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Abstract 
While recognizing that community participation stimulates local self-reliance 
and reduced dependency on outside agencies, it is also appreciated that a 
number of factors influence participation. This study was conducted to de-
termine the demographic factors that influence community participation by 
using empirical data collected from a sample of 326 community members 
who participated in the implementation of the Hazina Ya Maendeleo Ya 
Pwani (HMP) project. The research was carried out at the Kenya coastal re-
gion comprising six counties namely, Mombasa, Taita Taveta, Kwale, Kilifi, 
Lamu and Tana River. Data was collected using a semi-structured question-
naire. Using a multinomial logistic regression, the study examined the extent 
to which demographic factors comprising age, gender, type of economic ac-
tivity and level of education influenced community participation in develop-
ment initiatives. Study findings revealed that gender and level of education 
were the two demographic factors that significantly influenced community 
participation, with women showing greater participation. The study also re-
vealed that demographic factors comprising age and type of economic activity 
had no significant influence on community participation. The study con-
cludes that in order to stimulate optimal community participation in devel-
opment initiatives at the grass-root level, it is worthwhile to make gender and 
educational level considerations. The study recommends that there is a need 
to enhance the participation of men in development interventions consider-
ing the many socially constructed roles already assumed by women. 
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1. Introduction 

Community participation is a widely used concept and its definition does not 
always neatly fit into a single discipline. In the health sector, it is defined as a 
process whereby people, both individually and in groups, exercise their right to 
play an active and direct role in the development and delivery of appropriate 
health services [1]. Agricultural economists describe it as a process of farmers 
getting benefits, while political scientists focus on votes and decision-making [2]. 
In community development, it is understood as a route of social progress in 
which people meet their collective needs [3]. The common understanding is that 
community participation entails involving communities in assessing their own 
needs and in developing strategies to meet them, thus increasing intervention 
ownership and sustainability [4]. This perspective is shared by Sheikh et al. [5] 
who define community participation as a systematic involvement of significant 
number of people, in diverse activities to manage their own problems while car-
rying the concept of togetherness. In the context of this study, however, the term 
participation is operationalized as engaging communities in identifying their 
challenges, prioritizing their needs and taking responsibility for implementation 
and management of development projects with a view to address some of their 
most immediate needs [6]. 

In developing countries, participatory methods have been successful in at-
taining high levels of participation and collaboration in development projects, 
stimulating communities to self-mobilize and take independent action [7]. The 
rationale has been to fully engage communities for them to take initiatives and 
actions are stimulated by their own thinking and deliberations for effective con-
trol of their development agenda. Community participation is therefore the 
means through which local self-reliance is stimulated, thus reducing dependency 
on the outside agencies [8]. Authors in a wide range of literature emphasize on 
the importance of community participation in planning, implementation, mon-
itoring and evaluation of development initiatives [9]. Participation of local 
people in development processes allows the community to have control over the 
resources, boost involvement and decision-making in developing their common 
comfort [5]. It is considered fundamental to the ownership and success of de-
velopment initiatives [10] and essential in bringing about sustainable communi-
ty development at the grassroots level [11]. It is believed that involving com-
munities in assessing their own needs and in developing strategies to meet those 
needs can increase intervention ownership and sustainability [12]. Omosa [13] 
underscored the need to involve local people when designing projects since de-
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velopment cannot be defined from outside and be imported for implementation. 
As a key paradigm for rural development in Kenya, community participation 

in development initiatives has been firmly anchored in the constitution. The 
Kenya Constitution provides a strong legal framework for citizen participation 
in development processes. Article 1 of the constitution states that all sovereign 
power is vested in the people of Kenya and the exercise of this power occurs at 
the national and county levels either directly through citizen participation or in-
directly through democratically elected representatives [14]. Article 10(2)(a) 
states that “participation of the people” is one of the country’s values and principles 
of governance while Article 232(1)(d) instructs public servants to include citizens “in 
the process of policy making”. Equally, the Kenya’s’ Vision 2030—the national 
long-term development blueprint, targets to invest in the people of Kenya in or-
der to improve the quality of life for all Kenyans [15]. Guided by these legal 
frameworks, reforms in sectors such as education, health, security, environment, 
entrepreneurship, water, sports among others have provided platforms for 
people participation in development projects with the objective of improving 
overall service delivery. In Kenya today, many governmental organizations have 
increasingly been involved in supporting community projects aimed at improv-
ing livelihoods of the community in which they operate [16]. 

