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Abstract – The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between selected demographics and community participation in 
cultural tourism development. This study which was conducted in Kogelo area in Kenya. A study sample of 137 respondents was 
randomly selected from among the residents. Descriptive statistics was used to determine the link between the demographic factors and 
the participation of the local community in cultural tourism development, while linear regression and the F distribution test were used 
to test the research hypotheses.  Results revealed that 58.4% of the respondents participated in cultural tourism development while 
41.6% did not. The first hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between gender and community participation in cultural 
tourism development at Kogelo was rejected since it had an F value of 4.773 and p value of 0.031.  The second hypothesis that there is no 
significant relationship between age and community participation in cultural tourism development at Kogelo was accepted since it had 
an F value of 0.001 and p value of 0.980.  The third hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between marital status and 
community participation in cultural tourism development at Kogelo was rejected since it had an F value of 4.308 and p value of 0.040. 
The fourth hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between level of education and community participation in cultural 
tourism development at Kogelo was rejected since it had an F value of 2.742 and p value of 0.100. This implied that the selected 
demographic factors influenced community participation in cultural tourism development at Kogelo.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Traditions, heritage, culture and nature are the reasons 
why tourists visit an area and cultural tourism depends on 
these cultural and natural resources ([1],[2]). Culture, like 
God and politics is everywhere [3].  In order to ensure 
community participation,  Smith [1] suggested that there 
should be a sense of local ownership, leadership and 
empowerment, development opportunities for local control 
and management, creation opportunities for group and 
community-based projects, respect local heritage, traditions 
and cultural values and facilitation host–guest interaction. 

Cultural tourism is a type of tourism that has two 
definitional perspectives. Firstly, the conceptual definition of 

cultural tourism which is people moving to cultural 
attractions that are away from their usual residence, with the 
purpose to collecting novel information and experiences to 
gratify the cultural needs ([4],[5]). Secondly, the technical 
definition of cultural tourism which is all movements of 
persons to specific cultural attractions, such heritage sites, 
artistic and cultural manifestations, arts and drama outside 
their normal place of residency ([4],[6],[7]).   

In essence, cultural tourism is one of the oldest types of 
tourism and still remains to be a backbone of the tourism 
industry in most parts of the world [6]. In 2007, 40% of all 
international tourism (360 million arrivals) was as a result of 
cultural tourism [8]. 
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This percentage rose to 50% of all international tourism 
(467 million arrivals) in 2010 [9]. From the preceding 
statistics, it can be understood that cultural tourism is of 
foremost significance and therefore there is need to evaluate 
how the selected demographic factors affect community 
participation in this type of tourism.  

On the other hand, community participation is the 
involvement of a group of people residing in a specific 
geographic area and conditioned by the sub-cultural or life 
processes of cooperation, assimilation, competition and 
conflict in a particular project or endeavor [10]. It is an active 
process by which beneficiary client groups influence the 
direction and execution of a development project with a view 
to enhancing their well-being in terms of income, personal 
growth, self-reliance or other values they cherish [11]. The 
study sought to test the following research hypotheses 
regarding the selected demographic factors of gender, age, 
marital status and level of education influenced community 
participation in cultural tourism development at Kogelo. The 
research hypotheses were: 

Ho1: There is no significant relationship between gender and 
community participation in cultural tourism development at 
Kogelo. 
Ho2: There is no significant relationship between age and 
community participation in cultural tourism development at 
Kogelo. 
Ho3: There is no significant relationship between marital 
status and community participation in cultural tourism 
development at Kogelo. 
Ho4: There is no significant relationship between level of 
education and community participation in cultural tourism 
development at Kogelo. 

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study employed quantitative approach where the data 
collected is structured and subjected to a formal statistical 
and numerical analysis and are used to describe and 
understand behavior ([12],[13],[14],[15],[16],[17]). The 
study used descriptive survey research design which 
describes the state of affairs as it exists and the researchers 
use to administer a survey questionnaire to a smaller group of 
people in order to identify trends in attitudes, opinions, 
behaviors, or characteristics of a larger group of people 
([18],[19],[20],[21]). Simple random sampling was used to 
select the respondents for the questionnaires.   

According to this sampling technique, all members of the 
population under study have the same known and equal 
chance of selection ([22],[23],[24],[25]). The study used 

questionnaires which  consists of a number of questions 
printed or typed in a definite order on a form or set of forms 
to solicit information appropriate for analysis and in a 
predetermined order ([26],[27],[28],[29]). The research 
instrument used was the questionnaire which is a 
fundamental in collecting information for descriptive survey 
([30],[31],[32]). In data analysis, the reseacher used 
descriptive statistics which are statistical computations 
describing either the characteristics of a sample or the 
relationship among variables in a sample ([33],[34]).  

