, it means contrary to citizens expectations, the roads may still be 

asymmetrically distributed, and they may end up addressing their concerns to the county 

and not the national government. There is also the limitation of budget approval where The 

PFM Act stipulates that money shall not be withdrawn from the revenue fund unless the 

Controller of Budget approves its withdrawal (CoK, 2010). The rationale for this being that 

the budget must meet the Controller of Budget requirements before appropriation of cash.  

 

Among these requirements is that the capital development at the county government level 

must not overlap with national government proposed or actual capital projects within the 

county. Further, the funds for development are generated from the county through their 

local revenue collections but then they do not have authority to spend the funds until 

approved by the Controller of Budget. Therefore, could it be that the national government is 

impeding development in the devolved governments? Nakitare (2018) argues that the 

regulations published by the Treasury are problematic in that they completely exclude 

counties from even being consulted prior to the National government undertaking its 

interventions. The regulations do not also provide a process of incorporating the projects 

proposed to be carried out in the county planning process. This defeats core components of 

the public finance framework, including the need for consultations in development planning 

(Musyoka, 2017). 

 

The other genuine concern for the national government and indeed the citizenry is the issue 

of “devolved corruption” also pointed out by Khaunya et al., (2015). At the heart of all public 

choice theories then is the notion that an official at any level, be they in the public or private 

sector, "acts at least partly in his own self- interest, and some officials are motivated solely 

by their own self-interest." (Downs, 1967 in Terry, 1998). Corruption at the national 

government has been the recurrent theme of public sector management. The fear that the 

systemic weaknesses that have facilitated corruption may find their way to the devolved 

governments contrary to the view that there can be better scrutiny at the grassroots is 

becoming validated by the reports and subsequent arrests of county officials including 

governors involved in corruption.  
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Citizens through public participation and county assemblies are supposed to provide 

primary oversight on public expenditure at the county governments and hold their county 

executives accountable. However, interestingly, they appear to cede this democratic right to 

national government through the Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission (EACC). However, 

the lack of capacity by both citizens and county assemblies to fully understand the policy 

regime in the PFM Act 2012 makes them unable to provide meaningful oversight and, as 

such, they may fail to realize the envisaged democracy in development. According to the 

Implementation Theory, the success of a policy depends critically on two broad factors: local 

capacity and will. This means at the local level; the citizenry and their county governments 

are responsible for entrenching devolution and this can be done through increased capacity.  

 

One of the more glaring cases where the capacity of the county governments to absorb 

devolved functions is on the matter of budget absorption and especially development funds. 

This is where the contention is, and it is also where the visible devolution is in terms of 

development. Evidence abounds both from the Controller of Budget reports and empirical 

studies that development funds are poorly absorbed by county governments in Kenya. For 

instance, a breakdown of county budget absorption rates for the six consecutive years since 

2013 indicates that compared to recurrent expenditure absorption rates, development or 

capital budget absorption was lower in terms of the total approved budget. Further, in the 

last two fiscal years, 2017/18 and 2018/19, capital budget absorption rates had significantly 

dropped from above 65% that was experienced in the three consecutive years from 2014/15 

and 2016/17.  

 

In general, the capital budget absorption rates for the six consecutive years since the advent 

of devolution had not attained the benchmark rate of 95% set by the National Treasury. 

Further, the PFM Act (2012) set a threshold for development allocations in the counties at 

30% of their budgets, however, while overall the counties surpassed this target, this was not 

necessarily reflected in absorption further bringing into questions the counties spending 

efficiency. Mathenge, Shavulimo and Kiama (2017) attributed the low absorption capacity of 

the monies by the Counties to lengthy procurement modalities and capacity; Poor or non-

existent project and contract management capabilities; limited County Assembly capacity to 
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oversee budget implementation, shortages of technical staff and weaknesses in the budget 

classification system; an example is when recurrent expenditure is misrepresented and 

budgeted as development or salaries presented as other items.  

4.0 CONCLUSIONS  

Khaunya et al., (2015) study raised some very important questions on the state of 

devolution in Kenya, that is, whether devolved governance in Kenya was false start in 

democratic decentralization for development. Khaunya’s study, however, lacked a 

theoretical recourse and strong empirical evidence to back up their claims. In this study, 

however, theoretical insight has been provided in an attempt to answer the questions 

raised. Firstly, it emerged that the national government was cautious on its approach 

towards devolution despite the Principle of Subsidiarity advocating for such. This was in the 

presents study’s view a structural problem rather than a political imperative as argued by 

Khaunya et al., (2015) who holds that many officials in the center will inevitably resist 

relinquishing power and authority, often for good institutional reasons. However, contrary 

to Khaunya’s view, devolution is protected in the constitution and it is no longer a 

prerogative of the political establishment like the former attempts to decentralize 

government through local authorities. In fact, future elections will be fought on the premise 

of strengthening devolution and this is already taking shape as county governors are 

agitating for more financial resources to enable them to fulfil their mandates.  

 

Secondly, Khaunya et al., (2015) argues that local power holders resist the presence of a 

new government that competes for their authority and power or seek to co-opt the new 

government. The current paper contends from both the structural perspective and the 

Public Choice Theory that apart from the erstwhile practice of appointing persons to high 

office where powerbrokers thrived, the devolution framework has created elective positions 

where local powerbrokers can democratically compete to become governors (and their 

deputies), senators, women representatives and even members of county assemblies. 

Therefore, the power and responsibility of electing office bearers in the county 

governments resides in the plebiscite through direct suffrage. However, the only rider to 

this is the fact that the national government has not so far demonstrated commitment to 
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actualizing Chapter Six of the constitution which stipulates integrity of public officers when 

it comes to clearing individuals for eligibility in contesting for elective positions.    

 

The other challenge noted by Khaunya is the inability to absorb some devolved functions. 

Contrary to the Principle of Subsidiarity, the structure of devolution in Kenya suggests that 

the national government holds the devolved functions in a “basket” and, therefore, retains 

the monopoly in devolution. This could be informed by new public management model 

which the government subscribes to and whose aim is efficiency rather than democratic 

accountability. The failure of the county governments to realize some of their 

democratically budgeted activities for development is in the national government’s 

perspective arising from their inability to spend their monies efficiently given the poor 

absorption rates.  On the other hand, there is power play at hand from interest groups 

backed by the national government especially in the actualization of the Equalization fund. 

Mutua (2016) observed the quiet passage by the National Assembly of the Constitutional 

Amendment Bill transferring the Equalization Fund from management by the National 

government generally to constituencies which are literally domiciled in the counties. This if 

not well addressed may lead to challenges in actualizing the development programs in 

marginalized areas in the counties. This paper contends that this move was against the spirit 

of devolution and could be tantamount to weakening it by creating further policy 

implementation challenges as argued by O’Toole (2003) in the implementation theory.  

 

Therefore, in a departure from Khaunya et al., the current paper concludes that the real 

issues at hand are structural rather than political and can be largely addressed through a 

strong institutional framework and by citizens of the devolved governments actively playing 

their role in oversighting their executive 
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