Participation of the community is mostly done through structures such as 
Community Based Organizations (CBOs) specifically formed for the purposes of 
achieving common good projects [1] and is now among the fastest growing me-
chanism for channeling development assistance [17]. In many instances there-
fore, these have served as instruments for consultation with supposed beneficia-
ries about planning and implementation of community projects [10]. For this 
reason, the development landscape is today littered with committees formed in 
the wake of these changes, mandated as “user groups” to take on some of the 
functions of provisioning, regulation and management that previously resided 
with the state [18]. Consequently, communities especially in rural areas have 
been engaged in development initiatives for both collective and individual bene-
fit. Findings from the 2006 National Council of Community Based Organiza-
tions (NCCBO) survey showed that there were a total of 26027 registered CBOs 
in Kenya [15] which have increasingly become the key target group for imple-
menting development projects at the grass root level [16]. CBOs positively affect 
the process of rural change as they contribute to better income, improvement in 
health and literacy status of the local populations. CBOs serve as a link between 
citizens and the government and are often thought to be more responsive to 
community concerns than government agencies or private businesses [19]. 

In addition to the available evidence on the benefits of participation, it is also 
important to understand factors that influence community participation in de-
velopment projects. In literature various authors agree that demographic and 
socio-economic factors have to a large extent an influence on community par-
ticipation. For instance, Bauma et al. [20] argue that the level of participation in 
social and civic community life is significantly influenced by individual so-
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cio-economic status and other demographic characteristics. Supporting this line 
of thought, Plummer [21] describes factors such as skills and knowledge, em-
ployment, cultural beliefs, gender, education and literacy social and political 
marginalization to be key in affecting community participation. In his study 
conducted in Africa and Latin America, Awortwi [22] concluded that income 
levels and housing categories have positive relationships with factor influencing 
community participation and supervision. Dorsner [23] argues that factors such 
as social norms, administrative rules and procedure, the legal system and income 
distribution impede community participation [23]. 

In this context therefore, this study sought to determine demographic factors 
that influence community participation by exploring the perspectives and expe-
riences of coastal communities who participated in the implementation of 
projects supported through a community grant facility translated in Kiswahili 
language as Hazina Ya Maendeleo Ya Pwani (HMP). The HMP project was con-
ceptualized under the auspices of the Kenya Coastal Development Project 
(KCDP) financed by the World Bank [24]. The main objective of HMP was to 
improve access to social services among communities—a key challenge for the 
coastal residents [15]. Government agencies and development partners have im-
plemented many projects and programs in the region that targeted to address 
the challenge of access to social services. Among the many projects implemented 
at the Kenya coast is HMP that adopted a Community Driven Development 
(CDD) approach to engage coastal communities in improving access to social 
services [25]. Through the CDD approach coastal communities through regis-
tered CBOs were engaged in the identification, development and implementa-
tion of priority projects that address the challenge of access to social services. 
Through its emphasis on participation and focus on community empowerment 
strengthened through development of technical and financial capacity, the CDD 
provided a unique way to respond to developmental challenges associated with 
limited access to social services. The aim of this study is therefore to examine the 
extent to which demographic factors such as age, gender, level of education and 
type of economic activity influenced community participation in the HMP 
project. 

2. Methodology 

Study area 
The study was carried out in coastal Kenya that comprises six counties name-

ly: Mombasa, TaitaTaveta, Kwale, Kilifi, Lamu and Tana River (Figure 1). The 
climate of the region varies with distance from the coast and it becomes drier 
towards the inland from the ocean and from south to north [26]. Covering an 
area of approximately 83,000 km2, the coast region has a population of approx-
imately 3.3 million people with a birth rate of 3% [27]. About 69.7% percent of 
the coastal population lives below the poverty line, with some areas such as 
Ganze in Kilifi scoring an alarming 84% making it the second poorest region of  
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Figure 1. Map of coast region of Kenya, covering the six coastal counties. Source: Hassan et al., 2017. 

 
Kenya’s eight regions after North Eastern with 73.9% [15]. The region is en-
dowed with unique ecosystems with rich natural resources including marine 
fish, coral reefs, sea-grass beds, mangrove forest and a diverse cultural heritage 
that underpin the livelihood of the coastal communities. The Kenya coast also 
hosts a large migrant population of different ethnic and racial origins [15]. The 
continued migration into the coastal region that introduces more competition 
for the natural resources that underpin coastal livelihood only serves to exacer-
bate the already high poverty levels. 