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The study analyzed the demographics of the local 
community at Kogelo on four variables namely gender, age, 
marital status and level of education. On gender as shown on 
Table 1, 59.9% of the respondents were male while 40.1% 
were female, with a mean of 1.40 and standard deviation of 
0.492. This clearly implied that the male respondent were 
more than the female ones. Concerning age, 45.3% of 
respondents were aged between 18-30 years, 32.1% were 
between 31-40 years, 12.4% were between 41 – 50 years and 
5.1% each were aged between 51- 60 years and over 60 years 
respectively, with a mean of 1.93 and standard deviation of 
1.116. This meant that a majority of the respondents were 
between the ages of 18 – 30 years, which form the majority 
of the youth in Kenya according to the 2009 census [35]. A 
majority of respondents (108) were below 40 years. This 
implied that most of the locals were of younger generation 
and it can be inferred that cultural tourism initiatives in the 
area can be sustained because a majority of the locals were in 
their prime ages. 

On the issue of marital status, results also revealed that 
38% of the respondents were single, 41.6% were married, 
9.5% were separated, 5.8% were divorced and 5.1% were 
widowed, with a mean of 1.99 and standard deviation of 
1.085. The study also revealed that a slight majority of the 
respondents were married, owing to the fact that the area has 
a rural setting and marriage is sometimes preferred due to 
numerous responsibilities. With regard to highest level of 
education, 5.8% respondents had attained primary level of 
education, 48.9% had secondary education, 28.5% had 
attained tertiary education and 16.8% had no formal 
education, with a mean of 2.56 and standard deviation of 
0.839. From this result, it is clear that a majority of 
respondents had secondary education as their highest level of 
education.  Consequently, the respondents were inquired 
whether they participated in cultural tourism or not. 58.4% of 
the respondents mentioned that they participated in this type 
of tourism, while 41.6% revealed that they did not. 
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On the cross-tabulation of gender and community 
participation in cultural tourism development, 67.5% of the 
males and 32.5% of the females reiterated that they 
participated in this type of tourism (Table 1). On the other 
hand, 49.1%% of the males and 50.9% of the females 
admitted that they did not participate in cultural tourism 
development. This result depicts explicitly that the male 

respondents had more inclination to participate in cultural 
tourism development, compared to their female counterparts.  
The Chi-square results of gender and participation were X = 
4.678, df=1, p = 0.031 and revealed that gender as a variable 
significantly affected the participation of the respondents in 
cultural tourism development.  

 

Table 1 : Gender By Community Participation In Cultural Tourism Crosstab And Chi-Square Test 

 Community 
participation in 
cultural tourism 

Total 

Yes No 

Gender of respondents 

Male 
Count 54 28 82 

% within participation in cultural tourism 67.5% 49.1% 59.9% 

Female 
Count 26 29 55 

% within Participation in cultural tourism 32.5% 50.9% 40.1% 

Total 
Count 80 57 137 

% within Participation in cultural tourism 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Chi-Square = 4.678, df=1, p = 0.031 

 

Concerning the cross-tabulation of age and community 
participation in cultural tourism development, the 
respondents between ages 18 – 30 years had 56.5% who 
participated in cultural tourism development and 43.5% of 
those who did not.   Those between the ages of 31 - 40 years 
of had 59.1% who participated in cultural tourism 
development and 40.9% of those who did not.   Those 
between the ages of 41 - 50 years of had 64.7% who 
participated in cultural tourism development and 35.3% of 
those who did not.   Those between the ages of 51 - 60 years 

had 85.7% who participated in cultural tourism development 
and 14.3% of those who did not as shown in Table 2.  

The respondents whose ages were over 60 years had 
28.6% who participated in cultural tourism development and 
71.4% of those who did not. The Chi-square results of age 
and participation were X = 5.097, df=4, p = 0.278 and 
revealed that age as a variable significantly affected the 
participation of the local community in cultural tourism 
development.  

 

Table 2 : Age Of Respondents By Community Participation In Cultural Tourism Cross-Tabulation And Chi-
Square Test 

 Participation in cultural tourism Total 

Yes No 

Age of respondents 

18 - 30 years 
Count 35 27 62 

% within Age of respondents 56.5% 43.5% 100.0% 

31 - 40 years 
Count 26 18 44 

% within Age of respondents 59.1% 40.9% 100.0% 

41 - 50 years 
Count 11 6 17 

% within Age of respondents 64.7% 35.3% 100.0% 

51 - 60 years 
Count 6 1 7 

% within Age of respondents 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Over 60 years 
Count 2 5 7 

% within Age of respondents 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 80 57 137 

% within Age of respondents 58.4% 41.6% 100.0% 

Chi-Square = 5.097, df=4, p = 0.278 



Community Participation in Cultural Tourism: An Empirical Perspective 

 

Vol. 6 No. 2 January 2018                                       ISSN: 2509-0119 419 

Concerning the cross tabulation between marital status 
and community participation in cultural tourism 
development, the respondents who were single had 63.5% 
who participated and 36.5% did not. On those respondents 
who were married, 61.4% did participated and 38.6% who 
did not. Those who are separated in their marital status had 
53.8% who participated and 46.2% who did not.  

On those who are divorced, 37.5% participated and 
62.5% did not. Last but not least, those who were widowed 

had 28.6% of them reveal that they participate in cultural 
tourism development and 71.4% reiterated that they did not 
(Table 3). This meant that community participation was 
slightly more among the single respondents compared to the 
other marital statuses. Furthermore, the chi-square results of 
marital status and community participation were X = 4.873, 
df=4, p = 0.301 and this depict that marital status 
significantly affected the community participation in cultural 
tourism development. 

 
Table 3 : Marital Status By Community Participation In Cultural Tourism Cross-Tabulation 

And Chi-Square Test 

 Community participation 
in cultural tourism 

Total 

Yes No 

Marital status 

Single 
Count 33 19 52 

% within Marital status 63.5% 36.5% 100.0% 

Married 
Count 35 22 57 

% within Marital status 61.4% 38.6% 100.0% 

Separated 
Count 7 6 13 

% within Marital status 53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 

Divorced 
Count 3 5 8 

% within Marital status 37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 

Widowed 
Count 2 5 7 

% within Marital status 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 80 57 137 

% within Marital status 58.4% 41.6% 100.0% 

Chi-Square = 4.873, df=4, p = 0.301 

 

Cross tabulation between the level of education and 
community participation in tourism was performed in the 
study. From the findings, it was revealed that among those 
who participated in cultural tourism, 8.8% had a primary 
level of education, 50% had secondary, 27.5% had tertiary 
and 13.8% had none. Consequently, it was also realized that 
from those who did not participate, 1.8% had a primary level 
of education, 47.4% had secondary, 29.8% had tertiary and 
21.1% had none as depicted in Table 4. The trend of the 
results reveals that most participants of cultural tourism 
development had a secondary level of education.  In addition, 
the chi-square results of level of education and community 
participation were X = 3.957, df=3, p = 0.266 and this depict 
that level of education significantly affected the community 
participation in cultural tourism development. 

As depicted in Table 5, the study tested the first research 
hypothesis that ‘there is no significant relationship between 
gender and community participation in cultural tourism 
development at Kogelo’. From the findings, F-distribution 

test as a result of linear regression revealed an F value of 
4.773 and p value of 0.031. This meant that the first 
hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between 
gender and community participation in cultural tourism 
development at Kogelo was rejected. 

The research also tested the second research hypothesis 
‘there is no significant relationship between age and 
community participation in cultural tourism development at 
Kogelo’. The finding showed that F-distribution test had F 
value of 0.001 and p value of 0.980.  This meant that the 
study failed to reject the second hypothesis that stated that 
‘there is no significant relationship between age and 
community participation in cultural tourism development at 
Kogelo’. 

 Additionally, the study also tested the third hypothesis 
that ‘there is no significant relationship between marital 
status and community participation in cultural tourism 
development at Kogelo’. From the F-distribution test, it had 
an F value of 4.308 and p value of 0.040. This meant that the 
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third hypothesis that ‘there is no significant relationship 
between marital status and community participation in 
cultural tourism development at Kogelo was rejected’.  

Last but not least, the research tested the fourth 
hypothesis that ‘there is no significant relationship between 
level of education and community participation in cultural 

tourism development at Kogelo’. From the test, F had a value 
of 2.742 and there was a p value of 0.100. This meant that 
the fourth hypothesis that ‘there is no significant relationship 
between level of education and community participation in 
cultural tourism development at Kogelo was rejected’. 

 

 
Table 4 : Level Of Education And Community Participation In Tourism Crosstab And Chi-Square Test 

 Community participation  
in cultural tourism 

Total 

Yes No 

Level of education 

Primary 
Count 7 1 8 
% within Participation in cultural tourism 8.8% 1.8% 5.8% 

Secondary 
Count 40 27 67 
% within Participation in cultural tourism 50.0% 47.4% 48.9% 

Tertiary 
Count 22 17 39 
% within Participation in cultural tourism 27.5% 29.8% 28.5% 

None 
Count 11 12 23 
% within Participation in cultural tourism 13.8% 21.1% 16.8% 

Total 
Count 80 57 137 
% within Participation in cultural tourism 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Chi-Square = 3.957, df=3, p = 0.266 
 

Table 5 : Anova Of Demographic Factors And Participation In Cultural Tourism 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance 

1 

Regression 1.137 1 1.137 4.773 0.031a 

Residual 32.148 135 0.238   

Total 33.285 136    

  

2 
Regression 0.000 1 0.000 0.001 0.980b 

Residual 33.285 135 0.247   

 Total 33.285 136    

  

3 Regression 1.029 1 1.029 4.308 0.040c 

 Residual 32.255 135 0.239   

 Total 33.285 136    

  

4 Regression 0.663 1 0.663 2.742 0.100d 

 Residual 32.622 135 0.242   

 Total 33.285 136    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Gender 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Age of respondents 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Marital status 

d. Predictors: (Constant), Level of education 

e. Dependent Variable: Participation in Cultural Tourism  
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IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

In conclusion, the demographic factors or variables of 
gender, age, marital status and level of education affected 
community participation in tourism in one way or the other. 
It was explicit that these factors cannot be ignored. The 
sustainability of tourism is dependent on the level of 
community participation. The study recommended that 
contemporary and innovative ways should be utilized to 
ensure that community participation in cultural tourism 
development is enhanced.  
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