Study Population and Sample Size 
The target study population comprises the communities living in coastal re-

gion currently estimated at 3.3 million people [27]. The accessible population is 
the 2160 community members drawn from the CBOs that participated in the 
implementation of the HMP project and are also the beneficiaries of the same 
[25]. A sample size of 326 persons was computed using Ross et al. [28] equation. 
Proportionate sampling technique was used to get a fair representation of the 
study sample from the six coastal counties. Simple random sampling techniques 
were used to obtain the study respondents using a sampling frame obtained 
from HMP records [29]. 

Data Collection and Analysis 
Data from respondents was collected using a semi-structured questionnaire 

that was pre-tested in communities that were not ultimately included in the 
study, and later revised. The questions solicited responses regarding the extent of 
community participation structured in a three-point comprising 1 = Commu-
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nity not consulted on project activities; 2 = Community was consulted on pro-
ject activities; 3 = Community actively engaged on project activities. Demo-
graphic information such as age, gender, level of education and economic activ-
ity of respondents was also collected to provide respondent’s on their views re-
garding the influence of demographic factors on community participation in the 
HMP project. A total of 285 community members were taken through a one to 
one interview session using the questionnaire. The accuracy of information pro-
vided in questionnaires was verified through cross checking with verbal inter-
view transcripts and observations notes made during field trips for the purpose 
of improving internal and external validity of the research. The collected data 
was processed and analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences Ver-
sion 20.0. Descriptive statistics such as frequency and percentage were used to 
present the data. A multinomial logistic regression was used to determine the in-
fluence of demographic factors on community participation. The choice of the 
statistical tool was informed by the fact that the assumptions for fitting a linear 
regression were violated. In addition, because the outcome variable (community 
participation) were measured in three categories namely; 1 = active participa-
tion, 2 = consulted and 3 = not consulted. As such a multinomial regression was 
found fit. In this model the reference category was “those not consulted”. 

3. Results 

Demographic data of the respondents are shown in Table 1. 
Majority (53%; n = 151) of the respondents fell within the age group of 31 - 50 

years, whereas an additional 40% (n = 111) were above 50 years of age and only 
3 respondents were below 20 years (Table 1). More than half (56%, n = 161) of 
the respondents were females, while 46% (n = 133) were males. In terms of 
household sizes, 42.8% (n = 122) of the respondents had small households of 1 - 
5 persons while 41.4% (n = 118) had household size of 6 – 10 persons. Very few 
respondents (7.4%, n = 214) had household sizes of 11 – 15 persons. The educa-
tional attainments of majority (33.7%, n = 96) of the respondents was at Primary 
level while those illiterate were 31.2% (n = 89). Only 7.7% (n = 22) and 2.8% (n 
= 8) had college and university education. Majority (64% (n = 183) of the res-
pondents engaged in farming as their main source of livelihood with very few 
(0.7%, n = 2) engaging in fishing. Given the fact that the region is endowed with 
marine and specifically fishery resources this finding is of great concern. Ver-
sleijen and Hoorweg [30] confirm that challenges such as reduced catches, more 
competition from fellow artisanal fishermen as well as foreign fishermen, tour-
ism and human settlement have made many fishermen to resort to other in-
come-generating activities. 18.9 % of the respondents engaged in small business 
with a few engaged in gainful employment (8.1%) and the remaining (8.1%) 
serving as housewives or undertaking casual jobs such as masonry. 

Community Participation by Demographic Factors 
Using a multinomial logistic regression, the study assessed the influence of  
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents. 

Variables Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Age   

<20 Years 3 0 

20 - 30 Years 20 7 

31 - 50 Years 151 53 

>50 Years 111 40 

Gender   

Male 124 44 

Female 161 56 

Household size   

1 - 5 Persons 122 42.8 

6 - 10 Persons 118 41.4 

11 - 15 Persons 24 8.4 

16 Persons and above 21 7.4 

Level of education   

Primary school 96 33.7 

High School 70 24.6 

College 22 7.7 

University 8 2.8 

Illiterate 89 31.2 

Occupation   

Farming 183 64.2 

Fishing 02 0.7 

Trading 54 18.9 

Formal employment 23 8.1 

Others 23 8.1 

Field survey data collected in January 2017. 
 

demographic factors comprising gender, age, level of education, and type of 
economic activity on community participation in development initiatives (Table 
2). In this multinomial regression model the reference category was “those not 
consulted”. The table below shows the output from the multinomial model and 
the odds ratios (Exp (B)) were converted to probabilities. 

Gender Perspective 
The results show that from a gender perspective, there was a statistically sig-

nificant difference (p < 0.05) between females and males in terms of participa-
tion in development initiatives where women were more likely (94.2%) to par-
ticipate in development activities compared to men. There was a 94% relative 
probability that females who were consulted would participate in community  
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Table 2. Community participation by demographic factors. 

Participate B Std. Error Wald df Sig Exp(B) Probability 
95% Confidence Interval for Exp(B) 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Consult 

 

Intercept −2.924 1.949 2.251 1 0.134     

[Gender = 1] 2.788 0.792 12.381 1 0.000 16.252 94.2 3.439 76.807 

[Gender = 2] 0b . . 0 . . 0 . . 

[Age = 1] −2.995 0.000 . 1 . .050 4.76 0.050 0.050 

[Age = 2] −0.913 1.493 0.374 1 0.541 .401 28.62 0.021 7.488 

[Age = 3] 0.240 0.808 0.088 1 0.766 1.272 55.99 0.261 6.200 

[Age = 4] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

[Educ = 1] 1.315 0.940 1.959 1 0.162 3.725 78.84 0.591 23.500 

[Educ = 2] 0.949 1.169 0.659 1 0.417 2.582 72.08 0.261 25.516 

[Educ = 3] −0.223 1.605 0.019 1 0.890 .800 44.44 0.034 18.600 

[Educ = 4] 1.542 3.666 0.177 1 0.674 4.672 82.37 0.004 6165.130 

[Educ = 5] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

[Econ = 1] 2.049 1.514 1.832 1 0.176 7.758 88.58 0.399 150.709 

[Econ = 2] 2.587 9.215 0.079 1 0.779 13.294 93.00 1.906E−007 927,174,299.534 

[Econ = 3] 2.943 1.770 2.765 1 0.096 18.966 94.99 0.591 608.564 

[Econ = 4] 3.014 1.856 2.636 1 0.104 20.363 95.32 0.536 774.348 

[Econ = 5] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

Active 

 

Intercept −0.582 1.461 0.159 1 0.690     

[Gender = 1] 2.166 0.709 9.337 1 0.002 8.726 89.72 2.174 35.016 

[Gender = 2] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

[Age = 1] 18.383 0.000 . 1 . 96,264,271.645 100 96264271.65 96,264,271.65 

[Age = 2] −0.401 1.149 0.122 1 0.727 0.670 40.12 0.070 6.368 

[Age = 3] 0.184 0.715 0.067 1 0.796 1.202 54.59 0.296 4.881 

[Age = 4] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

[Educ = 1] 2.199 0.851 6.681 1 0.010 9.019 90.02 1.702 47.799 

[Educ = 2] 2.303 1.023 5.062 1 0.024 10.000 90.91 1.345 74.327 

[Educ = 3] 1.897 1.242 2.334 1 0.127 6.666 86.96 0.585 75.981 

[Educ = 4] 3.307 3.498 0.894 1 0.344 27.305 96.47 0.029 25,912.610 

[Educ = 5] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

[Econ = 1] 1.563 1.018 2.355 1 0.125 4.772 82.67 0.648 35.119 

[Econ = 2] 2.868 8.112 0.125 1 0.724 17.609 94.63 2.193E−006 141,407,455.593 

[Econ = 3] 1.695 1.357 1.560 1 0.212 5.449 84.49 0.381 77.934 

[Econ = 4] 0.503 1.376 0.133 1 0.715 1.653 62.31 0.111 24.535 

[Econ = 5] 0b . . 0 . .  . . 

a. The reference category is: Not Consulted. b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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development initiatives compared to those not consulted. The results also 
showed the 89.72% probability that females who were actively engaged in the 
process will participate in development activities compared to those not con-
sulted. The implication of these findings is that compared to men, women are 
more likely to participate in development activities when consulted and actively 
engaged. 

Age 
From the present study, the result in Table 2 shows that there was no signifi-

cant difference (p ≥ 0.05) between the different age categories in terms of par-
ticipation in development initiatives. 

Level of Education 
When comparing those consulted and those not consulted, there was no 

significant difference (p > 0.05) between the various educational levels in 
terms of community participation in development initiatives Compared to 
subjects in the other levels of education, those with college level education had 
a lower probability (44.44%) of participating in development activities when 
consulted compared to those not consulted. This could mean that individuals 
in this category have craft skills that enable them to engage in other income 
generating activities and may not find time to participate in community de-
velopment initiatives compared to those with university education who find it 
hard to get gainful employment. However, when comparing the actively en-
gaged and those not consulted, there was a statistically significant difference (p 
< 0.05) between individuals with Primary and High School levels of education-
al compared to subjects who are illiterate or those with college and university 
education. When actively engaged, individuals who are educated have a prob-
ability of between 86.96% - to 96.47% to participate in development activities 
compared to those who are educated but not consulted. This therefore means 
that level of education is a determinant of community participation in devel-
opment projects. 

Type of Economic Activity 
The results (Table 2) show that there was no statistically significant difference 

(p > 0.05) among individuals in participation in development initiatives. There 
was however, a probability of between 88.58% - 95.32% for individuals in the 
different economic activity categories to participate in development initiatives 
when consulted compared to those not consulted. There was also, a probability 
of between 62.31% - 94.93% for the subjects in all economic categories to partic-
ipate when actively engaged compared to those not consulted. This therefore 
means that when communities are consulted or actively engaged they will par-
ticipate in development activities regardless of their current economic engage-
ment. It is important to note that the type of economic activity undertaken by an 
individual or household influences to a great extent the income level and as such 
it may imply that the income level was not a factor determining community par-
ticipation. 
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4. Discussion 

Gender Perspective 
The findings concur with those of Mensah [31] in their study of the relation-

ship between socio-demographic characteristics and community participation 
using the Chi-square test (x2) of goodness-of-fit. From the study [31], the gender 
variable was found to be significantly related to community participation. How-
ever, unlike in the current study, men tended to show greater participation in 
development activities than their female counterparts. Similar results were re-
ported by Safari et al. [32] where the gender variable was found to be a determi-
nant of community participation in development activities but in this specific 
case more men compared to women, were involved in tourism-related activities. 
The study findings are also similar to those of Jaafar et al. [33] who reported that 
gender had a significant moderating effect on community participation in de-
velopment activities where men were found to be generally more predisposed to 
participating in developmental processes than their female counterparts. This is 
probably because women from more deprived backgrounds often experience low 
self-confidence, which acts as a barrier to their participation [34]. In addition, 
majority of the respondents in this study were female who play a large part in 
family responsibilities thus giving them little time to participate in development 
initiatives. Similar results were reported by Torgerson and Edwards [35] that 
while women are more inclined than men to participate in community work, the 
time-consuming family obligations disproportionately shouldered by women 
can constrain their participation. 

On the contrary, the present study findings are not in line with those of Ga-
bayon [36] who found that there was no significant difference in participation 
based on gender as both males and females had almost the same participation 
rate. 

Age 
The study findings however, contradict those of Jaafar et al. [37] who reported 

that age had a significant moderating effect on community participation in de-
velopment activities. The study findings are also contrary to those of Oladele 
[37] who claimed that age plays a vital role in community participation. The 
study results are not in line with the findings by Harill [38] who reported that 
socio-demographic characteristics such as age influenced residents’ attitudes to-
wards community participation in development initiatives in general. The study 
results are however similar to those of Gabayon [36] who found that age does 
not define people’s participation in local community development issues. 

In addition, the results also showed that when actively engaged, there was 
100% probability that individuals below 20 years will participate in development 
activities compared to the other age categories when not consulted. The implica-
tion of this finding is that the high youthful population in the country today, 
could serve as a demographic dividend especially if they are actively engaged in 
development activities. Due to their fresh motivation, capabilities, and innova-
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tiveness they can act as a catalyst for achieving development goal. An added 
benefit here is the possibility of keeping them away from vices such as involve-
ment in crime, drug and substance abuse etc. 

Level of Education 
The study results are in line with those of John [39], who asserted that educa-

tional level of the citizenry has a significant correlation in the level of public par-
ticipation. Similarly, Joshi and Houtzager [40], contends that education has a 
high positive correlation with publics engagement in local governance. Similar 
results were reported by Mugizi et al. [41] who argued that education is essential 
in enhancing long-term participation of local community in any development 
initiatives. The results agree with those reported by Dorsner [23] who argued 
that the level of education in the community affects the level of community par-
ticipation in development projects. He asserts that altogether what is needed to 
ensure equal participation in community development activities is not just edu-
cated project leaders but also having a community with adequate level of basic 
education. Dorsner [23] attest that in Senegal community projects participation 
of villagers was affected by the low educational level and thereby the low man-
agement, organizational and leadership skills available in the community to take 
part in the project especially at decision making level. The results are also in 
agreement with those obtained by Speer et al. [42] and Shamiyulla and Ramu 
[43], who reported that the level of education is a significant variable influencing 
community participation in development activities. This argument concurs with 
the thinking of Aworti [22] who argued that participation increases with the 
education level. In his study, he noted that educated households will anticipate 
the benefits of community self-help and therefore participate in its development. 
Similar results were reported by Ganesh and Surendra [44] in their study in Ne-
pal where the participation of farmers in agricultural activities was found to be 
influenced by the education level and number of trainings, received by the 
community. Similarly, Joshi and Houtzager [41], contends that education has a 
high positive correlation with publics participation in local governance. 

The present study findings contradict with those of Aworti [22] who asserts 
that education in itself is not entirely a determining variable in community par-
ticipation. He asserts that many uneducated households scored even better than 
those with secondary school education in variables such as: membership of 
community organization, attendance at meetings and participation in planning 
while those with good education level speak more in meetings than those with-
out education do. The study findings are contrary to those of Saidu, et al. [45] in 
a study conducted in Kano state of Nigeria where education was found to add 
negatively to community participation in decision making process as majority of 
the educated people look for better job opportunities rather than getting in-
volved in agricultural activities. High education level can also be a hindering 
factor in community participation as explained by Dorsner [23] in which she in-
dicates that educated members of the communities at times are not available for 
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their community even if they have interest as they tend to have other business 
commitments. 

Type of Economic Activity 
The present results contradict those of Awortwi [22] in his studies carried out 

in Africa and Latin America which concluded that income levels have positive 
relationships with factor influencing community participation. The results also 
contradict those of Jansky [46] who asserts that the levels of participation in so-
cial and civic community life are significantly influenced by individual socioe-
conomic status. The study results do not concur with previous studies that have 
provided evidence to the fact that income influences community participation in 
tourism [47] [48]. Similar results were reported by Brodie et al. [49] who opined 
that the socio economic group a person belongs to has an impact on his/her level 
of participation as people from lower socio economic groups often have less 
access to resources and practical support making their participation in commu-
nity development initiatives rather difficult and limited. 

In summary therefore majority (53%; n = 151) of the respondents fell within 
the age group of 31 - 50 years, with over half (56%, n = 161) being females. 
42.8% (n = 122) of the respondents had small households of 1 - 5 persons while 
the educational attainment of majority (33.7%, n = 96) of the respondents was at 
Primary level. Respondents who were illiterate constituted 31.2% of the respon-
dents. Majority (64% (n = 183) of the respondents engaged in farming with very 
few (0.7%, n = 2) engaging in fishing. Of the demographic factors assessed for 
their influence on community participation, only gender and level of education 
were found to be statistically significant (p ≥ 0.05). Age and economic activities 
were found to have no significant influence on community participation. 

5. Conclusions 

From the findings of the study, evidence shows that community participation in 
development initiatives is related to gender and educational level of the commu-
nity members. It can be concluded that gender and level of education influence 
community participation. It is therefore recommended that it is worthwhile to 
make gender and educational level considerations in order to stimulate optimal 
community participation in development initiatives. In addition, given the fact 
that educational level is a predictor of community participation in development 
initiatives, the study recommends that a lot of effort should be put by Coastal 
County Governments, Non Governmental Organizations and other key stake-
holders in addressing the high illiteracy level among coastal communities. This 
will not only encourage community participation in development initiatives, but 
will also permit the achievements of the benefits associated with community in-
volvement in development interventions. 

This study has also revealed that youths have a great potential in participating 
in development activities when actively engaged. As such, given the high youth-
ful population in Kenya, it may be worthwhile to tap on this demographic divi-
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dend to initiate development activities at community level. By this way, the twin 
objectives of engaging the youth in development projects and keeping them 
away from vices such as drug and substance abuse will be achieved. 

It has emerged from this study that women are more inclined to participate in 
development initiatives at the community level than their male counterparts. 
Participation of men in development activities should be enhanced considering 
the many socially constructed roles already assumed by women which may po-
tentially limit their active participation. 
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